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01INTRODUCTION
What is ULI?

ULI Cincinnati is the local district 
council of the Urban Land Institute 
(ULI). It is the premiere research 
and education organization, with 
nearly 30,000 members worldwide 
representing the entire spectrum of 
land use and real estate development 
disciplines working in private 
enterprise and public service. ULI is 
the region’s thought leader in 
promoting sustainable, thriving 
communities. With approximately 
150 members throughout the region, 
ULI Cincinnati pursues its vision 
by: 

• Engaging people through active 
dialogue;

• Delivering unique experiences to a 
diverse membership; 

• Capitalizing on ULI’s global 
resources; and

• Building strategic relationships 
with regional stakeholders and 
leaders. 

How the TAP Program Works:
 
ULI Cincinnati’s Technical 
Assistance Panel (TAP) program 
brings expertise in real estate, urban 
planning, design, engineering and 
finance to provide analysis and 
recommendations to overcome land 
use planning and development 
challenges. For a TAP, ULI 
Cincinnati assembles an 
interdisciplinary team of established 
local and area professionals for a 
site/project review and 
brainstorming session. 

This team of experts meets with 
stakeholders, visits a site, and 
examines the challenge from all 
angles. After a TAP session, ULI 
presents its findings to the client to 
illustrate potential responses to 
project challenges with a focus on 
practical and feasible options often 
driven by market demand/
conditions. 

How do TAPs work? 

The sponsor of the TAP will 
typically request the services of a 
ULI TAP to address a specific issue 
that may be evaluated using the 
expertise of a panel of experts over 
the course of a day or two. After 
working with the appropriate 
District Council to refine the scope 
of the TAP topic, the panel is 
selected and a date is set. Next, the 
sponsor works within ULI 
guidelines to assemble appropriate 
background information and 
disseminate it to the TAP in advance 
of the site visit and review session. 

Depending on the nature of the TAP 
topic, the Panel may convene in 
advance of the working session in 
order to visit the subject site in 
person, possibly led by the sponsor 
to provide background and 
commentary. 

The panel will then convene. 
Depending on resources, availability 
and the nature of the project, a TAP 
panel may meet for only a number 
of hours for discussion and 

brainstorming, or up to a couple of 
days on a charette-style convening. 

At the conclusion of the TAP, a 
report will be prepared, either 
written or oral, and presented to the 
sponsor as a take-away deliverable. 
In some instances, the reporting can 
be augmented with visuals, 
renderings or preliminary concept 
plans to support the discussion 
findings.

How much does a TAP cost?

For this advisory service, a fee is 
customarily charged, though panel 
members are not compensated for 
their time.  Each TAP differs from 
the next in topic, scope, and the 
effort required to produce the 
resulting deliverable. Fees are 
negotiated individually with the 
sponsor or client.  The actual fee 
depends on the scope of the panel 
topic, the length of the convening, 
and the desired scope and detail of 
the deliverable. 

Panel members donate their time to 
a TAP, though they are typically 
reimbursed for necessary out-of-
pocket expenses. TAP members 
cannot be involved in matters 
pending before the sponsor, 
employed by the sponsor, or solicit 
work from the sponsor specific to 
the project for a period of time 
following the TAP. These measures 
are intended to ensure objectivity on 
the part of the panelists toward the 
topic of the TAP. 
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01BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVE

Background: 

Several organizations involved in the long-term 
improvement of the Clifton area engaged ULI Cincinnati 
for this TAP. The primary project proponent was Ludlow 
21 LLC. Other interested parties included the Clifton 
Market Group, the Clifton Business & Professional 
Association, Clifton Town Meeting and the Uptown 
Consortium.

The Clifton Merchant Lot, the TAP subject area, was 
restrained to a 1.4 acre site along Howell and Ormond 
Avenues in Clifton. The subject area is adjacent to the 
former IGA/future Clifton Market property, and includes 
an 88-stall surface lot and several residential properties 
(reference Figure 1).  The current surface parking lot 
serves the Clifton-Ludlow business district, but also 
supported the adjacent former IGA grocery store when it 
was in operation.

Objective:

The purpose of the TAP was to generate ideas for the 
redevelopment of the Clifton Merchant Lot. The 
discussion focused on identifying the best, most feasible 
use of the site that at the same time would mesh with the 
fabric of the existing Clifton Gaslight district. 

Another consideration in the analysis included 
maintaining availability of parking for potential new 
development, the Clifton-Ludlow business district, as 
well as soon-to-open Clifton Market in the former IGA 
building, if possible.  Redevelopment that fostered a 
positive impact on the Clifton-Ludlow business district, 
as well as the Clifton Market, as a significant component 
of the business district, was a priority, as stakeholders 
noted that existing businesses along Ludlow Avenue have 
suffered since the closure of the IGA grocery store.

ULI Cincinnati 
Technical Assistance 
Panel members and 
community 
stakeholders tour the 
TAP subject site, a 1.4 
acre area adjacent in 
Clifton. The TAP then 
convened at the 
Clifton branch of the 
Cincinnati Public 
Library. 
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01NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
In preparing for the TAP, a packet of 
background information was 
prepared by ULI Cincinnati using 
resources available from the TAP 
proponent, other stakeholders and 
the University of Cincinnati.  These 
resources included a prior market 
study by Urban Fast Forward, a 
prior business survey and resident 
survey conducted by Ludlow 21, 
and demographic reports developed 
by the University of Cincinnati.  
The following sections present an 
overview of this background 
information along with key 
sentiments expressed by TAP 
participants during the TAP.
 
Clifton’s Resources and Challenges

With its eclectic shops, restaurants, 
and proximity to the University of 
Cincinnati, Clifton was once 
considered the city’s premier 
neighborhood for young 
professionals, academics and 
retirees. However, more recently, 
Clifton and its businesses find 
themselves in competition with up-
and-coming neighborhoods that 
have attracted the interest of 
developers and investors. These up-
and-coming areas, such as Clifton 
Heights, Northside and Over-the-
Rhine, are attracting from the same 
pool of potential residents upon 
which Clifton once claimed a virtual 
monopoly, as well as attracting 
development investment and new 
businesses. 

Clifton residents know that the 
neighborhood needs new investment 
to restore vitality and viability to the 
business district and larger 
community that it serves. As is the 
case with many neighborhoods, 
there are sometimes disparate views 
on how to affect that change.  
Therefore, it is important that any 
proposed improvements be shared 
with stakeholders at an early stage 
to allow for collaboration and input.  
Clifton is fortunate to have a very 
talented and engaged citizenry 
which can allow for productive 
engagement and a more successful 
project.

Population

The population of Clifton is 
stagnant. According to a profile of 
Clifton conducted by ESRI, the 
population of Clifton is not expected 
to grow between now and 2019. The 
businesses in Clifton would benefit 
from an increase in population 
density in the area. After all, more 
population would mean more foot 
traffic along Ludlow Avenue. 

Housing

Feedback from stakeholders 
indicated a perception that the 
neighborhood’s housing stock is 
aging, and is somewhat traditional 
in the way of single-family housing 
with associated care and 
maintenance obligations.  These 
conditions can present obstacles to 

the existing population to age in-
place, as well as limit population 
growth due to the lack of housing 
alternatives (i.e., reduced 
maintenance and/or access 
restrictions for aging population or 
other housing options preferred by 
younger generations).

Ludlow Avenue Architectural 
Context

Review of the existing commercial 
structures along Ludlow Avenue, 
and specifically along the southern 
side, were noted to be largely one-
story buildings without much in the 
way of architectural character, such 
that their preservation and/or value 
to the intrinsic neighborhood 
character did not appear to be 
critical.  This lack of architectural 
value was considered to offer a 
potential opportunity to envelope a 
larger footprint into the overall 
redevelopment of the Clifton 
Merchant Lot to effect a more 
substantive catalyst to positive 
change in the neighborhood.  

Some examples of the contributing 
architecture in the district are 
contrasted with those lacking the 
neighborhood character in the 
examples included in Section 3.0 - 
Supplemental Resources.
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Clifton Market

Because of the 2011 closure of the IGA 
supermarket adjacent to the study site, Clifton now 
finds itself without a grocery store within walking 
distance of the neighborhood’s residential 
properties. This has adversely affected the 
neighborhood’s many small businesses, as foot 
traffic is down. Clifton Market’s plan to open in 
the building formerly occupied by IGA is a 
welcome development to Clifton business owners, 
who hope that the return of a grocery store to the 
area will restore the foot traffic they depend upon, 
as well as restore an important amenity to the 
neighborhood. 

Parking

According to some area stakeholders, there is a 
perceived lack of parking in the Clifton 
neighborhood, which is believed to deter visitors. 
However, business groups contend the reality is 
that the lack of parking is a perception issue. 
Signage has been recently erected around the 
neighborhood to indicate where parking is available, 
including the existing surface parking at the Clifton 
Merchant Lot.  However, area residents acknowledge 
that more needs to be done to combat this perception.

The business association could make parking in the 
Merchant’s Lot more convenient and competitive with 
on-street parking with reliable gate mechanics, 
simplification of rates, and a far-reaching information 
campaign that could include UC commuters.

The former IGA relied heavily upon the adjacent 
parking lot in the study area, and Clifton Market 
certainly will, as well. Based on this perception, there is 
strong interest on the side of the Clifton Market group to 
maintain, at a minimum, the accessibility to convenient 
parking on the Clifton Merchant Lot to Clifton Market’s 
customers.

Proximity to Employment Centers 

Clifton is a short distance from several hospitals and the 
University of Cincinnati, which are some of the region’s 
largest employers.  However, Clifton is not attracting 
employees of these businesses for lunch, and traffic 
problems throughout the area during rush hour are an 
impediment to attracting after-work business. UC 
undergraduate students have dining and shopping 
options in the recently revitalized Clifton Heights area, 
which is a much shorter walk from the University’s 
campus.

Clifton Community ProfileClifton Community ProfileClifton Community ProfileClifton Community Profile

Population Summary 0-0.25 
miles

0-0.5 
miles

0-1 
mile

2000 Total Population 967 3,400 8,773

2010 Total Population 959 3,328 8,952

2014 Total Population 954 3,389 9,065

2019 Total Population 954 3,450 9,181

2014-2019 Annual Rate 0.00% 0.36% 0.25%

Source: Esri Community Profile. Esri forecasts for 2014 and 
2019 populations. Distances indicates distance from Clifton 
Market/Former IGA property.

Source: Esri Community Profile. Esri forecasts for 2014 and 
2019 populations. Distances indicates distance from Clifton 
Market/Former IGA property.

Source: Esri Community Profile. Esri forecasts for 2014 and 
2019 populations. Distances indicates distance from Clifton 
Market/Former IGA property.

Source: Esri Community Profile. Esri forecasts for 2014 and 
2019 populations. Distances indicates distance from Clifton 
Market/Former IGA property.

01NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
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02AGENDA AND MAJOR THEMES
Agenda: 

Prior to meeting for the TAP on 
March 16, 2016, each panelist was 
supplied with a packet of 
introductory and background 
information, as outlined in Section 
1.0, that included an explanation of 
the TAP and several attachments 
(the prior market study, the Ludlow 
21 surveys, and demographic 
information).  

The participants of the TAP toured 
the subject site prior to the 
convening of the TAP. Led by TAP 
moderators Messrs. Zentmeyer and 
Bourgeois, the panelists began the 
tour in the parking lot along Howell 
Avenue owned by the Clifton 
Business & Professional 
Association. The panelists headed 
west on Howell, north on Ormond 
and ended the tour at Clifton Plaza 
along Ludlow Avenue. 

The participants then walked to the 
Clifton Branch of the Cincinnati 
Public Library, where lunch was 
served prior to the official 
convening of the TAP.  After 
introductions, Mr. Zentmeyer 
opened the TAP by asking the 
panelists and other participants to 
express their general impressions of 
the study site, including:

• What is at the site now? 
• How does it tie in with 

surrounding properties?

• What are opportunities and 
challenges that jumped out at you?

In framing the discussions, two 
considerations that were noted as 
important to the community and the 
stakeholders, to varying degrees, 
included maintaining some parking 
at the site and taking the character 
of the neighborhood into account as 
part of design and redevelopment. 

Major Themes

The discussion of the subject site 
produced four major themes for 
consideration moving forward:

• A mixed-use, high-density 
residential structure on the project 
site would likely be the most 
beneficial use for the 
neighborhood, as it addresses 
population density stagnation, 
provides lacking housing 
alternatives, and provides 
opportunities to attract new 
business to the area;

• While once considered one of the 
city’s premier neighborhoods, 
Clifton now finds itself in 
competition other neighborhoods 
and needs something to give it a 
boost;

• Financing any project on the 
subject site would be challenging, 
and would likely require financial 
assistance from the city of 
Cincinnati, especially given the 
need to include a parking 
component in the redevelopment. 

In addition to these themes, some 
divergent feedback that was heard 
from area stakeholders included one 
strong sentiment that regardless of 
the redevelopment and its impact, 
meshing with the feel and fabric of 
the neighborhood was a critical 
element, which was in somewhat 
direct contrast to the feeling that a 
large-scale, significant project was 
necessary to kick off a cathartic 
change for the neighborhood.

Area stakeholders also emphasized 
that regardless of the programming 
content of any sizable development 
project, it is very desirable that its 
scale and style be in harmony with 
the nature of the Gaslight 
neighborhood. The largest and 
tallest buildings within the block 
include The Roanoke apartment 
building and Clifton Market. The 
grade differential between Ludlow 
and Howell avenues equal one story, 
meaning a four- to five-story 
structure with articulated facades 
could visually fit in. 
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02SITE ISSUES

The TAP identified several 
characteristics of the study site that 
pose challenges to development: 

• Size; 
• Lack of frontage; 
• Need for parking/additional 

parking;
• Traffic; and,
• Building height limitations. 

Size

At about 1.4 acres, the size of the 
subject site is of primary concern for 
any potential development. 
Developers on the panel expressed 
concern that because of the 
restrictions imposed by the small 
site, the actual number of units/
density would be therefore limited 
such that a project would likely have 
difficulty finding funding sources. 
Furthermore, because parking is a 
required component, public funding 
would be needed for any new 
construction, which is often the case 
with urban infill projects. 

Any high-density residential 
building would need to have enough 
units to support the financial side of 
the project for a developer and 
absorb/spread out the fixed costs 
associated with development and 
ongoing operation of this type of 
development.  One panelist 
estimated that at least 200 units 
would be needed to make new 
construction and ongoing operation 
feasible. 

Frontage

The site has no frontage along 
Ludlow Avenue, except for the 
Clifton Plaza, which is an amenity 
that is desired to be retained in one 
form or another in a new 
development. The only way to 
access a new building from Ludlow 
would be through Clifton Plaza, the 
back of which is a good distance 
from the sidewalk along Ludlow. 
Any business tenants in a mixed-use 
structure on the site would have low 
visibility and would be less likely to 
capitalize on foot traffic.

Although new technology like 
smartphones and GPS mapping have 
made it easier for customers to find 
businesses with low visibility, 
commercial tenants still prefer 
visibility and adjacent surface 
parking lots, two things that new 
construction at the subject site 
would likely not be able to offer. 

The site does have frontage along 
Howell and Ormond Avenues. 
However, as both are primarily 
residential streets, the character of 
the neighborhood would likely be 
impacted by the construction of a 
large, multi-story structure. 
Appropriate architectural design for 
these sides of a new development 
would be critical for the project to 
mesh with the neighborhood.

As noted later in this section, a 
project expanded beyond the 

footprint of the current Clifton 
Merchant Lot that encompasses one 
or more of the properties fronting on 
Ludlow Avenue offers a greater 
opportunity to affect positive change 
in the business district and 
neighborhood. 

Parking

If a mixed-use building was 
constructed at the study site, parking 
would be a necessity to 
accommodate residents, commercial 
tenants, and visitors, in addition to 
try to maintain some parking access 
to adjacent Clifton Market 
customers.  Therefore, a parking 
structure would need to be a part of 
any planned development. With a 
price tag of at least $1.5 million by 
one panelist’s estimate, a parking 
garage would exacerbate what are 
already difficult conditions for 
obtaining funding, and would 
necessitate the involvement of 
public financing. 

A parking structure on top of the 
existing parking lot would add about 
100 more parking stalls. To further 
increase the capacity of the 
structure, a sub-level may be 
needed. Excavation would add 
significantly to the cost of 
construction of a parking lot. 

Traffic

A one-way alley that runs north to 
south, from Ludlow Avenue to 
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02SITE ISSUES

Howell Avenue, separates the Clifton Market site to the 
east and the Clifton Merchant Lot site to the west.  With 
no turn lanes on Ludlow Avenue, westbound traffic is 
often impeded by cars attempting a left turn into the 
alleyway to enter the Clifton Market-owned parking lot 
present at the rear of that property. 

In addition, the alleyway is often used as a cut-through by 
motorists that want to park in the Clifton Merchant Lot 
accessed via Howell Avenue. A new development at the 
study site could further entice motorists to utilize the 
alleyway.

As noted later in this section, a project expanded beyond 
the footprint of the current Clifton Merchant Lot that 
encompasses one or more of the properties fronting on 
Ludlow Avenue, and working with the Clifton Market 
Group in regards to the use of the existing alleyway, could 
offer an opportunity to revise the existing access/traffic 
patterns to improve both the access to the redevelopment 
of the Clifton Merchant Lot as well as the Clifton Market 
and traffic along Ludlow Avenue. 

Building Height Limitations

A traditional high-rise structure is likely not a fit for the 
character of Clifton. Although it’s assumed that a new 
building would likely need to be taller than the buildings 
along Ludlow Avenue, anything excessively tall would 
likely be unacceptable to the neighborhood’s residents. 

The panel concluded that the maximum height of a new 
building on the site would likely be four stories above 
Howell Avenue. While the new building would be taller 
than existing neighboring buildings, the difference in size 
would not be as jarring as a high-rise.

Market Viability

The subject site offers benefits of being proximate/
adjacent to the business corridor on Ludlow Avenue, but 
without Ludlow Avenue frontage/connection directly to 

the Business District, unless the site area is expanded 
eastward to Clifton Avenue, requiring additional property 
consolidation. Adjacency to the residential areas on 
Ormond and Howell Avenues suggest a mixed-use 
approach may be viable for small-scale commercial and 
residential.  The attractiveness/viability of other 
commercial, such as retail and restaurant, is hampered by 
the lack of Ludlow Avenue frontage.  

Market viability/project success will largely be 
determined on the basis of development interest, capital 
interest and availability to support the development, and 
the lease rates able to be secured from tenants.  As 
discussed in the following section, one or more subsidies 
may be necessary to support project financing and the 
establishment of viable rental rates for the project.  One 
example for multi-family residential could include 
Section 42 tax credits, to facilitate affordable rental rates 
attractive to older students and/or young professionals 
that meet income thresholds, or a blend with market rate.  
An uptick in the development of new multi-family (either 
ground up or restoration/renovation) suggests a 
continuing demand/need for this housing format.  

Specific to the Clifton area, a recent new example 
includes The Whitfield by Gaslight Properties, with 117 
units positioned as luxury apartments, located about 
¼ mile southwest of the subject site, near Good Samaritan 
Hospital. Research indicates this new development is 
approximately 75 percent leased at rates on the order of 
$1.50 per square foot for two bedroom units and 
$1.80 per square foot for studio units.  Other limited 
research for comparable information for the area suggests 
market rental rates on the order of $1.50 to $1.75 per 
square foot for new, well-appointed space could 
reasonably be anticipated.

Possible Development Subsidy Options?

The community and its partner developers may be able to 
utilize various subsidy sources to assist in making 
projects in the neighborhood economically viable. 
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02SITE ISSUES

These sources may include:

• New Market Tax Credits;
• Historic Tax Credits (both state and federal);
• Low Income Housing Tax Credits (this may be 

especially appropriate for senior housing within the 
community);

• Community Development Block Grants;
• Tax Increment Financing. 

To bolster the community’s ability to apply for and obtain 
many sources of funding, it may benefit from applying for 
and becoming a Community Development Finance 
Institution (CDFI). A program of the Treasury 
Department, the CDFI Fund certifies organizations as 
eligible CDFIs and provides financial assistance under 
four programs. An eligible CDFI must have a primary 
mission of promoting community development, serve a 
targeted area or population, provide development services 
in conjunction with financing, and maintain accountability 
to residents of a target area or target population. A CDFI 
cannot be a governmental agency, and can only be a bank 
entity if both the parent and affiliates collectively meet 
CDFI requirements. Information can be found at https://
www.cdfifund.gov/

Another option the neighborhood may consider is forming 
a Community Development Corporation (CDC). Again, 
this may allow the neighborhood to apply for and obtain 
additional sources of capital for revitalization work within 
the community. 

For example, there are myriad organizations that work 
with CDCs on revitalization efforts, including Finance 
Fund. ULI does not endorse Finance Fund, but provides 
this as an example of possible funding sources; the 
neighborhood will need to vet and prioritize these funding 
sources to establish a funding strategy on an ongoing 
basis. 

To get this process started, the neighborhood may want to 
seek the help of developers who have worked with these 

types of resources in the past, or with a consultant who 
can advise the neighborhood on developing a strategy for 
seeking and obtaining sources of funding that can help in 
the revitalization of the neighborhood.
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02PROPOSED USES
Mixed-Use

The general consensus of the panel 
was that if the subject area were to 
be redeveloped, a mixed-use, high-
density residential structure atop a 
multi-level parking garage would be 
the best use of the land. Ideally, new 
housing would target upper-middle 
class income families, retirees and 
graduate students.

Undergraduate student housing 
would be less desirable to the 
neighborhood’s residents and 
businesses. Student housing would 
be abandoned by most of the 
building’s residents during the 
summer, which would create a lull 
in retail activity. Undergraduate 
students could also bring some of 
the problems typical of large 
concentrations of young adults — 
partying, binge drinking — and 
could present a potential disturbance 
to the neighborhood. 

Adding new housing to the area 
would address Clifton’s population 
density issue, as well as provide 
needed alternatives to the 
predominance of existing single-
family housing, and would also 
generate more foot traffic along 
Ludlow Avenue. Local businesses 
would benefit from both effects. 

Because of the neighborhood’s 
proximity to hospitals, dining, retail 
and the University of Cincinnati, 
rental housing would be attractive to 

retirees, one panelist said, and 
would provide options for the aging 
population with a desire to remain in 
the neighborhood but wanting or 
needing easier access and/or 
reduced care and maintenance 
obligations. 

Commercial space on the level even 
with Ludlow Avenue would likely 
be most desirable for businesses like 
retail and restaurants. 

Other Possible Uses

In lieu of mixed-use retail, or as 
possible adjunct to a mixed-used 
development, other potential uses of 
the study site were discussed: 

• Office: Panelists expressed 
skepticism about the feasibility of 
an office building. The most 
desirable tenants would be the 
University of Cincinnati or a local 
hospital. 

• Co-Working Space: Though 
desirable to the area, co-working 
spaces are not often found in 
newly constructed buildings due to 
rent limitations associated with 
these uses. Co-working spaces 
typically have short-term tenants, 
though it’s becoming more 
common for one company to own 
the master lease and sublet to 
tenants. 

• Fitness Center: Many of the 
area’s residents would like a 
fitness center in the neighborhood. 
Partnering with a sports medicine 

group may make this feasible, 
especially for neighborhood 
residents walking to the facility. 

The Do Nothing Consideration

Given some of the current 
limitations discussed herein that are 
associated with the Clifton 
Merchant Lot, instead of taking a 
catalytic approach, one panel 
member suggested that perhaps 
doing nothing at the site was the 
best option for the immediate future. 
By taking a wait-and-see approach 
in regard to the success of Clifton 
Market, the site may become more 
desirable to investors should the 
grocery store succeed.  Furthermore, 
time may allow for additional 
parcels to be aggregated thus 
providing for a larger development 
footprint with greater options and 
potential for success.
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02A RADICAL APPROACH?

Instead of working within the 
defined study site, one panel 
member proposed acquiring and 
demolishing the former IGA 
property, as well as possibly the 
western adjacent properties fronting 
on Ludlow Avenue and/or the 
property near the southeastern 
corner of Howell and Clifton 
Avenues, as a means to expand the 
development footprint and effect a 
catalytic change for the Ludlow 
Business district and the Clifton 
neighborhood.

The additional land would provide 
the area needed to build an 
economically feasible development, 
as well as providing frontage along 
Ludlow and Clifton Avenues to 
make the development more 
attractive to potential commercial 
tenants. This expanded footprint 
would better provide for a feasible 
mixed-use residential development 
with at least 200 apartment units, at 
least 300 parking spaces, the 
necessary frontage on Ludlow and 
Clifton Avenues, and offer 
opportunity for improved access off 
of the surrounding streets. 

Instead of occupying the former 
IGA property, this option would 
open up an opportunity for the 
Clifton Market to instead occupy a 
new building on the southeast 
corner of Howell and Clifton 
Avenues. As an added benefit, this 
could allow the Clifton Market 
Group to “right-size” their 

operations within a new building as 
well as incorporate more state-of-the 
art features to improve chances of 
success.

Phased Development?

Clifton Market’s urgency to open as 
soon as possible may slow 
development at the subject site, but 
it need not necessarily be a long-
term impediment. Some panel 
members suggested that Clifton 
Market operate at the former IGA 
building while a new building is 
constructed for them at the corner of 
Howell and Clifton Avenues, which 
would become Clifton Market’s new 
home upon the completion of 
construction.
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ULI Cincinnati sincerely hopes 
Ludlow 21 LLC and other area 
stakeholders found the discussion 
from the TAP session valuable to the 
future of this neighborhood, and to 
the ongoing planning efforts of 
these groups. There is no single 
answer with respect to real estate 
and community development issues, 
as evidenced by the panel 
discussion. This TAP process was 

intended to bring thought leadership 
and ideas to the client – not 
decisions. Thanks to our partners 
who made this TAP possible, 
including Ludlow 21 LLC, the 
Clifton Market Group, the Clifton 
Business & Professional 
Association, Clifton Town Meeting 
and the Uptown Consortium.  
Additional thanks to the members of 
ULI Cincinnati and the TAP panel 

members for this valuable time in 
supporting this important process.  
From here, moving forward, area 
community groups and stakeholders 
will hopefully use the ideas, 
concepts and considerations 
discussed during the TAP and 
summarized herein as a springboard 
for planning and improvement for 
the Clifton-Ludlow neighborhood.

02WRAP UP AND NEXT STEPS
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SECTION 03  
 

Supplemental Resources: 
 
 

Figure 1 – Site and Vicinity Aerial Map 
 

Examples of Architectural Context 
 

Proposed Uses Graphics 
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Examples of Buildings Contributing to the Neighborhood Architectural Context 

Section 3.0 – Supplemental Resources / Architectural Context Page 1 of 7 

 
Photograph 1. View northeast at intersection of Clifton and Ludlow Avenues. 

 
Photograph 2. View southwest at intersection of Clifton and Ludlow Avenues. 



Examples of Buildings Contributing to the Neighborhood Architectural Context 

Section 3.0 – Supplemental Resources / Architectural Context Page 2 of 7 

 
Photograph 3. View northwest at intersection of Clifton and Ludlow Avenues. 

 
Photograph 4. View southeast near 343 Ludlow Avenue 



Examples of Buildings Contributing to the Neighborhood Architectural Context 

Section 3.0 – Supplemental Resources / Architectural Context Page 3 of 7 

 
Photograph 5. View northeast at intersection of Ludlow Avenue and Telford Street. 

 
Photograph 6. View northeast of 312 to 314 Ludlow Avenue. 



Examples of Buildings That Lack Architectural Context 
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Photograph 7. View south of Clifton Market (former IGA) along Ludlow Avenue. 

 
Photograph 8. View north of 316 Ludlow Avenue. 



Examples of Buildings That Lack Architectural Context 
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Photograph 9. View southwest of 323 Ludlow Avenue. 

 
Photograph 10. View north of 340 Ludlow Avenue. 



Examples of Buildings That Lack Architectural Context 
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Photograph 11. View south of 341 Ludlow Avenue. 

 
Photograph 12. View north of 350 Ludlow Avenue. 



Examples of Buildings That Lack Architectural Context 
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Photograph 13. View north of 354 and 358 Ludlow Avenue. 

 
Photograph 14. View north of 362 Ludlow Avenue. 

 

 
Photograph 15. View south of 371 Ludlow Avenue. 
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LABEL DESCRIPTION
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30 CARS - SURFACE LOTS
8 CARS - CLIFTON MARKET ALLY

338 CARS TOTAL

ONE WAY



MARKET

PARKING

RESIDENTIAL

GARAGE ENTRANCE

PEDESTRIAN PATH

ULI CINCINNATI
DECEMBER 2016

CLIFTON MERCHANTS’ LOT
LUDLOW AVENUE

SECTIONS

EXISTING

NEW GARAGE

LUDLOW

LUDLOWHOWELL

HOWELL



PEDESTRIAN PATH

ULI CINCINNATI
DECEMBER 2016

CLIFTON MERCHANTS’ LOT
LUDLOW AVENUE

SECTIONS

EXISTING

NEW GARAGE

LUDLOW

LUDLOWHOWELL

HOWELL



PEDESTRIAN PATH

ULI CINCINNATICLIFTON MERCHANTS’ LOT
LUDLOW AVENUE



PEDESTRIAN PATH

ULI CINCINNATICLIFTON MERCHANTS’ LOT
LUDLOW AVENUE




