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Historic Preservation and Right-Sizing
Preservationists who use the term “right-sizing” are acknowledging that demolition is a necessity in a shrinking city. They are interested in playing a role in
making sure that the most critical historic resources are protected in the process of reducing the overall number of distressed and blighted buildings. In cities
with declining populations, preservationists are adapting to a new framework for thinking about protecting built heritage. A historically significant building in a
shrinking city is relatively more likely to fall into a distressed condition and become a blighted property. That building then needs to be either demolished, held
and secured to prevent further deterioration, or rehabbed. The ability to save the building from demolition depends on both the processes that are in place to
proactively protect it, and on the fragile economic equation that is driven by market demand and public investment. The collective loss of thousands of less
historically significant buildings in shrinking cities also has an impact on the overall historic character of a city’s neighborhoods. The question of preserving the
pristine character of historic buildings may take a backseat to the question of preserving the very existence of historic buildings and neighborhoods.
In 2011 in response to the emergence of Neighborhood Stabilization Program funding for demolition the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP, an
independent federal agency) convened a task force on right-sizing.1 The Rightsizing Task Force visited Cleveland and held a community forum here in June 2012.
Donovan Rypkema and Cara Bertron of PlaceEconomics wrote a ground-breaking report for the task force suggesting that historic preservation should have a key
role in planning for right-sizing.2 Even before this issue received national attention, Emilie Evans studied its application in Cleveland in a 2011 master’s thesis.3
Brenda Mahoney with the Michigan Historic Preservation Network suggested strategies drawn from her experience working with two cities in Michigan.4 In 2013
the Preservation Rightsizing Network was established to facilitate collaboration and advocacy.5 The ACHP’s Rightsizing Task Force issued a new report, Managing
Change: Preservation and Rightsizing in America6 in March 2014.
The Vacancy Problem in Cleveland
In 2013 there were almost 13,000 vacant homes under 4 units in Cleveland’s neighborhoods - about 12% - in addition to almost 16,000 vacant residential lots.
Cleveland’s vacancy problem is a result of both continuing population loss (17% population loss 2000-2010) and the aftermath of a foreclosure crisis driven by
predatory and sub-prime lending, which resulted in massive transfers of property first to banks and then to out-of state house flippers at bargain basement
prices. Once homes go through mortgage foreclosure their reduced sales prices artificially lower neighborhood home values, and they are more likely to remain
vacant, experience vandalism including stripping of siding and plumbing, and become nuisance properties.
Between January 2010 and June 2013 over 3100 homes and over 200 commercial buildings were torn down in the City of Cleveland. Local leaders are
aggressively seeking funding to demolish about additional 8,000 homes identified by inspectors as vacant and distressed at a cost of approximately $80 million.
Are individually significant historic resources being lost in the rush to demolish? Is the urban fabric of Cleveland being severely impacted in terms of density and
sense of place? This report attempts to help answer these questions, with most of its attention focused on preservation of essential historic neighborhood
character. The term “historic” is intentionally used very broadly in this report to encompass all of Cleveland’s housing stock over 60 years old, and to
acknowledge the contribution of even the plainest of small worker cottages to our sense of heritage, local identity, and urban vibrancy.
Summary of Methods
Interviews and a literature review explored existing processes and studies related to demolition and rehab in Cleveland. Mapped GIS data from NEO CANDO and
the City of Cleveland was used to analyze implementation of existing plans related to rehabs and demolitions and to explore patterns of demolition, rehabs, and
density change from January 2010 to June 2013. Maps of land use and building form were used to rapidly identify remaining intact clusters of historic
commercial fabric. This formed the basis of proposed strategies to strategically preserve both residential and commercial historic urban fabric. The data analysis
and proposed strategies were shared with community development organization (CDC) leaders and City of Cleveland Councilpersons for feedback.
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Key Findings










Historic building stock is being lost at significant rates in some neighborhoods. Overall, Cleveland lost 2.7% of its 1-3 family housing stock and 1.6% of
commercial buildings from January 2010-June 2013. Twelve neighborhoods lost more than 5% of their 1-3 family housing stock during this time, and two
of those neighborhoods, Fairfax and Kinsman, lost more than 10%.
Some neighborhoods in Cleveland are transitioning from urban densities to more suburban densities, including Fairfax and North Broadway.
Neighborhoods that have lost at least 0.5 net units per acre since January 2010 include Fairfax, North Broadway, South Collinwood, Forest Hills, and
Woodland Hills. Overall, Cleveland’s neighborhoods lost 0.2 net units/acre during this time.
Within Landmark Districts, less historic building stock is being lost, but the protective value of the Landmark designation is limited. Eighty five percent of
demolition proposals that went before the Landmarks Commission, and 93% of demolition proposals that went through a local Design Review
Committee and then to the Planning Commission, were approved in 2010-2013.
The 2011 NSP Target Area Plans were exemplary examples of planning for demolition and rehab, but the plans have been implemented to varying
degrees. Of the 234 homes targeted for rehab in the 2011 NSP Target Area Plans, as of June 2013 5% underwent major rehabs in tracked categories and
9% were demolished. Of the 226 homes targeted for demolition, 38% were demolished, an additional 35% were condemned, and 8% were rehabbed.
While demolitions are happening at high rates, residential rehab activity is also happening. Even in the most distressed areas, investment in
rehabilitation is occurring alongside demolition, although some of this is a result of condemnations. Where residential demolition rates are high,
commercial demolition rates are also high.
Remaining historic commercial clusters in Cleveland were successfully identified using a land use map with building footprints and proposed criteria.
Historic building clusters outside of designated landmark and design review areas are in danger of being lost, with several disappearing between 2011
and 2014.
Focusing rehabs and density in neighborhoods around historic commercial clusters is suggested as a potential redevelopment strategy. This idea
received mostly positive feedback from representatives of community development corporations. The majority of these respondents would choose to
invest $100,000 of subsidy in one rehab, assuming that it would result in a successful sale, rather than using the $100,000 to tear down ten houses.
The problem of vacant buildings can be framed as requiring an investment choice between demolition, mothballing, or rehabilitation. As funding for
demolition continues to be identified, strategic investment of public funds in rehabilitation is also needed to preserve historic resources. The relative
value of rehab and demolition needs further study to support decision making for public investment.
Within Landmark Districts, National Register Districts, historic commercial cluster neighborhoods, and other areas designated for density preservation,
strategies to help facilitate rehabilitation are needed. Example strategies are identified.

The Cleveland Context
Cleveland is a national leader in developing strategies to deal with vacancy and in advocating for funds for demolition. Some notable initiatives include:
 The Cuyahoga County Land Reutilization Corporation (County Land Bank), established in 2009 through state legislation which provided broad authority
for the land bank to acquire, hold, rehab, demolish, and transfer property, receive grants, borrow money, and issue loans and bonds. Its base funding of
about $7 million a year comes from penalties and interest on delinquent property taxes. The Land Bank has established innovative agreements with
Fannie Mae, HUD, Wells Fargo, and Bank of America to take title to distressed homes at minimal cost, sometimes with partial funding for demolition.
Additional homes come to the Land Bank through tax foreclosure.
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NEO CANDO, a county-wide property information and mapping system housed at Case Western Reserve University, which provides an unparalleled
wealth of frequently updated data relevant to vacancy issues.
The regional Vacant and Abandoned Properties Action Council (VAPAC), which champions state and federal legislation, policies, and funding related to
vacancy issues and demolition.
The Thriving Communities Institute (TCI), housed at the Western Land Conservancy, which now coordinates VAPAC and works on Ohio-wide vacancy
policy, including the establishment of new land banks.
Re-imagining Cleveland, dedicated to the sustainable reuse of vacant land. Originally funded by the Surdna Foundation, the Cleveland Urban Design
Collaborative at Kent State University (CUDC) in partnership with Neighborhood Progress Inc. (NPI, now Cleveland Neighborhood Progress), the City of
Cleveland, and ParkWorks (now LAND Studio) created a community plan and pattern book that identified a menu of strategies for reusing vacant land,
from stormwater capture, habitat restoration, renewable energy production, and agriculture to pocket parks and side-lot expansion. A series of grants
managed by NPI and funded by the Cleveland Foundation, $500,000 of NSP I funding, and the Wells Fargo CityLift program were awarded to community
members to implement the identified strategies. The project coincided with a robust local food and community gardening movement and transformed
the community development community’s view of vacant land. Vacant land was now seen as a potential asset that could improve neighborhood quality
of life as Cleveland transitions to a smaller city.
NPI’s Neighborhood Stabilization Team, which provided technical assistance and support to local community development organizations to help them
identify blighted properties and connect with resources.
Aggressive targeting of banks and unscrupulous investors, including
o 2008 Civil suits by NPI and the Cleveland Marshall Law School’s Housing Law Clinic against Deutsche Bank and Wells Fargo for failing to maintain
houses they owned, which resulted in some funding for demolition
o A 2011 unsuccessful but ground-breaking suit by the City of Cleveland against Wall Street institutions involved in predatory and sub-prime
lending7
The Cleveland Housing Court, which works proactively with homeowners and responsible landlords to help them find solutions for addressing housing
violations, and simultaneously has established a national reputation for successfully pursuing criminal actions against large, out-of-state, negligent
property owners.

Historic Preservation in Cleveland
The Cleveland Restoration Society (CRS) has been advocating for historic preservation since 1972. It provides technical assistance on rehabilitation of historic
buildings. CRS operates the Heritage Home Program, which offers advice and very low interest rehab loans for owners of older homes, and provides technical
assistance to congregations through its Sacred Landmarks Program. CRS conducts property surveys for possible inclusion on the National Register or local
landmark designation, including a survey of African American heritage sites. CRS has engaged the local community in conversations about right-sizing. It
participated in an Ohio Preservation Summit on Vacant and Abandoned Buildings in May 2012 and sponsored the conference, Historic Preservation in America’s
Legacy Cities, in June 2014. CRS has worked with the County Land Bank to facilitate redevelopment of significant historic properties originally marked for
demolition.
The Cleveland Landmarks Commission, staffed by the City Planning department, designates and reviews proposals for landmark buildings and districts. Its staff
also does Section 106 review on behalf of the State Historic Preservation Office and can nominate properties and districts for National Register status. The leader
in proactively nominating buildings for individual Landmark status is Councilman Jeff Johnson, who is systematically working to protect significant historic
resources in his ward through the Landmark process, with assistance from CRS.
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City Beautiful is a group of young professionals that actively advocates for excellent urban design and historic preservation. The group grew out of an effort
called Save Lower Prospect Avenue that unsuccessfully protested the demolition of the landmarked downtown Columbia Building for a casino valet parking
garage. Jessica Woblig, working with City Beautiful and the Cleveland Landmarks Commission through the Ohio History Service Corps, recently demonstrated
how volunteers can be used to help with the legwork involved in surveys. She created the documentation necessary for a new national register district in the
Broadway strategic planning areas, including a context document and a multiple resource document, focused on corner store buildings with Polish historical
identity. She worked with City Beautiful to do a scatter survey of visually important buildings in the Broadway strategic planning area. City Beautiful volunteers
conducted the survey over two Sunday afternoons. They used the software Mappler, which can easily upload data into GIS8.
Projects listed individually or contribute to a district on the National Register and will be income-producing properties are eligible for a 20% federal tax credit.
Ohio has a competitive 25% state tax credit. Projects with buildings that are listed individually on the National Register, contribute to a National Register district,
or are individually landmarked locally are eligible to apply. Large projects are more competitive. Grants are also available to help develop a National Register
nomination.
Many of Cleveland’s community development organizations (CDCs) work to facilitate redevelopment of housing and commercial properties, often in partnership
with the County Land Bank. Just some of the notable single-family residential rehab programs in Cleveland include:
 St. Clair Superior Development Corporation is rehabbing homes into loft spaces for $15,000 - $20,000.9
 Famicos Foundation obtained a grant from the Ohio Development Services Agency along with Cleveland Foundation support to rehab houses in
Glenville.10
 With support from the Kresge Foundation, Northeast Shores is creating artist housing.11
 Within a targeted area the Slavic Village Recovery Project is rehabbing homes in concert with demolition, investigating and assisting with the loan
situation of every home, and working with banks and walk-away non-bank owners to acquire properties12.
CDCs have also rehabilitated properties through Receivership. When a property with a residential component is declared a public nuisance by the City’s Building
and Housing Department and the owner does not abate the nuisance, the City can either demolish the property administratively or an interested party can
petition to be appointed a Receiver through a Housing Court process to rehabilitate the property without owning it. A first position lien is placed on the property
in the amount of the rehab costs, and if the owner does not pay the lien the receiver can then sell the property to recoup rehab costs plus a 10% fee.13
The City of Cleveland offers low interest loans and incentives for redeveloping commercial properties. In target areas, the Storefront Program offers design
assistance, 40% rebates and low interest loans for storefront building renovations.14 The Vacant Property Initiative offers forgivable loans for 10% of project cost.
The Neighborhood Retail Financial Assistance Program provides gap financing to small businesses for exterior and interior improvements.15
Process of Demolition in Cleveland
Demolition can be initiated by the City of Cleveland, and by property owners, including the County Land Bank. The City’s Building and Housing Department
boards, condemns and takes down distressed properties through its authority to abate nuisances.16 This process begins with a complaint or by identification of
the property by a local community development corporation. Building and Housing partners with community development corporations to help identify
properties for inspections on a regular basis. The department also coordinates a periodic survey to identify vacant and distressed 1-3 family structures across the
city. The city’s spot blight eminent domain powers could also be used to acquire and demolish or rehab properties, however, this is a longer process that
requires a City Council hearing and determination of compensation for the owner.
Under nuisance abatement powers properties are inspected for condition, safety and habitability, and if appropriate a notice of condemnation is issued. Owners
then have the option of filing a rehab plan within 30 days and fixing up their properties. Roughly 8% of owners of condemned properties file a rehab plan as a
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result of condemnation notices, and 40% of these owners complete the rehab within six months of the notice. If the owner does not address the problems
through rehab or demolition then the property gets prioritized for demolition by the city according to a points system. Since condemned properties exceed
available funding, a property could sit for years before being demolished if not prioritized. Factors for prioritization include the length of time condemned, the
number of times boarded, bank or city ownership, eligibility for certain funding sources, location in investment areas identified by the Community Development
and Economic Development departments, proximity to schools, crime density, and proximity to main thoroughfares. Properties in a Landmarks or design review
district are flagged but receive no additional points17. Building and Housing residential demolitions in the last few years peaked at 1708 in 2009, with 1130 in
2010, 607 in 2011, 758 in 2012, and 689 January through August 2013.18
Before a property is demolished by either the City or a property owner a demolition permit must be pulled. At this point, if the property is located in a
Landmarks District the Landmarks Commission needs to approve the demolition. If it is located in a Design Review District then the demolition proposal is first
reviewed by a local design review committee and then goes to the Planning Commission for approval. If state or federal funds are being used then the
demolition is reviewed by the City for compliance with Section 106. This is a check to see if the property is a contributing resource in a National Register District.
If it is, it can still be torn down if an approved mitigation plan is in place. If the property is not in a Landmarks or Design Review District, and does not have to
comply with Section 106, the demolition permit is issued by Building and Housing without additional review or public notice.
Multiple funding sources have been used by the City of Cleveland for demolition. Key past, present, and potential future sources of funding include:
 The City attempts to recover the cost of nuisance demolitions from all owners in the chain of title through county assessment or civil legal filing.19
 The Neighborhood Stabilization Program provided funds for rehab and demolition in three rounds. For NSP1 Cleveland received $16 million. For NSP2
funds the City of Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, and the County Land Bank formed a consortium and received $40 million. For NSP3 the City of Cleveland
received $6.8 million of which $2.8 million was allocated for multifamily rental housing, $2.8 million was allocated for demolition, and $400,000 was
allocated for housing rehab.
 Cuyahoga County received $12 million from Ohio Attorney General Funds from a national settlement with five mortgage lenders in 2012, managed by
the County Land Bank.
 Unused Hardest Hit Funds, originally designated to help homeowners modify mortgages, were approved for use for demolition in Ohio and $10.1 million
was awarded to the County Land Bank in 2014.
 Cuyahoga County Executive Ed Fitzgerald has proposed to provide $50 million in bonds for demolition.
 The “Ohio Plan” proposes to use $144 million of a $13.5 billion national foreclosure fraud settlement with JP Morgan for demolition. The Ohio Plan
would also provide $16 million for foreclosure prevention, $35 million for rehab, and $5 million for repurposing vacant land.20
County Land Bank Programs
The Cuyahoga County Land Reutilization Corporation, also known as the County Land Bank, acquires 75-85 residential properties a month. Every property gets
surveyed and evaluated. The first evaluation of the property determines whether it is vacant, secured, vandalized, a hazard, or in a historic area. The Land Bank
will not pursue acquisition of properties in a Landmark or National Register District because it cannot take the risk that it will not be able to demolish the
property if necessary. Homes are evaluated for rehab potential based on a marketing test to see whether the cost of the renovations needed will be close to
what it can sell for. An environmental review for lead and asbestos is completed on properties that will be demolished. Properties to be renovated are done so
either “in house” or put into one of the Land Banks’s other rehab programs. A set of rehab specifications with costs are created. For “in house” renovations, the
Land Bank is willing to lose up to $5-10K on the deal in some cases. To keep costs low, the rehab specs do not typically meet the City of Cleveland’s Green
Standard, which is required for tax abatement.
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About 60-65% of properties do not meet the marketing test and are demolished, over 2500 properties county-wide since 2009. It takes about 4-6 months to
demolish a property. Some vacant lots are held for development or community projects such as gardens, some are transferred to adjacent property owners
through the Side Lot Program, and others are transferred to ownership by the local jurisdiction. All the properties are listed on the Land Bank’s website, and if
there is interest in a particular property marked for demolition, the Land Bank will write up specs for it. The Land Bank can mothball (secure and hold for the
long term) properties. If an entity signs an agreement that they will rehab a property the Land Bank will hold it for up to 18 months. For example, the Land Bank
has worked with the Cleveland Restoration Society (CRS) to hold properties while CRS facilitates the rehabilitation.
The Land Bank has facilitated over 850 rehabs since 2009 through several rehab programs. The majority of the rehabs have been completed through the Deed in
Escrow program with approved, screened buyers. The buyers must complete the rehab measures specified by the Land Bank within 4 months in order to receive
their deed. There is a similar rehab program for homeowners called the Owner Occupant Buyer Advantage Program, which gives homeowners a 30 day exclusive
opportunity to bid on homes that need a relatively small amount of work. The Land Bank has facilitated almost 250 renovations in partnership with CDCs, 53
rehabs through the NSP2 program, and 33 rehabs in-house. It also has population specific programs for veterans, refugees, and workforce development.

Choosing a Remediation Strategy for Distressed and Vacant Buildings: a Review of Existing Studies
Once a building becomes distressed and vacant, it has a significant impact on the quality of life and market conditions in the surrounding neighborhood.
Investment is necessary to either:
- save the building by rehabilitating it to a condition that enables it to be an occupied community asset again, either as a for-sale or rental property
- demolish the building, leaving a vacant lot which potentially could be reused as a site for a community asset such as new housing or commercial
construction, a community garden, a rain garden, or an expanded side yard
- “mothball” the building for future rehabilitation by securing it in such a way that deterioration of the building is limited
The relative benefits and costs of rehab and demolition need to be weighed to decide the best use of public funds, and whether regional advocacy efforts should
be directed towards acquiring funds for demolition or for rehab. The Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP), for example, could be used for either residential
rehab or demolition, within prescribed limits. The costs and benefits of residential demolition and rehab are considered below.
Costs of Residential Demolition and Rehab
The going rate for demolition of a single or two-family home is $8000-$10,000, more if extensive asbestos abatement is needed. The costs of rehabilitation were
explored in a 2013 study led by Frank Ford for Harvard University.21 The Harvard study categorized rehab into four types.
 A gut rehab is a substantial rehab that requires tearing out walls down to the studs and replacing all major systems including plumbing and mechanicals.
It is required for homes that are in very distressed condition. With a gut rehab almost all homes that are structurally sound can be repurposed. Rehabs
in this category also are designed to meet the City’s Green Standard so they can get tax abatement. In Cleveland, Cleveland Housing Network has done
many gut rehabs for their lease-purchase program.
 A moderate rehab does not gut all the walls. It replaces light fixtures and some plumbing. It meets the Cleveland Green Standard and it includes
insulation blown into the sidewalls and air sealing.
 A code plus rehab keeps fixtures and mechanicals (such as furnace) that have more than 5 years of expected life remaining. It includes a lot more work
than a code rehab, but it does not meet the Cleveland Green Standard and does not include insulation and air sealing of sidewalls. The Slavic Village
Recovery program does some rehabs to this level.
Putting Historic Preservation On The Map: Right-Sizing Cleveland
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A code rehab does the bare minimum to comply with code. All working mechanicals stay, even a 20 year old furnace. It does not meet the Cleveland
Green Standard or include insulation or air sealing.

The table below summarizes the three Cleveland scenarios studied, using rounded cost figures. The study considered a rehab to be feasible if it did not require
more than a $10,000 subsidy (the cost of demolition). In Old Brooklyn, the moderate, code plus, and code rehabs were feasible. Gut rehab would require a
Table 1. Harvard University Study of Rehab Feasibility

$30,000 subsidy. In South Broadway and North Collinwood only the code rehab was feasible. Moderate or gut rehab would require a subsidy of $42,000 to
$70,000. However, to make the project work with only a $10K subsidy gap up to $32,000 could be spent on the rehab in South Broadway and up to $45,000
could be spent in North Collinwood.
Increasing property values will allow the gap between sales price and rehab cost to disappear even for extensive rehabs, and private market rehab of distressed
property will become more feasible and desirable. Increased property values also help homeowners to obtain home improvement loans for basic home repair
and weatherization, refinance at lower rates, and sell their homes – things that could be crucial to keeping them out of poverty. Strategies to raise property
values span the spectrum of community development - industrial development, school reform, regional planning to prevent sprawl, investments in
transportation infrastructure, increasing the minimum wage, and code enforcement to name a few. The relative impact of rehabs and demolitions on property
values is a subject for debate. Clearly, though, they are both investments that significantly change the character and perception of a particular street and
neighborhood.
Benefits of Residential Demolition
The value of demolition was analyzed in a 2013 study commissioned by the Thriving Communities Institute (TCI) in order to justify using unspent Hardest Hit
Funds for demolition.22 The study concluded that in Cuyahoga County on average a demolition of a distressed (vacant, tax delinquent, or foreclosed) house
raised sales prices of homes within 500 feet, and that the equity hedge, or the total of all the sales price increases as a result of that average demolition, was
$13,140. The demolition value study divided Cuyahoga County into extremely weak, weak, moderate, and high functioning markets. Greater benefits of
demolition were seen in the moderate and high functioning markets - up to $136K cumulative equity hedge per demolition in the high functioning market. This
area includes small portions of the Kamm’s Corners, North Collinwood, and Old Brooklyn neighborhoods. The moderate functioning market with a $49K equity
hedge includes portions of the following: Old Brooklyn, Kamm’s Corners, Riverside, Jefferson, Puritas-Longmead, Edgewater, Tremont, Downtown, University
Circle, Buckeye-Shaker, North Collinwood, Lee Miles, a sliver of Corlett and Union Miles, and the southern tip of South Broadway.
In the extremely weak and weak functioning markets, which included most of the City of Cleveland, including all of its most distressed areas, demolition was
shown to not be cost effective. In the extremely weak market the collective home value increases of all the homes within 500 feet of a demolition only totaled
$754, significantly less than the cost of that demolition. In the weak market a demolition was associated with a decrease in home values, by a collective total of
$3,585. The authors concluded that “the weak market models clearly suggest that minimal financial gain is available through demolition activity in those
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zones23.” Housing prices were very depressed in the extremely weak ($22K average sales price) and weak ($33K average sales price) functioning markets, and
both vacant lots and distressed houses had a less statistically significant impact on prices in these markets than in the moderate and high functioning markets.
Presumably demolition (and rehab) impacts the quality of life in these neighborhoods regardless of whether that impact is reflected in home values.
The TCI study calculated the results by comparing the impact of a vacant lot on home prices versus a scenario in which the home was not demolished and the
distressed property remained. Vacant lots were found to decrease home values by about 1% in the weak, moderate, and high functioning market areas, but a
distressed property lowered home values by a greater amount, from 0 to 19%, depending on the source of the distress and the market area. The study noted
that distressed properties typically sold at a considerable discount – real estate owned (REO) properties sold at a discount of 54% in the high functioning markets
and at a 78% discount in the extremely weak functioning markets. In weak and extremely weak functioning markets structures that were vacant but had no
other form of distress such as tax delinquency or foreclosure had no significant impact on sales prices. In the extremely weak functioning markets the presence
of a single vacant lot had no significant impact on home values - in that market the average home had 18 vacant lots within 500 feet. The impact of particular reuses of vacant lots such as community gardens or expanded yards was not studied.
The TCI study also showed that there is a greater downward trend of mortgage foreclosures in areas of demolition activity than in areas without demolition
activity. It acknowledges that this trend does not imply causation. There may be other factors at play in areas with more demolition activity.
A 2012 study by the Federal Reserve Bank using a hedonic pricing model similar to the TCI study showed that land bank demolitions appear to have a 9% positive
impact on home sales prices within 500 feet, but that conclusion did not reach statistical significance24.
Demolition is relatively low cost, allowing more properties to be addressed, and it can happen relatively fast. Homes that are cited as a nuisance property can be
torn down without acquiring ownership of the property. This means that the amount of time the house remains a nuisance property may be decreased
significantly. Demolition decreases the overall housing supply, bringing the number of homes in the region closer to the current demand for housing in the
region. It allows for the possibility that a community asset such as a community garden or a new construction home could be located on the resulting vacant lot.
Benefits of Residential Rehab
A rehab of a distressed property is likely to raise surrounding property values more than a demolition, but more research is needed to quantify that impact.
Since the subsidy needed for a quality gut rehab of an extremely distressed property may be as high as seven times the subsidy needed for demolition (or
possibly higher), the benefits of that rehab need to be at least seven or more times greater than that of the demolition. The TCI study on demolition states,
“residential improvements and rehabilitations of existing residential structures and construction of new residential structures are hypothesized to positively
impact value …the decisions surrounding whether to demolish distressed structures and provide certainty in future costs to municipalities versus investing in
select distressed structures for rehabilitation are ripe for future research opportunities.”25
If a rehabbed house sells above the average sales price in a neighborhood it will have an immediate positive impact on appraised home values. Even minor
positive impacts on average sales prices will add up to a significant equity hedge. In contrast, according to the TCI study, a demolition leaves a vacant lot that is
still depressing home values (but not as much as a distressed property). Perhaps more importantly, a rehabbed house changes expectations for a neighborhood
or a street much more dramatically than the creation of a vacant lot. When expectations change, market demand changes. In economic terms, rehabilitation has
the potential to shift the demand curve. While demolitions move existing supply of housing closer to existing demand, rehabilitations have greater potential to
move demand closer to supply. In the long term, the ability of the rehabilitation to attract additional investment may far exceed the immediate impact of
increased appraised values.
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In some cases a quality gut rehab may approach or even exceed the cost of a new construction home. At this point the completed gut rehab typically includes all
the modern conveniences of a new home such as efficient mechanicals, several bathrooms, or an open floor plan. The rehab has the advantage of historic
character. This historic character, together with other historic homes and commercial buildings, give the surrounding neighborhood an economic advantage.26
The rehab also has an environmental advantage over the new construction. The existing materials that were reused in the rehab retain the embodied energy
that was used to create them. Ultimately rehabilitation is a green endeavor that has a positive impact on our ecological sustainability and on our climate.
Importance of Density
Rehab and new construction infill are density-supportive activities. Strategic demolition may also be argued to be a density-supportive activity if it can help slow
the cycle of falling property values sufficiently to attract enough new investment that will offset the density losses from demolition. However, as noted above,
demolition has not been proven to raise property values in weak or extremely weak functioning markets.
Density is a city’s basic competitive advantage over the suburbs. Density is what makes an urban neighborhood strong, vibrant, and a place that young people
want to live and work. Dense areas supply enough people to create a sense of energy and liveliness, and they support walkable retail areas close to where
people live. Density goes hand in hand with walkability. More people are able to drive less and walk to shop and eat in dense areas. Less car use means less
need for parking and more ability to create a pedestrian and bike-friendly environment. Density also goes hand in hand with historic preservation. Historic
neighborhoods were often built at high urban densities that contribute to an area’s character and sense of place.
Density is cost effective and creates healthy, sustainable neighborhoods. At higher densities, bus transit and light rail transit can be supported cost-effectively.
Higher densities mean that more tax revenue is produced for the same investment in street, water, sewer, lighting, and utility infrastructure. Infrastructure
efficiency also saves energy and resources. Reduced use of cars means less air pollution. Asthma sufferers benefit (one of every four African American and
Hispanic children in Cuyahoga County have asthma27). Less greenhouse gases that contribute to global climate change are produced. Reduced pavement
minimizes harmful stormwater runoff that pollutes waterways and causes sewage to overflow into lakes and rivers.
If a shrinking city cannot sustain high densities everywhere, compact development is a relevant strategy. Compact development is development concentrated in
strategic areas with higher levels of density, surrounded by greenspace and agriculture, rather than spread out in low densities over a wide area. Compact
development is recommended for Greater Cleveland’s regional patterns of growth in the Vibrant NEO2040 Plan,28 but it can also be applied at the local level
within the City of Cleveland to create strategic areas of high density.

Patterns of Historic Preservation, Rehabilitation, Demolition and Density
Historic Building Stock Lost
Demolition proposals in a Landmark District or in a Design Review District have a good chance of being approved. Eighty five percent of demolition proposals
that went before the Landmarks Commission, and 93% of demolition proposals that went through a local Design Review Committee and then to the Planning
Commission, were approved in 2010-2013. The public has a chance to weigh in on the proposals at public meetings, however, there is little advance public
notice, typically less than a week. Activists may learn about a demolition proposal after the local design review committee has made a recommendation and the
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Table 2. Outcome of Reviewed Demolition Proposals, 2010-2013

case is headed to the Planning Commission, unless they proactively seek out this
information. Only 2% of all 1-3 family demolitions, 32% of commercial demolitions,
and 5% of all demolitions went to Landmarks or Design Review in 2010-2013.
Overall, Cleveland has lost 2.7% of its 1-3 family housing stock and 1.6% of
commercial buildings in the last three years. Twelve neighborhoods have lost more
than 5% of their 1-3 family housing stock in the last three years, and two of those
neighborhoods, Fairfax and Kinsman, have lost more than 10%. Kinsman also stands
alone in having greater than 50% vacant residential parcels. Fairfax has the highest
percentage of vacant and physically distressed houses identified by inspectors
(17.5%), followed closely by North Broadway, St. Clair Superior, Glenville, Kinsman,
and Woodland Hills. Glenville has the highest percentage of vacant houses (24%),
followed by St. Clair Superior, Forest Hills, Woodland Hills, North Broadway, Hough,
Union Miles Park, and Kinsman. Although Glenville, St. Clair Superior, and Forest Hills
have the highest percentage of vacant structures, they are losing building stock half
the rate of Fairfax and Kinsman (although a 5% loss in 3 years is still very high).
Neighborhoods that have less vacant houses also tend to have a smaller proportion
of vacant houses that are physically distressed (e.g. Tremont 6.3% /1.7%, Old
Brooklyn 3.8% /0.5%). Woodland Hills, Fairfax, and Mt. Pleasant have lost the highest
percentage of commercial buildings. Table 3 shows distress and rehab statistics for
Strategic Planning Area neighborhoods (SPAs). Distress statistics that are higher than
average are shown in orange and those that are more than twice as high as the
average are shown in red. Rehab statistics over the average are shown in green, and
those twice as high as average are shown in blue.

Census 2010 vacancy rates calculated by comparing households to units are also included in Table 3. This vacancy rate includes all housing including multifamily.
The Census unit vacancy rates are much higher than the 1-3 family vacant structure rates from NEO CANDO. Perhaps the most likely explanation for this is that
many two and three family structures have only one occupied unit (these structures are 25% of 1-3 family housing stock). Other possible explanations might be
that multifamily buildings have high vacancy rates, that the Census significantly undercounted Cleveland’s population, that our data underestimates the number
of vacant structures, or a combination of all of these. A topic for future research could be the use of NEO CANDO occupancy data as a validation of Census
undercount.
Figures 1-4 show the spatial pattern of demolitions and rehabs in Cleveland. Demolitions are concentrated on the near west and east side. Overall, rehabs are
also concentrated in these areas. County Land Bank rehab shows a more scattered pattern, and tax abatement rehab is highly clustered in certain areas.
Appendix 1 is a map of the Statistical Planning Areas in Cleveland. Appendix 2 has detailed maps of rehabs and demolitions.
Table 4 shows a comparison between all neighborhoods (excluding Downtown and Industrial Valley), Historic Commercial Cluster Neighborhoods (areas within
walking distance of a critical mass of historic commercial buildings), Landmark Districts, National Register Districts, and NSP2 Target areas. Both Landmark and
National Register districts experienced considerably less demolition of single and two family homes and less demolition of commercial buildings.
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Table 3. Statistical Planning Area Property Statistics
Vacancy Rate,
Percent
Percent Foreclosed
Percent
Percent Vacant
Comparing
Vacant
Percent Vacant
and Financially
Additional
and Distressed
Percent
Census
Parcels, 1-3
Structures, 1-3
Distressed
Condemnations, 1-3 Family
Demolitions,
Households to All Family
Family
Properties, 1-3
1-3 Family
Identified by
1-3 Family
Statistical Planning
Residential Units, Residential,
Residential,
Family Residential,
Residential,
Inspectors,
Residential,
Area, 2010**
2010
2013*
2013*
2013*†
2010-2013*
2010
2010-2013*
Brooklyn-Centre
18.1%
4.1%
7.9%
14.4%
0.5%
3.7%
1.1%
Buckeye-Shaker
19.4%
6.7%
11.3%
18.5%
2.4%
13.1%
3.6%
Central
12.8%
49.1%
14.6%
24.2%
1.9%
5.7%
3.5%
Clark-Fulton
20.6%
8.8%
10.9%
15.5%
2.1%
7.6%
3.9%
Corlett
20.5%
6.2%
12.5%
20.7%
1.2%
7.7%
2.6%
Cudell
17.7%
6.4%
9.7%
15.5%
1.1%
2.4%
2.4%
Detroit-Shoreway
20.5%
13.0%
11.6%
13.3%
1.2%
5.8%
2.4%
Edgewater
15.0%
1.8%
6.1%
8.7%
0.2%
0.2%
0.5%
Euclid-Green
21.3%
7.4%
11.3%
20.7%
0.7%
4.2%
1.5%
Fairfax
28.9%
39.2%
17.0%
20.6%
8.3%
17.5%
11.7%
Forest Hills
29.5%
14.4%
22.5%
20.2%
1.2%
10.9%
4.6%
Glenville
31.5%
17.9%
24.0%
18.1%
2.3%
16.1%
4.7%
Goodrich-Kirtland Pk
19.0%
13.7%
7.2%
4.4%
0.6%
9.5%
1.3%
Hough
23.0%
33.1%
19.1%
16.0%
2.4%
13.5%
5.8%
Jefferson
11.3%
1.3%
4.9%
14.7%
0.2%
0.9%
0.4%
Kamm's Corners
7.3%
0.5%
2.2%
7.8%
0.0%
0.1%
0.0%
Kinsman
23.8%
60.1%
18.8%
17.4%
6.1%
15.8%
11.2%
Lee-Miles
9.4%
5.4%
9.1%
19.1%
0.2%
1.8%
0.5%
Mt. Pleasant
27.4%
10.1%
14.2%
20.7%
2.7%
9.8%
4.9%
North Broadway
30.7%
26.8%
19.8%
16.2%
3.2%
16.4%
7.1%
North Collinwood
16.5%
5.4%
11.0%
19.6%
0.6%
3.1%
1.5%
Ohio City
16.2%
15.5%
8.1%
10.1%
1.2%
3.2%
2.5%
Old Brooklyn
10.4%
1.1%
3.8%
12.8%
0.1%
0.5%
0.2%
Puritas-Longmead
10.9%
3.5%
7.5%
15.8%
0.1%
1.9%
0.6%
Riverside
6.0%
12.2%
1.9%
11.5%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
South Broadway
27.6%
12.2%
13.2%
18.4%
2.2%
8.6%
5.3%
South Collinwood
26.8%
15.3%
15.7%
22.2%
2.1%
8.0%
5.3%
St. Clair-Superior
34.8%
24.4%
23.3%
14.8%
3.0%
16.3%
5.7%
Stockyards
20.7%
10.6%
9.9%
14.8%
2.1%
4.1%
4.0%
Tremont
16.5%
17.6%
6.3%
9.4%
0.4%
1.7%
1.2%
Union-Miles Park
22.9%
20.7%
19.1%
18.6%
2.0%
14.3%
4.7%
University
12.3%
23.7%
11.4%
8.9%
0.3%
2.8%
1.5%
West Boulevard
15.0%
3.0%
6.6%
16.8%
0.5%
1.3%
1.0%
Woodland Hills
20.9%
18.0%
20.1%
19.5%
1.9%
15.7%
5.7%
Total
19.2%
11.7%
11.1%
16.2%
1.3%
6.1%
2.7%
** Excludes Downtown and Industrial Valley SPAs * Includes all residential land uses in the 5000's, including trailers and condos, but not including
apartments and mixed use † Includes REO properties, foreclosures, and sheriff sales from 2010 on and some "at risk" properties from before
2010
Includes all County Land Bank rehab, tax abatement rehab, and permits pulled over $25K

Percent
Rehab, 1-3
Family
Residential
2010-2013*‡
1.0%
4.5%
6.4%
1.2%
1.5%
1.5%
2.7%
2.1%
1.8%
3.2%
1.6%
2.7%
0.7%
1.7%
0.7%
0.4%
2.5%
1.8%
1.5%
2.1%
2.6%
2.0%
0.5%
1.0%
0.7%
2.3%
2.4%
1.4%
1.5%
2.9%
1.7%
1.3%
1.1%
1.9%
1.6%

Percent
Demolitions,
Commercial
Buildings,
2010-2013
1.0%
0.6%
0.9%
0.5%
2.6%
1.4%
1.2%
0.4%
0.0%
3.9%
1.2%
3.1%
1.0%
3.0%
0.5%
1.3%
2.5%
1.2%
3.5%
2.6%
1.9%
0.4%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
2.7%
2.9%
1.9%
0.8%
0.2%
2.4%
1.0%
1.8%
4.3%
1.6%
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Figure 1. County Land Bank Demos (Red) and Other Demos 2010-2013

Figure 2. County Land Bank Rehabs 2010-2013

Figure 3. Tax Abatement Rehabs 2010-2013

Figure 4. Other Rehabs Over 25K 2010-2013
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Table 4. Comparison of All Areas Studied

Statistical tests were conducted for a number of different vacancy variables to identify notable correlations (Appendix 3). As expected, distressed properties,
vacant structures, a history of vacancy, vacant lots, condemnations, and demolitions are highly correlated to each other. The number of vacant lots that turned
vacant between 1990 and 2013 is strongly correlated to percent vacant structures and percent demolitions in the last three years. A high percentage of
commercial demolition is highly correlated to residential demolitions, except in Landmark Districts. Household density and all residential density were weakly
correlated to percent rehab, but occupied single/two family parcel density (reflecting parcel size) was weakly negatively correlated to percent rehab and percent
Putting Historic Preservation On The Map: Right-Sizing Cleveland
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vacant parcels. Single/two family building density was weakly negatively correlated to condemnations and demolitions, suggesting that these activities are
becoming a factor in determining density.
In areas where there are more distressed houses, vacant lots, and condemnations, there are also more rehabs. Considerable rehab investment is taking place in
weak market areas. This would seem to suggest that many investors and homeowners believe that rehab is feasible and worthwhile in these areas. The rehabs
studied fell into three categories: all rehabs facilitated by the County Land Bank, all rehab which got tax abatement from the City (requiring the project to meet
the City’s Green Standard), and permits pulled for rehab-type activities that were over $25,000 in estimated value. Half of the over $25K permits pulled were for
corrections of condemnations (539 corrections), which could explain the correlation of rehabs with condemnations. Many of the condemnation corrections do
not get completed even though permits are pulled, so the data may overestimate the number of completed rehabs. The $25K cutoff was chosen to identify only
significant investments in a property. This level of investment suggests that major renovations and repairs were needed. Many rehabilitations are much less
expensive, so they may not be included in the data analyzed. For example, 95% of County Land Bank rehabs had less than $25K in permit estimated values.
Impacts of Demolition on Density
From January 2010 to June 2013, Cleveland’s neighborhoods lost 0.2 net units/acre overall to 10.7 units per acre (excluding Downtown and the Industrial Valley).
If the 2010-2013 rates of demolition and new construction of housing continue for the next 6 years, by 2019 Cleveland’s neighborhood density will fall from 10.7
net units per acre to 10.4 net units per acre.
Demolition rates and new construction rates have varied considerably in the past and are likely to vary in the future, so the projection of current rates to 2019 is
useful mainly to show the impacts of small changes over time. The current estimate of 8000 1-3 family houses (about 10,000 units, assuming equal demolitions
of housing types) that are identified as vacant and distressed by inspectors will be torn down before 2019 at current demolition rates. The number of additional
units that become vacant and distressed will depend on housing demand and foreclosure rates (which are decreasing29). From 2010 to 2013 about 3000 houses
were demolished but the number of identified vacant and distressed houses increased by about a thousand, from about 7000 to about 8000. Projecting these
trends we could demolish 24,000 houses by 2034 and still have another 8000 houses to demolish. Of course, no one wants these current trends to continue.
The goal is to break the cycle of houses falling into distressed condition by increasing or at least stabilizing housing demand and property values.
In some neighborhoods, there are relatively much greater impacts on density. Table 5 shows estimated densities for households, for all residential units and for
1-3 family houses. Woodland Hills, St. Clair Superior, Stockyards, South Collinwood, North Broadway, Mt. Pleasant, Glenville, Forest Hills, Fairfax, and Clark
Fulton all lost 0.4 net units per acre or more (all residential uses, accounting for new construction) between 2010 and 2013 – more than twice the city average.
This may seem like a small number but even a small change in density could start to shift a neighborhood from an urban density to a suburban density. The
benefits of density have been discussed earlier. One of the important roles of density is to support public transit. Ten units/acre has been cited by some as the
residential density sufficient to support bus transit,30 while others identify 7 units, 12 units, or 15 units per acre as the density that makes certain levels of transit
investment feasible.31 Some of Cleveland’s neighborhoods are in danger of slipping below these critical thresholds for transit service. North Broadway’s net
residential density is projected to decrease from 9.9 net units/acre in 2010 to 9.0 net units per acre in 2019, (using 2010-2013 demolition and new construction
rates) which takes it well below the 10 unit/acre threshold. The table also shows potential buildout densities that assume single family infill housing is built on all
vacant 1-3 family lots.
Evaluation of density and other neighborhood characteristics for planning purposes should occur based on smaller areas than SPAs. Density varies significantly
block by block. No Statistical Planning Area (SPA) neighborhood as a whole should be designated for specific strategies (i.e. density preservation or transition
away from residential use) based only on statistics for the entire SPA. SPA statistics are more useful for providing information about overall patterns.
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0-2 net units per acre. Rural to low density suburban.
3-5 net units per acre. Moderate density suburban, less walkable.
6-8 net units per acre. High density suburban, very walkable.

Statistical Planning
Area, 2010**
Brooklyn-Centre
Buckeye-Shaker
Central
Clark-Fulton
Corlett
Cudell
Detroit-Shoreway
Edgewater
Euclid-Green
Fairfax
Forest Hills
Glenville
Goodrich-Kirtland Pk
Hough
Jefferson
Kamm's Corners
Kinsman
Lee-Miles
Mt. Pleasant
North Broadway
North Collinwood
Ohio City
Old Brooklyn
Puritas-Longmead
Riverside
South Broadway
South Collinwood
St. Clair-Superior
Stockyards
Tremont
Union-Miles Park
University
West Boulevard
Woodland Hills
Total

Household
Density
Census
2010
9.8
14.6
15.5
10.7
8.1
13.0
12.3
13.2
6.7
6.3
9.4
8.6
10.3
10.2
8.6
6.8
5.5
6.3
8.6
7.2
10.1
15.1
8.6
6.6
7.4
5.7
8.5
7.6
9.7
6.9
6.7
17.2
10.1
10.3
8.8

Unit
Density,
All
Residential
2010
11.9
18.1
17.8
13.5
10.2
15.8
15.5
15.5
8.5
8.8
13.4
12.5
12.7
13.3
9.7
7.3
7.2
7.0
11.8
10.4
12.1
18.0
9.6
7.4
7.8
7.9
11.6
11.7
12.2
8.2
8.7
19.7
11.9
13.0
10.8

Projected
Density All
Residential
2013
11.8
17.8
17.9
13.1
9.9
15.6
15.4
15.5
8.5
8.4
12.9
12.1
12.6
13.2
9.7
7.4
7.2
7.0
11.4
9.9
12.0
17.8
9.6
7.3
7.9
7.6
11.1
11.2
11.9
8.2
8.4
20.6
11.8
12.5
10.7

Density
Change All
Residential
2010-2013
-0.1
-0.2
0.2
-0.4
-0.2
-0.2
-0.2
0.0
-0.1
-0.5
-0.5
-0.4
-0.1
-0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
-0.4
-0.5
-0.1
-0.1
0.0
0.0
0.1
-0.3
-0.5
-0.4
-0.4
0.0
-0.3
0.9
-0.1
-0.5
-0.2

9-11 units per acre. Transition to urban density that supports frequent transit.
12-14 units per acre. Moderate density urban.
15 net units per acre or more. Higher density urban.
Projected All
Residential Unit
Density 2019,
Current Demo
Rate
11.7
17.4
18.2
12.4
9.6
15.2
15.1
15.5
8.4
7.6
12.1
11.4
12.4
12.9
9.7
7.4
7.2
7.0
10.6
9.0
11.8
17.6
9.6
7.3
8.0
7.1
10.4
10.5
11.3
8.3
7.8
22.2
11.7
11.8
10.4

Buildout
All
Residential
Density
12.1
18.3
20.2
13.9
10.5
16.2
16.5
15.6
8.8
11.3
14.2
13.7
13.3
15.6
9.8
7.4
11.0
7.4
12.1
12.2
12.3
19.0
9.7
7.6
8.8
8.3
12.4
13.2
12.8
9.0
10.0
21.9
12.1
13.9
11.5

Estimated
1-3 Family
Density
2010*
10.4
11.5
2.9
12.2
9.5
11.9
11.3
7.1
6.1
7.4
12.7
10.6
15.2
6.2
8.9
6.3
3.2
6.5
10.1
9.6
8.7
10.5
8.1
7.2
5.5
9.9
10.5
10.8
11.3
10.5
7.4
8.5
10.2
9.9
8.8

Unit
Density, 1-3
Family
2013*
10.3
11.1
2.8
11.8
9.3
11.6
11.1
7.1
6.0
6.6
12.1
10.1
15.0
5.8
8.9
6.3
2.8
6.4
9.6
8.9
8.6
10.2
8.0
7.2
5.5
9.4
10.0
10.3
10.8
10.3
7.1
8.4
10.1
9.3
8.6

Estimated
Density
Change 1-3
Family 20102013*
-0.1
-0.4
-0.1
-0.5
-0.2
-0.3
-0.3
0.0
-0.1
-0.8
-0.6
-0.5
-0.2
-0.3
0.0
0.0
-0.3
0.0
-0.5
-0.6
-0.1
-0.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
-0.5
-0.5
-0.6
-0.4
-0.1
-0.3
-0.1
-0.1
-0.5
-0.3

Projected 1-3
Family
Density 2019
Current Demo
Rate* **
10.1
10.4
2.6
10.9
8.9
11.1
10.6
7.0
5.9
5.2
11.2
9.3
14.6
5.2
8.8
6.3
2.3
6.4
8.8
7.8
8.3
9.8
8.0
7.1
5.5
8.5
9.0
9.2
10.1
10.1
6.5
8.1
10.0
8.4
8.1

Buildout
1-3
Family
Density
10.7
11.7
6.7
12.6
9.8
12.2
12.4
7.2
6.4
10.3
13.6
11.9
16.3
8.8
9.0
6.3
8.0
6.8
10.4
11.6
9.0
11.9
8.1
7.4
6.4
10.4
11.3
12.8
11.8
12.3
8.8
10.4
10.4
10.7
9.5

Table 5. Neighborhood Densities. All density figures are net units per parcel acreage. Excludes Downtown and Industrial Valley SPAs * Includes all residential land uses in the 5000's, including
trailers and condos, but not including apartments and mixed use. Calculated using known proportion of 1 family, 2 family, 3 family lots. Assumes equal demolition of 1 family, 2 family, 3 family. Does
not include new construction. ** 2010-2013 change adjusted to 36 months and projected forward † Based on all Census 2010 residential units. Includes new construction. Jan 2010-June 2013.
Putting Historic Preservation On The Map: Right-Sizing Cleveland 17

Planning for Rehabs and Demolition in Cleveland
Prior to 2011, the Community Development Department prioritized areas for demolition using a Neighborhood Market Typology system which identified
neighborhood market strength at the block group level. Demolitions were prioritized in the areas of least market strength and rehabilitations were preferred in
the stronger market areas. Market strength was determined by nine factors including median home value, number of financially and physically distressed
structures, homeownership rate, and previous demolition rates. The Neighborhood Market Typology was used as the basis for applications for NSP funding.
Model Blocks in Strategic Investment Areas were also targeted for investment.
Figure 5. Neighborhood Market Typology, City of Cleveland Community Development. Weak markets in red.
Neighborhood Stabilization Program
Target Area Plans
The first detailed planning effort for
rehabs and demolition at the parcel level
was developed for the second round of
the Neighborhood Stabilization Program
(NSP2), which ran from February 2010 to
February 2013. The planning process was
a partnership between NPI, the Cleveland
Urban Design Collaborative, and the City
of Cleveland and was completed in
September 2011. For fifteen target areas,
the project solicited input from Planning
Department staff and CDCs, and
summarized all existing neighborhood
planning efforts to date as a starting point
for parcel-specific recommendations. In
contrast to the Neighborhood Market
Typology system, recommendations were
based on both current conditions and the
future vision for the target areas, rather
than on current conditions and past
performance only.32 Appendix 1 has a map
of NSP2 Target Areas.
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Table 6.

TAP Plan Outcomes
Overall, the TAPs called for 234 rehabs, 51 mothballs, and 226
demolitions. The actual outcome of each individual parcel
targeted for an investment as of June 2013 is shown in Table 6.
TAP maps are located in Appendix 4. Table 7 shows proposed
and actual percentage of rehabs out of rehabs and demos. The
results should be viewed with caveats. The study period started
a year and a half before the plans were finished. Only a few
categories of rehabs were identified. Non-county land
bank/non-tax abatement rehabs under 25K were not tracked.
The targeted parcels were usually located in a small part of the
total TAP area, but the analysis for Table 7 looked at the entire
TAP area.

Table 7. TAP Area Recommended vs. Actual Rehabs 2010-2013
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Twenty seven percent of TAP areas included a Landmark District and 47% included a National Register District. The presence of a Landmark District in the TAP
area was slightly positively correlated to a greater percentage of planned rehabs. The presence of a National Register District was slightly positively correlated to
actual tax abatement rehabs. Overall, the plans called for 51% rehabs out of total rehabs and demolitions planned (Range 0-100%). In actuality, rehabs were
45% out of all tracked rehabs and demolitions (Range 0-77%).
Table 8 shows the sources of actual rehabs and demolitions in the TAP areas. Of actual demolitions in the TAP area, the County Land Bank was responsible for
26% (Range 5-36%). The County Land Bank was also responsible for 17% of the rehabs that were tracked (Range 0-58%). Tax-abated rehabs made up 36% of the
tracked rehabs (Range 0-67%) and permits over $25K were 48% of the tracked rehabs (Range 28-100%). In comparison, in Cleveland overall the County Land
Bank was responsible for 44% of 1-3 family demolitions and 20% of tracked rehabs Jan 2010 - June 2013.
Table 8. TAP Area Sources of Rehabs and Demolitions, 2010-2013
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Historic Commercial Clusters
Figure 6. Clarence Perry’s Neighborhood Unit

Back in 1929 Clarence Perry described the ideal neighborhood unit for
the Regional Plan of New York and its Environs,33 pictured in Figure 6 .
He identified an ideal housing density of at least 10 units per acre, with
housing centered around schools and within walking distance of retail
located at the corners between neighborhood units. Echoes of his plan
can be found in today’s cities and in progressive new suburban
developments.
Historic Pattern of Density Around Small Commercial Areas
Historic patterns of neighborhoods with pedestrian-friendly local
commercial business within walking distance are being implemented in
today’s new-construction transit oriented developments (TOD) and
traditional neighborhood developments (TND). Developers of these
communities recognize that the principles that created great urban
places can still work today. These new developments locate dense
neighborhood fabric adjacent to retail that serves the neighborhood.
This suggests the strategy of preserving density around the remaining
intact historic commercial building clusters in Cleveland.
Areas with intact historic urban fabric have the greatest potential to
attract redevelopment and are the kinds of places that many young
people and retired baby boomers are looking for. They have a unique
character, are walkable, and are transit-friendly. Focusing density and
redevelopment within an easy walking distance of these areas will
capitalize on their strengths.
The number of retail businesses that want to locate in a historic building
in the urban core, while growing, is still limited. Driving down a main
thoroughfare in Cleveland reveals numerous old storefront buildings
that used to be surrounded by similar buildings and now stand alone.
There is currently not enough retail demand to fill all of these buildings.
While many of the isolated buildings are architecturally significant or
have storied pasts, they have relatively little competitive advantage to
contribute to neighborhood revitalization, compared to historic buildings
that are grouped together.

Putting Historic Preservation On The Map: Right-Sizing Cleveland

21

Figure 7. Land Use Map With Building Footprints

When historic commercial buildings are concentrated next to
each other they create a sense of place that gives identity to a
neighborhood. The effect of an outdoor room is created by
buildings that are built up to the sidewalk and enclose the space.
With enough storefronts, a sense of vibrancy and community is
created that in turn helps support retail businesses. In 1950
Garrison studied neighborhood retail centers in the city of
Chicago and found that they contained 3-17 stores, with 8-9
being the average number, and were located 0.6 miles apart on
average.34 A review of zoning regulations for TNDs being built
today shows that they typically call for about 10,000 sq ft of
retail minimum for a neighborhood area that is a square quarter
mile35. This translates to about 7 storefronts of 1500 sq ft each.
A series of historic commercial clusters creates a strong historic
district that is might be anchored by a theatre or a market, but
historic commercial clusters can be smaller and still have the
critical mass necessary to support urban life. In terms of retail
capacity a historic commercial cluster can be thought of as the
size of a neighborhood convenience strip center of 4000 –
20,000 sq ft, unanchored by a grocery store or drug store chain.
Tenants of convenience strip centers are typically a combination
of “Mom and Pop” small businesses and national chains with
small footprints. The primary difference between a historic
commercial cluster and a suburban strip is the orientation
toward pedestrians rather than towards the car. That said, the
current trend in suburban development is to reinvent the strip
to be more pedestrian friendly like commercial uses in cities.36

Taking the idea of historic commercial clusters surrounded by dense residential areas to the scale of the city, a shrinking city can become a collection of
sustainable urban villages connected by transit and greenspace, with agriculture, energy production, suburban-style neighborhoods, and natural habitat filling
the spaces in between.
Historic Commercial Cluster Criteria
The hypothesis that historic commercial clusters could be rapidly identified simply by using GIS mapping was put to the test. A land use map of Cleveland with
building footprints was scanned to identify retail land use that had building footprints adjacent to the public right-of-way. Multifamily residential land use was
added to the scan when it became obvious that mixed-use buildings were coded as retail in some parts of the city and as multifamily in other sections. Areas that
met the criteria below were examined in Google Street View to confirm that the buildings shown on the map were still there at the time of the Google photo,
(sometimes they were not), were located adjacent to the sidewalk (sometimes it was impossible to distinguish a wide sidewalk from pull-in parking without a
photo), and dated to before 1940 (which was nearly always the case). The nearest intersection was then identified and input as a point on a GIS layer with a
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quarter-mile radius circle drawn around it to represent easy walking distance. The map scan for the criteria took a few days – a time consuming process, but
much faster than a detailed on-the-ground survey.
The Historic Commercial Cluster (HCC) criteria used for the study were:
 Pre-1940 commercial buildings with storefronts adjacent to the sidewalk, in any state of disrepair, alteration, or use
 With 5 storefronts, on three corners of an intersection
o Or where three corners would be if the street went through, without a break in the middle where the street would be
o Or with something really special on one of the corners (historic church)
o Wedge-shaped buildings at 5-point intersections count as two corners
 With 10 storefronts, on both sides of a street
o With at least 80 ft of storefronts non-contiguous on each side
o And contiguous on alternating sides of the street without more than a 40 ft break

Figure 8. Four Types of Historic Commercial Clusters

Photo Credit: Google Street View
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Figure 8 (continued ). Photo Credit: Google Street View
Figure 9. Historic Commercial Clusters Lost 2011-2014
In conjunction with meeting to get feedback with community development corporations on
the HCCs, the HCCs were verified on the ground. Between 2011, when most of the Google
Street View images were taken, and 2014, several of the HCCs have been lost due to a critical
building being torn down. Figure 9 shows four HCCs (in dark red) that have been lost.
The following pages (Figures 10-12) show the HCCs identified by the map scan. Appendix 5 is
a list of all the Historic Commercial Clusters with some key statistics.
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Figure 10. West Side Historic Commercial Clusters Identified on GIS Maps
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Figure 11. Northeast Historic Commercial Clusters Identified on GIS Maps
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Figure 12. Southeast Historic Commercial Clusters Identified on GIS Maps
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The City Planning Commission has identified neighborhood centers and transit corridors as areas to focus density around. Here are the Historic Commercial
Clusters overlaid on the Neighborhood Centers (Figure 13). The Neighborhood Centers line up with the HCCs better on the west side than the east side.

Figure 13. Historic Commercial Cluster Neighborhoods Overlaid on Neighborhood Centers
Putting Historic Preservation On The Map: Right-Sizing Cleveland

28

Community Feedback
Directors and staff from nine community development corporations (CDCs) representing Cleveland neighborhoods and four City of Cleveland Councilpersons
were interviewed regarding their thoughts on rehab, demolition, and the idea of concentrating density around historic commercial clusters. Four of the CDCs
were located on the west side of Cleveland and five on the east side. All the Council persons who agreed to be interviewed were from east side wards. The CDC
representatives were targeted for interviews because the network of CDCs in Cleveland has a great deal of influence over development and investment at the
neighborhood level. Interviewees were shown photos of historic commercial clusters in their neighborhood and the ideas in this report were summarized. Eight
of the nine sets of CDC representatives then were surveyed by the interviewer, who asked them to rate how closely they agreed with a series of statements (See
Appendix 6). If more than one person from a CDC met with the interviewer they were asked to come up with a consensus answer.
Survey Results
On average, survey respondents strongly agreed that clustering residential density around historic commercial clusters would benefit their service area
economically, and that preserving historic commercial building stock in the neighborhood they serve is key to continued revitalization. Six out of the eight
respondents strongly considered themselves to be active supporters of historic preservation. However three, including two of the active historic preservation
supporters, agreed that they had concerns that “expanding historic preservation in my neighborhood could be detrimental to future revitalization.” These three
respondents did not want to see expanded landmarks districts in their neighborhood, while three respondents somewhat or strongly agreed they would like to
see expanded landmarks districts. One staff person said, “Landmark districts make it harder to do rehabs. Let’s save houses without expanding districts.” Five of
the respondents were at least somewhat interested in the idea of a modified residential historic district that would offer protection from demolition but have
less restrictive design review requirements for rehabilitation (such as Nashville’s Conservation Overlay Zoning District37). On average they somewhat agreed that
residents of their service area have a positive view of historic preservation.
All but one respondent somewhat or strongly agreed that the historic commercial clusters identified in their neighborhood were worth investing in. The director
who disagreed felt that some of the historic commercial clusters identified were not economically viable and could not support themselves without a
commercial anchor. Another respondent said that they would prioritize investment in core historic areas, where there was a great need for it, over the historic
commercial clusters on the fringes of the neighborhood. A staff person wondered about the impacts of poverty on the historic commercial clusters. They
thought that an impoverished neighborhood might have trouble supporting the kind of commercial activity that would need to locate there, and that those
businesses would have to draw in customers from outside the area. A CDC director felt that historic industrial buildings that could support retail activity should
be included as part of the historic commercial cluster analysis.
All the CDC staff agreed that they were actively involved in deciding what residential properties to rehab and to demolish in their neighborhoods, and all but two
felt the same way about commercial properties. Only half of the CDCs controlled funds for rehabilitation. The survey asked them to hypothetically choose
between using $100,000 to tear down ten houses or using the entire sum to successfully rehab and sell one home. Then it proposed a similar scenario where a
house could be successfully rehabbed and sold for $30,000, or three houses could be torn down. Interestingly, only one CDC representative strongly agreed they
would rehab for $30,000 but strongly disagreed they would rehab for $100,000. All the rest answered both questions exactly the same way. Five would choose
the rehab in both situations and two were neutral. One of the neutral respondents refused to be pinned down and said “It depends.” The other neutral response
was a split vote between one staff person who strongly agreed they would rehab and another who strongly disagreed. When asked about the preferences of
neighborhood residents for rehab vs. demolition the responses were neutral on average. All but one respondent somewhat agreed or strongly agreed that it was
important to find strategic areas to preserve density in their neighborhood. On average the CDCs were somewhat concerned about the impacts of lower density.
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On average the CDC representatives somewhat agreed that demand for vacant structures in their neighborhood would increase in the next ten years and that
both residential and commercial demolitions would decrease in the next three years. The statement, “In my neighborhood in ten years investors will be building
on the vacant lots we create today,” got varied responses. One CDC director said, “Our vacant lots are being used for side lots and parking – we will not be
building houses on them.” Another respondent said, “I’m certain the residential vacant lots will be built on but I am less sure about the commercial lots.”
The CDCs had varied opinions on the usefulness of the NSP II Target Area Plans in the past and in the future, and on the need for more planning for rehabs and
demolitions in general. One staffer said, “If a house in our area comes into the county land bank, we grab it up. Instead of going by the plan, we go with what
houses come available.” Another said, “Our list of priority demolitions changes constantly. We tear down the most important ones right away.” Another
comment was, “We don’t need more planning. Funding is the issue. We need funders to come to the plan and we need others to get on board with the plan. We
need resources.” One CDC director said that they had put together a plan and then the city came up with a different plan. Others felt that the Target Area Plans
had been useful and could continue to be useful if updated.
Additional Feedback From Stakeholders
The nine CDC representatives and the four Councilpersons interviewed offered insight into the barriers to rehabilitation and historic preservation, and several
provided recommendations for change. The Councilpersons who were interviewed all felt very strongly about these issues. One felt demolition was important to
prioritize and the other Councilpersons would like to see a greater focus on funding for rehab.
Code enforcement was identified by interviewees as a missed opportunity that could prevent property deterioration and demolitions.
“Building and Housing code enforcement does not exist. We need to have codes enforced in our neighborhood. People over 60 are not brought to court.
We have a great housing court. Let it decide who is indigent and who can pay. If people are not cited we get demolition by neglect. We need systematic
code enforcement with prosecution.”
“There is no enforcement of historic districts.”
“Condemnation can be used as a tool to prevent flipping. It doesn’t have to result in demolition. It can require properties to be fixed before they are sold.”
There was interest in pursuing long-term mothballing of historic homes.
“I would like to do mothballing. We need resources to monitor mothballed homes.”
“We need a meaningful mothball program, with SecureView windows, contractors to do monitoring, and incentives to encourage neighbors to watch and
help maintain properties.”
Early intervention and proactive identification of distressed properties was cited as critical.
“Early interventions on foreclosures are key to preventing demolitions.”
“We need proactive intervention, because it takes so long to acquire and rehab.”
“While we wait for a rehab neighborhood values are falling.”
“We are now seeing zombie mortgages where banks don’t bother to complete foreclosures.”
There was some frustration with Building and Housing as far as prioritizing demolitions.
“We give a lot of input to Building and Housing. They just don’t always listen.”
“We’ve seen a rehab-able house being torn down while the one that really needs to be demolished is still sitting there.”
But also some positive comments:
“I have hope for Building and Housing to improve.”
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“Our identified demolitions always take precedence.”
The strings attached to some funding sources were identified as a barrier.
“Relax Enterprise Green Community Standards. The ventilation requirements are overkill for multifamily. For moderate rehab we are forced to spend
more.”
“The regulatory cost of dealing with lead and asbestos is a burden for rehab.”
Two interviewees blamed part of the problem on our housing stock.
“Some of our housing is obsolete and was not built to last a hundred years.”
“Brick vs. wood frame is a real difference. We have frame houses that don’t last as long.”
Racial prejudice was brought up as a potential factor in targeting demolitions on the east side.
“Demolitions are being used to reduce the black population of Cleveland.”
Demolition is an important tool.
“Sometimes there is a nuisance house you just need to get rid of.”
“We have to be able to demolish houses that are in bad condition.”
“We need strategic and surgical demolition.”
But
“We will not demolish our way out of the problem.”
Funding for rehabilitations is needed.
“Resources are drying up. It is hard to qualify for the Cleveland Restoration Society loan.”
“We argued for rehab to be included in Fitzgerald’s demolition bond. $10,000-$15,000 per house could make private rehabilitation work in our
neighborhood. The CityLift assistance was $15,000 and that program flew out the door.”
“The City defunded Afford-a-Home, the Paint program is gone”
“OHFA is in its third year of a moratorium on single family homeownership programs”
“Banks need to be held accountable to the Community Reinvestment Act. People cannot get capital to rehab.”
“We need meaningful programs for rehab, clear and concise, mainly for residential.”
“I have small multifamily rehab projects that need hundreds of thousands of dollars in subsidy. It is hard to justify that much subsidy to funders, but if we
lose these buildings we will lose what makes this street great.”
“Freeze all new programs for new construction. Focus on rehab.”
“What if we measured all the financial benefits of a rehab over time – taxes, efficient use of infrastructure, economic benefit – and captured part of that
return on investment to be used up front to do the rehab.”
“I look at this street in my neighborhood and it reminds me of W.25th St. I see it filled with people on Sunday and I know it could be filled every day of the
week. We need rehabilitation funding to make that happen.”
And ultimately
“Outside groups and foundations need to exert pressure on the City and have a strong voice to implement change.”
“Cleveland is a unique historic environment. Without historic properties, what is Cleveland?”
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Proposed Historic Preservation Strategies
Small concentrations of remaining historic commercial buildings, including those outside the limited protection of a Landmark or Design Review District, have
been identified as neighborhood assets that can be used as the basis for planning efforts for rehabilitation and demolition. They could each form the heart of a
higher density, walkable, historic cluster neighborhood (an area within 1/4 mile radius of the historic commercial cluster) where public funds are directed
primarily toward preservation and rehabilitation. Some strategies that could be used to implement this concept are listed below.
Within Landmark districts, National Register districts, historic cluster neighborhoods, and areas targeted for density preservation:
 Concentrate code enforcement efforts to prevent deterioration of commercial and residential building stock.
 Provide protection for building stock from unnecessary demolition through a design review process that provides ample public notice with opportunity
for the public and preservation advocates to weigh in, suggest renovation plans, and find potential investors and funding.
 Implement a process within the City of Cleveland that routinely evaluates properties condemned under nuisance abatement for feasibility of
rehabilitation through Receivership instead of demolition by the City. Provide subsidy to help make more Receivership projects feasible, at a level equal
to or greater than the cost of demolition. Provide public notice of properties potentially eligible for Receivership.
 Identify target average property values for designated areas that will allow for self-sustaining private rehab investment and create a plan and anticipated
timeline to reach the target average property values.
 Investigate strategies to maximize the impact of rehabs on raising appraised values of neighborhood homes, so that less and less subsidy is needed for
future rehabs. For example, sell homes above current appraised values with a second mortgage that acts as home equity insurance and is forgivable if
the home does not appraise at or above the original price at point of resale.
 Direct public funds towards rehab, including both homeowner/landlord repair assistance programs and developer subsidies. Where banks are willing to
pay for demolition, redirect and bundle together these bank payments to help fund rehab. Advocate for funding for rehab at state and national levels.
 Allow higher developer subsidies for rehab so that gut renovations are possible and even badly deteriorated historic homes can be rehabbed. When
evaluating higher subsidies, take into consideration all of the long-term economic benefits of the rehab. Create tools to account for economic benefits.
 Practice long-term mothballing of buildings, with monitoring and beyond-boarding measures that prevent deterioration and provide a positive
appearance (such as SecureView windows), in anticipation of higher neighborhood price points that will make redevelopment feasible in the future.
Identify or create an entity, possibly with land-bank type powers, that will seek to hold and mothball properties in historic districts for periods of greater
than 18 months.
 Encourage new construction infill on vacant lots. Facilitate side-lot adoption, but restrict lot combination with side-lots to preserve space for future infill
 Where property values are expected to rise, develop long term plans to preserve affordable housing through the NHS Community Land Trust Program.
 Develop strategies to utilize competitive state historic tax credits for small, scattered site projects.
 Identify target threshold housing densities to preserve, and track impacts of strategic demolition on densities.
Within other areas:
 Prioritize investment in greenspace improvements that improve neighborhood quality of life and provide ecological functions.
 Encourage side-lot acquisition.
 Proactively identify individual significant historic buildings to protect with Landmark designation and monitor them for financial and physical distress.
 Invest in surveys to identify potential future Landmark and National Register districts.
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Appendix 1. Map of Statistical Planning Areas in Cleveland with NSP2 Target Areas (In Blue)
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Appendix 2. Tracked Residential Rehabs and All Demolitions, January 2010 - June 2013: Northeast Cleveland
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West Cleveland
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Southeast Cleveland
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Appendix 3. Selected SPA Correlations
Correlations were also investigated for Landmark Districts, National Register Districts, NSP Target Areas, and Historic Commercial Cluster Areas. Results were
similar to the SPA correlations. Initially single and two family building statistics were used to understand characteristics of neighborhoods, and correlations were
investigated using these statistics. Correlations for residential land uses in the 5000’s which include 1-3 family buildings were not investigated, but are likely to
be similar to the single and two family statistics. In this table, starred numbers indicate a statistically significant negative or positive correlation.
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Appendix 4. NSP II Target Area Plan Maps
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Appendix 5. List of Historic Commercial Clusters
HCC_Name (Strikethrough indicates cluster lost 2011-2014
Addison Road and East 79th Street
Broadview Road and Hood Avenue
Broadview Road and Searsdale Avenue
Broadview Road and Tate Avenue
Broadway Avenue and Barkwill Avenue
Broadway Avenue and Cable Avenue
Broadway Avenue and East 55th Street
Broadway Avenue and Finn Avenue
Broadway Avenue and Mumford Avenue
Broadway Avenue and Portage Avenue
Buckeye Road and East 117th Street
Buckeye Road and East 119th Street
Buckeye Road and East 121st Street
Buckeye Road and East 124th Street
Buckeye Road and East 126th Street
Cedar Road and East 83rd Street
Central Avenue and East 71st Street
Clark Avenue and between West 41st Street and West 43rd Street
Clark Avenue and between West 43rd Street and West 44th Street
Clark Avenue and West 25th Street
Clark Avenue and West 51st Street
Clark Avenue and West 73rd Street
Denison Avenue and West 62nd Street
Denison Avenue and West 88th Street
Denison Avenue and West 97th Street
Detroit Avenue and West 110th Street
Detroit Avenue and West 116th Street
Detroit Avenue and West 29th Street
Detroit Avenue and West 54th Street
Detroit Avenue and West 58th Street
Detroit Avenue and West 65th Street
Detroit Avenue and West 67th Street
East 123rd Street and Saywell Avenue

East 131st Street and Horner Avenue
East 185th and Arrowhead Avenue
East 185th and Cherokee Avenue
East 185th and La Salle Road
East 185th and Landseer Road
East 185th and Mohawk Avenue
East 185th and Muskoka Avenue
East 185th and Pawnee Avenue
East 185th and Windward Road
East 65th Street and Forman Avenue
East 65th Street and Fullerton Avenue
East 65th Street and Osmond Court
East 71st Street and Bliss Avenue
East 71st Street and Clement Avenue
East 71st Street and Polonia Avenue
East 74th Street and Donald Avenue
East 79th Street and Sowinski Avenue
Euclid Avenue and Alcoy Road
Fleet Avenue and East 52nd Street
Fleet Avenue and East 54th Street
Fleet Avenue and East 55th Street
Fleet Avenue and East 59th Street
Fleet Avenue and East 61st Street
Franklin Boulevard and West 54th Street
Fulton Road and Arnold Court
Fulton Road and Bridge Avenue
Imperial Avenue and East 123rd Street
Kenilworth Avenue and Literary Road and West 11th Street
Kinsman Road and East 118th Street
Kinsman Road and East 128th Street
Kinsman Road and East 150th Street
Kinsman Road and East 154th Street
Lansing Avenue and East 66th Street
Larchmere Boulevard and East 124th Street
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Larchmere Boulevard and East 127th Street
Larchmere Boulevard and East 130th Street
Lorain Avenue and Berea Road
Lorain Avenue and West 100th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 104th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 115th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 117th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 118th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 119th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 120th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 122th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 123rd Street (north)
Lorain Avenue and West 123rd Street (south)
Lorain Avenue and West 126th Street (north)
Lorain Avenue and West 128th Street (north)
Lorain Avenue and West 131st Street
Lorain Avenue and West 159th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 168th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 32nd Street
Lorain Avenue and West 45th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 65th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 78th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 95th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 96th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 97th Street
Lorain Avenue and West 99th Street
Lorain Avenue between Randall Road and West 38th Street
Lorain Avenue between Randall Road and West 42nd Street
Madison Avenue and West 96th Street
Madison Avenue and West 98th Street
Mayfield Road and Coltman Road
Mayfield Road and East 123rd Street
Mayfield Road and East 124th Street
Mayfield Road and Murray Hill Road
Miles Avenue and East 114th Street
Pearl Road and Broadview Road

Pearl Road and Gifford Avenue
Pearl Road and Krather Road
Pearl Road and Memphis Avenue
Professor Avenue and Jefferson Avenue
Professor Avenue and Literary Road
St. Clair Avenue and Addison Road
St. Clair Avenue and Earlwood Road
St. Clair Avenue and East 187th Street
St. Clair Avenue and East 61st Street
St. Clair Avenue and East 63rd Street
St. Clair Avenue and East 64th Street
St. Clair Avenue and East 66th Street
St. Clair Avenue and East 67th Street
St. Clair Avenue and East 68th Street
St. Clair Avenue and East 72nd Street
St. Clair Avenue and East 76th Street
St. Clair Avenue and East 79th Street and Maud Avenue
St. Clair Avenue and East 91st Street
St. Clair Avenue and London Road
St. Clair Avenue and Shaw Avenue
St. Clair Avenue and Whitcomb Road
State Road and Oak Park Avenue
Superior Avenue and East 112th Street
Superior Avenue and East 124th Street
Superior Avenue and East 84th Street
Union Avenue and East 118th Street
Union Avenue and East 71st Street
Warner Road and Ella Avenue
Warner Road and New York Avenue
Waterloo Road and Calcutta Avenue
Waterloo Road and East 156th Street
Waterloo Road and East 157th Street
Waterloo Road and East 158th Street
Waterloo Road and East 160th Street
Waterloo Road and Shiloh Road
West 105th Street and Dale Avenue
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West 10th Street and Fairfield Avenue
West 130th Street and Carrington Avenue
West 25th Street and Bridge Avenue
West 25th Street and Carroll Avenue

West 25th Street and Market Avenue
West 25th Street and Prame Avenue
Woodhill Road and Sloughton Avenue
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Appendix 6: Community Development Corporation Survey Results

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1=disagree strongly 2=disagree somewhat 3=neutral, don't know, no opinion 4=agree somewhat 5=agree strongly
I or my organization are actively involved in deciding which residential buildings in my neighborhood are demolished and which are
rehabbed.
I or my organization are actively involved in deciding which commercial buildings in my neighborhood are demolished and which are
rehabbed.
I or my organization was actively involved in creating the NSPII TAP (Target area) Plan in my neighborhood.
The NSP II TAP Plan was a useful tool for guiding demolition and rehabilitation of homes in my neighborhood from 2010 to 2013
The NSPII TAP Plan could be useful as a planning document for targeting demolition and rehabilitation in the future.
More planning work is needed to decide how to direct funds for demolition and rehab in my neighborhood.
I or my organization controls and spends funds that are used for demolishing and/or rehabbing properties in my neighborhood.
The residents of my neighborhood would rather see ten vacant/distressed houses torn down than one vacant/distressed house
renovated and sold to a new owner. 
The residents of my neighborhood have a positive view of historic preservation.
I have concerns about the impacts of lower residential density in my neighborhood.
It is important to find strategic areas to preserve density in my neighborhood.
Preserving historic commercial building stock in my neighborhood is key to continued revitalization.
Clustering residential density around historic commercial clusters in my neighborhood would benefit my neighborhood economically.
I think the historic commercial clusters identified in my neighborhood are areas worth investing in.
In my neighborhood in ten years investors will be building on the vacant lots that we create today.
In my neighborhood in ten years there will be increased demand for vacant structures to rehab and own or sell.
If I could either invest $100,000 and successfully rehab and sell a vacant/distressed structure, or invest $100,000 in tearing down 10
vacant/distressed structures and maintaining the vacant lots, I would invest in the rehabilitation.
If I could either invest $30,000 and successfully rehab and sell a vacant/distressed structure, or invest $30,000 in tearing down 3
vacant/distressed structures and maintaining the vacant lots, I would invest in the rehabilitation.
The number of residential demolitions in my neighborhood will increase in the next three years as compared to the last three years.
The number of commercial demolitions in my neighborhood will increase in the next three years as compared to the last three years.
I have concerns that expanding historic preservation in my neighborhood could be detrimental to future revitalization.
I am an active supporter of historic preservation in my neighborhood.
I support the preservation of significant historic buildings in my neighborhood, but am less interested in preservation of the typical
homes and urban fabric in my neighborhood. *
I would like to see expanded landmark districts in my neighborhood.
I am interested in the idea of a modified residential historic district that would offer protection from demolition and provide urban
design guidelines but have less restrictive design review requirements for rehabilitation.
* This statement was confusing to many respondents and its rating should not be considered indicative.

Mean

Low

High

4.6

4

5

4.4
4.1
2.8
3.3
3.4
2.9

3
2
1
1
1
1

5
5
5
5
5
5

3.4
3.8
4.1
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.3
3.4
4.4

1
3
2
3
2
3
2
1
2

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

3.9

1

5

4.4
2.3
1.8
2.4
4.5

3
1
1
1
3

5
5
3
5
5

2.4
3.3

1
1

4
5

4.0

3

5
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