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ABSTRACT

Urban shrinkage, and more recently the rise of right-sizing and smart-shrinkage as responses to its
challenges, have attracted attention among scholars and policy-makers while igniting controversy
on how to interpret them. The paper argues that while recognizing the relevance of cross-scale
patterns of uneven development in the determination of of urban shrinkage, research has to focus
on the ways localized networks of actors respond through the mobilization of concrete policy
situations and trajectories. Object of the study is the case of urban planning and policy
experiments in land management and reuse, food production and local procurement in the city of
Cleveland. Drawing from post-capitalism and social-innovation theories, the author posits that such
experiments can represent as many “projects of becoming” towards a new community economy

and concludes that right-sizing and smart-shrinkage are open, contested, fields of policy
experimentation whose transformative potential has to be closely investigated by critical

geographers, planners and policy-makers.
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Introduction: urban shrinkage as the outcome of uneven development

In recent years, increasing attention has been paid to the changes that have occurred in
the concrete forms whereby urbanization processes are actually produced across the
world. The post-metropolitan coalescence of emerging socio-spatial formations in the
context of North-American urbanism (Soja, 2000), the spectacular raise of megacities in

the Global South and finally the advent of planetary urbanization (Brenner & Schmid,

2012) have imposed a fundamental recasting of inherited constructs in the field of
urban studies (Brenner & Schmid, 2015).

In this context, localized phenomena of de-urbanization have been framed as largely
aberrant variants of “urban shrinkage” (Oswalt, 2005, 2006; Martinez-Fernandez,
Audirac, Sylvie, & Cunningham-Sabot, 2012) mostly defined by the amount and

persistence of population loss affecting specific cities and regions . Moving from this
understanding, researchers have focused on case studies mostly conducted in the Global

North and whose subjects, often examined in a comparative perspective, range from cities
of the former socialist block experiencing decline in the context of their transi-tions to
capitalism (Bernt, 2009; Mykhnenko & Turok, 2008) to cities located in
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Areas and neighborhoods:

Growth
1. Downtown; 2. University Circle; 3. Tremont; 4. Ohio City; 5. Detroit Shore

® Downtown redevelopment projects: a. tower city; b. playhouse square; ¢. rock and roll
hall of fame; d. great lake center; e. gateway arenas

Decline
6. Glenville; 7. Broadway-Slavic Village; 8. Mount Pleasant; 9. Forgotten Triangle

Percentage of All Parcels Coded as Vacant Lots:

(soutce: Cleveland 2015 Citywide Parcel Survey. A report by Western Reserve Land Conservancy and Loveland Technologies)

18.2% - 24,7% 24.8% - 38% 38.1% - 49,1%

Initiatives:
10. Green City Growers; 11. Ohio solar cooperative; 12. Evergreen Cooperative
Laundry; 13. Urban Agriculture Innovation Zone; 14. Ohio City Farm

Figure 1. Land vacancy incidence and distribution, growth and decline areas, redevelopment
initiatives and projects fo becoming in Cleveland.

Western Europe (Couch and Cocks, 2013; Crisci, Gemmiti, Proietti&Violante, 2014))
and North-America (Pallagst, 2009; Wiechmann & Pallagst, 2012) experiencing decline
in the context of their transitions to a post-industrial local economic basis (Scott, 2009).

In the United States, the extension, severity and persistence of urban shrinkage has
pushed scholars to articulate wider regional and historical readings of the phenomena.
Beauregard (2009) and Frey (2005) documented the existence of a group of ‘hard-core
shrinking cities’ mostly concentrated in the Rust Belt states (Coppola,
2009) characterized by population loss for over 50 years in the urban cores and the more
recent spread of demographic decline or slow growth across metropolitan areas. The
historical depth of these shrinkage patterns and the lack of evidence proving the existence
of a different set of factors behind their successive waves have disputed the heuristic
relevance of the notion of “urban shrinkage” in the US context compared with previous-
ones such as “urban crisis” and “urban decline” (Beauregard, 2009). Furthermore, equally
long-stand-ing characteristics of US shrinking cities — such as the demographic over-
representation and spatial segregation of African Americans, high rates of poverty and
indexes of poverty concentration, and a marked incidence of endemic public health
problems -suggest a strong correlation between urban shrinkage and extensively
documented forms of deep spatialization of the class and racial differences and
discrimination structuring US society (Massey & Denton,
1993; Wilson, 1987; Oswalt, 2004).

From this perspective, not only urban shrinkage does not look as a new phenomena
but it does not look just as urban shrinkage neither but, instead, as a visible epipheno-
menon of long-standing factors and patterns of uneven development (Harvey, 1982;
Smith, 1984) that heavily contribute to the production of the US national space. A space



that critical readings have understood as being shaped by contextual, rapid and intense
waves of disinvestment and devaluation, on the one hand, and of investment and
valorization, on the other, that far from happening “naturally” are instead deeply political
in their genesis and development. From the micro-politics of neighborhood-scale social
homogenization and boundary defense, through the meso-politics of inter-urban
competition to attract capitals as long the middle and upper classes, to the macro-politics
of global and national economic restructuring, the production of the US national space
has been in fact presented as closely presided by a wide range of actors and networks of
actors — the federal government, local planning bureaucracies, corporations, real estate
and property management industries, the insurance sector —engaged in the design and
implementation of spatial, political and economic, projects that reproduce unevenness

across different scales (Coppola, 2014).

If this is the context, the hollowing-out of Rust Belt inner cities can be understood as
the final outcome of a multi-scalar drama: unevenness at the national scale in the form of
the ascent of Sun Belt metropolitan areas, on the one hand, and of the decline of Rust
Belt metropolitan areas on the other (High, 2003; Bluestone & Harrison, 1982; Sawers &
Tabb, 1984; Teaford, 1993); unevenness at the metro-regional scale in the form of
massive residential suburbanization (Jakson, 1985), edge-cities’ surge and post-metro-
politan spatial restructuring, on the one hand (Garreau,1991; Soja, 2000) and intense and
persistent disinvestment in the inner city on the other (Beauregard, 2003); finally,
uneveness “from within” with the inner city itself experiencing an increased polariza-tion
between large areas that appeared to be in terminal decline and a few pockets of relative
stability if not growth.

Left on their own in coping with these structural forces by means of anti-urban fiscal
austerity and new federalism policies (Marcuse, 1981; Peck, 2012), Rust Belt inner cities
gradually slid into a dystopian post-urban condition characterized by the quasi-collapse
of fundamental structures in the economic and social reproduction spheres — the fiscal
system, the distribution network, the real estate market — of contemporary urban
capitalism (Coppola, 2012).

City governments reacted to the challenge by embracing “new wurban
politics” (MacLeod, 2011) development models and competing with booming suburbs,
edge cities and rising Sunbelt metropolitan regions to intercept external investments in

residential, retail and office markets (Harvey, 1989). The deployment of business-friendly

fiscal and planning policies and of new public-private partnerships supported the spread
of large downtown redevelopment programs aimed at re-branding declining inner cities

(Hackworth, 2006) through the mobilization of visions of a “mythical natural
urbanism” (MacLeod & Ward, 2002) consisting of new office developments,
entertainment and tourist attractions (Harvey, 1993; Coppola, 2012). Following a
“double-faced development model”, the so-called “community development industry” —
the system of philanthropic institutions and neighborhood-based non-profit organi-
zations rooted in declining urban areas - pursued policies aimed at the consolidation and
promotion of “competitive” residential neighbourhoods through new housing

construction, support to homeownership and community building (Coppola, 2009).
At the same time, even if seldom acknowledged, US shrinking cities have also been

privileged sites for the development of alternative urban practices such as urban farm-
ing (Coppola, 2012b), temporary uses of vacant land (Oswalt, 2005; Schwartz, 2008),



sustainable energy and community economy projects (Boggs, 2004; Boggs, Kurashige, &
Danny, 2011). These grassroots practices have mobilized local resources — such as
abandoned land and buildings - and developed community agency moving, at times,
from an explicit understanding of the transformative potential embedded in shrinking
cities’ dystopian landscapes, where “vacant lots (can be seen) not as eyesores but as empty

spaces inviting the viewer to fill them with other forms (. . .) in sharp contrast to the
values of materialism, individualism, and competition” (Boggs, 2003). Such alter-native

practices have been politicized as pre-figurations (Boggs, 1977) of possible socio-
ecological and socio-technical transitions (Smith & Stirling, 2008) towards local eco-

nomic development models different from established neo-liberal urban policies, as in
the case of the Grace Lee Boggs’ campaign against new casinos in Detroit (Boggs, 2004).

After the bubble: the rise of right-sizing planning discourses

Neo-liberal downtown urban regeneration and community development schemes suc-
ceeded neither in reversing the historical decline of Rust Belt cities nor in protecting
them from new disinvestment waves such as the one related to the busting of the 2000s
housing bubble (Coppola, 2012).

Confronted with this failure, at first among urban planners and later in the com-
munity development industry and other urban institutions, a new discourse based on the
acceptance of demographic decline as a structural and long-term condition of these cities
emerged. If demographic decline is to last, cities must plan and manage their actual
shrinkage rather than their unlikely growth, finding the correct ways to “right-size” their
physical footprint so that it is more consistent with current and near-future demographic
realities. Identifying how to manage low population densities and increas-ing per-capita
costs in the areas of service and infrastructure provision determined by decline and its
effects on the spatiality of cities is the key policy challenge in the “right-sizing” discourse
(Hollander, Pallagst Karina, Schwarz, & Popper, 2009; Popper & Popper, 2002; Schilling
& Logan, 2008; Hollander, 2011).

To meet this challenge, city administrations, such as those of Youngstown, Detroit
and Rochester, have promoted new planning strategies (Hackworth, 2015) proposing
imaginative post-shrinkage futures made of a network of a few denser urban nodes and
vast areas repurposed for uses as diverse as urban agriculture, energy production,
recreation and light manufacturing (Gallagher, 2010). While the boldest components of
these strategies have not yet been implemented - the Youngstown relocation initiative
proving to be a failure for the lack of residents’ response to relocation incentives
(Coppola, 2012) in the context of wider strategic and financial limitations (Rhodes &
Russo, 2013) - city administrations have invested heavily in the demolition of abandoned
housing (Ryan, 2011) while identifying new models and matrixes to retarget public
investments and subsidies on areas that still retain some degree of density and market
functionality (Detroit Future City, 2012). At the same time, drawing from the historical
experience of alternative grassroots urban practices, city adminis-trations and
community development industry actors have also invested in supporting alternative
uses of vacant land that have been framed in larger discourses on sustain-ability,
resilience and human well-being (Coppola, 2015)



Despite their apparent common sense realism, these “right-sizing” strategies and
practices have ignited intense debate among urban scholars on how to interpret them: as
a true departure from former pro-growth and neoliberal urban development para-digms
(Schindler, 2016); as a plain and simple adjustment and retooling of them (Aalbers,
2014); or as a peculiar form of local adaptive response to the pressure of higher scale
austerity measures (Hackworth, 2015). Particularly critical in this discus-sion is the
interpretation of the role that demolition initiatives have played in the deployment of
right-sizing planning models especially in light of past episodes of proactive destruction
such as 1950s “Urban Renewal” (Hirsh, 1988; Wilson, 1966), 1970s “planned shrinkage”
and “urban triage” approaches (Aalbers, 2014; Cooper-McCann, 2016; Coppola, 2012;
Wallace & Wallace, 2001) and 1990s Hope VI public housing demolitions programs
(Popkin et al., 2004; Smith, 2016) that have proved strategic in the pursue of class and
racial restructuring strategies in US cities. While correctly underlying the existence of a
causal relation between the contexts in which right-sizing policies have arose and
entrenched patterns of housing financialization —~demolitions are, in fact, often the last
segment of longer chains of actions made of speculative investment and dispossession
through foreclosure — readings identifying a linear continuity between right-sizing and
previous episodes, both merely announced and really implemented, of proactive
destruction risk to under play relevant divergences among them. On one side, such
readings do not fully acknowledge important differ-ences in their respective rationalities
and devices — current right-sizing strategies do not propose, in fact, demolition of
inhabited communities and the relocation of their residents — and on the other side they
fail to recognize the wider, multi-dimensional implications that right-sizing discourses
have and may have in the realms of spatial, social and economic development in
shrinking cities.

Assessing real policy trajectories and situations in shrinking cities

With the aim of contributing to this debate and inspired mainly by the work of J. K.
Gibson-Graham, I argue that US shrinking cities that are variably engaged in a shift from
traditional pro-growth to right-sizing planning models have come to represent actual
and potential zones “of cohabitation and contestation among multiple economic forms”
in which breaks “in the relations and practices constituting the performance” of previous

development models have opened up possibilities for the flourishing of “new economic

becomings” (Gibson-Graham, 2006) that can be understood as prefigurations of “a
resilient, resourceful and convivial local economy ” (North, 2014; North, 2017) diverging

from hegemonic neo-liberal urban development models (Rossi, 2017).

By formulating this hypothesis, I do not in any measure imply that these cities - i.e.,
their governing, hegemonic forces — are engaged in intentional and systemic transitions
towards a post-neoliberal urban development model: rather, I maintain that, in the
context of the aftermaths of the subprime and foreclosures crisis and of the subsequent
consolidation of “right-sizing” discourses, they have come to represent situations of
policy experimentation whose political-economic character and transformative poten-
tial have to be closely analysed and assessed through situated and articulated qualitative

research strategies. Research strategies that, while firmly based on the acquisitions of
critical geographical theory in unveiling the relevance of cross-scale patterns of uneven



development in the determination of localized conditions of urban shrinkage, will have
to focus on the ways formal and informal networks of actors respond to such condi-
tions through the mobilization of concrete policy situations and trajectories. Situations
and trajectories that are, on one hand, clearly limited by higher scale political and policy
structures and interventions and, on the other hand, mediated by the diverse social and
institutional arrangements that constitute the local contingency of places (Deverteuil,
2016). In recognizing the existence of an although limited agency on behalf of these
networks of actors in local arenas, such research strategies can valuably document and
assess the emergence, evolution and recombination of certain policies, tools, regulative
frameworks and practices towards new discourses about the spatial, social and eco-
nomic development of shrinking cities.

To discuss this hypothesis, I address in this paper the emergence of a set of policies
advanced by a variably formalized, close-knit network of actors in the context of the
aftermaths of the subprime and foreclosures crisis in the city of Cleveland, Ohio. Central
in this network are the actors belonging to the Community Development Industry (Yin,
1998), such as CDCs engaged in neighbourhood-level housing and development
activities, and intermediary organizations, such as Cleveland Neighborhood Progress
(CNP), which play a higher-scale strategic role often in partnership with the city
administration in those same fields. Community foundations - such as the Cleveland
Foundation - and so-called “anchor institutions” (Patterson & Silverman, 2013) - such
as University Hospital and the Cleveland Clinic - have played an increasing role in urban

policy by opening up new fields of intervention, while academic institutions — such as

Case Western and Kent State and some urban NGOs - have been offering knowledge-
intensive services to many of these actors (Author, Interview).

The choice of Cleveland as a case-study is based both on its belonging to what has
been defined as the “hard-core” of urban shrinkage and on the long-standing relevance
and strength of its Community Development Industry (Yin, 1998), a combination of
factors that make it particularly well situated in the research perspective that was
presented above. The case study draws on an extensive review of relevant documents
across the period 2011-2017 and fieldwork mostly conducted in 2012 and 2013 with 20
semi-structured interviews with key leaders and several sessions of participant observa-
tion of meetings and events promoted by the above-mentioned network of actors. The
rest of the article is organized as follows: the first section presents the trajectory of
Cleveland both in terms of the consolidation of structural conditions of shrinkage and of
the urban policy response to them advanced from 1960s onwards; the second addresses
the re-orientation of the above-mentioned network of actors towards the repertoire of
right-sizing in the context of the long sub-prime and foreclosures crisis while reviewing
some of policies and practices that are relevant in the perspective of the paper; and the
conclusions discuss the relevance and limitations of the case-study in light of the study’s
main hypothesis.

Cleveland, a trajectory of crisis after decline

Having lost over 50% of its population since its 1950s demographic peak in the context
of a “sprawl without growth” dynamic at the metropolitan scale (Keating, 2013), as



noted above, Cleveland can be considered a quintessential example of the “hard core” of
US urban shrinkage concentrated in the Rust Belt.

Thanks to its strategic location on the Cuyahoga River and Lake Erie, the city rose to
prominence as an international port and manufacturing centre in the early 20th century
(Barney & Holly, 1997; Miller Poh & Weeler 2009) to start experiencing plant closures and
heavy losses in factory jobs in the early 1970s (Cowell, 2013). Early signs of inner-city
decline appeared well before then and, in the late 1950s, urban renewal plans were
launched to address them (Jenkins, 2001). A first backlash against downtown-centred
urban policies occurred in the mid 1970s with the election of a short-lived progressive
administration proposing an “equity planning” agenda focused on neighbourhood revi-
talization (Krumholz, 1982; 1999). Shortly thereafter, in the context of a deepening fiscal
crisis, a new growth-oriented coalition animated by business leaders and major philan-
thropic institutions took control of City Hall (Hill, 1997). With the aim of making
Cleveland “the prominent business and professional centre between New York and
Chicago” (quoted in Hill, 1997), the new administration mobilized public-private partner-
ships (Vogelsang-Coomb, Denihan William, & Bauer, 2016) in the promotion of a post-
industrial “urban vision” based on modern corporate headquarters, hotels, recreational
facilities and tourist attractions (Rosentraub, 2006). Throughout the 1980s and 1990s,
leveraging on a varying mix of federal and state grants, new local taxes and tax breaks,
projects like the Tower City, Playhouse Square, the Rock and Roll Hall of Fame, the Great
Lakes Science Center and the Gateway Arenas reshaped the city’s downtown and
lakefront, making Cleveland a “comeback city” — a case of supposed “urban renaissance”
amidst the ruins of the Rust Belt (Hill, 1997; Chapin, 2004; Cook & Ward, 2012).

In the same years, the neighbourhood policy arena was profoundly restructured as well,
through the professionalization of grassroots community organizations in the context of
the new community development industry model (Yin, 1998) designed and sponsored by
large philanthropic and government institutions (McQuarrie, 2013; Coppola, 2009). CDCs
became key actors in the new urban governance, promoting housing initiatives and
designing broader neighbourhood development strategies (Krumholz & Hexter, 2012).
Leveraging on federal and local incentives and subsidies, CDCs pushed for an impressive
surge in housing production (Bogart, 2003) while moving away from a traditional focus on
affordable housing in favour of the creation of so-called “regionally competitive
neighbourhoods of choice” (Mallach, 2005; Author, Interview) able to attract middle-class
residents and investors back to the city away from suburbs. Accordingly, the number of
new housing units, the long-term increase in real estate values, and the expansion of
homeownership became the key indicators of success for community development
projects and organizations (Lowe, 2007; McQuarrie, 2013; Newman, 2016; Author,
Interview).

However, the housing surge was soon undermined by the spread of predatory lending
and of its disruptive effects, well before the 2008 financial meltdown. Between 1995 and
2007, foreclosures on residential loans for failure to pay taxes or make mortgage payments
more than quadrupled in Cuyahoga County (Keating, 2013), while at the end of the 2000s,
high-cost sub-prime loans were responsible for 84% of all foreclosures (Coulton,
Schramm, & Hirsh, 2010). As a result, housing prices fell dramatically, from a median sale
price of around $100,000 in 2005 to $15,500 in 2007 (Coulton et al., 2010; Mallach, 2009).
Along with a soaring number of foreclosures, the



number of vacant, abandoned housing units also rose to a peak of almost 25,000 by
2010 (Ford, 2016).

African-American, minority and low-income neighbourhoods were disproportion-ally
hit by subprime lending and subsequently by foreclosures (Coulton et al., 2010). As
elsewhere in the urban rustbelt, neighbourhoods targeted in the 2000s by “reverse red-
lining” practices in the form of subprime lending (Aalbers, 2011) had been targeted
between the 1950s and 70s by “red-lining practices” (Metzger John, 2000). Even if in the
context of different operational devices - first “red lining” as plain disinvestment
strategies in the context of a Keynesian spatial fix and then subprime lending as
“accumulation by dispossession” in the context of a “neo-liberal fix” - the same

demographics were hit (Aalbers, 2011). The combined effects of place-based and race-
based targeting of predatory loans made Cleveland East Side the epicentre of the crisis,

with the neighbourhood of Slavic Village — which at one point had more foreclosures per
capita than any other urban neighbourhood in the US (Keating, 2013) - being labelled the
“ground zero” of the foreclosures crisis (Lind, 2008),

A specific challenge raised by the foreclosure crisis was the stark increase in REOs
(Real Estate Owned) - bank- and lender-owned foreclosed properties — from 1499 in
2004 to over 10,000 in 2008 (Coulton et al., 2010). The failure of REOs legal owners to

maintain low-value foreclosed homes and speculative practices such as “flipping” -
purchasing low-value properties, inflating their value, and quickly selling them, often
online - by successive buyers put additional pressure on already distressed and desta-
bilized neighbourhood housing markets (Coulton et al., 2010; Keating, 2013).

The foreclosures crisis contributed to accelerating the demographic decline of both
Cleveland and its inner ring suburbs in Cuyahoga counties: by 2010 the city’s popula-
tion had returned to 396,000 inhabitants, the population it had around 1900 and a 17%
drop from the 2000 Census (Keating, 2013). Other key social and economic indicators
such as poverty - 39.2% (2015) - and median household income - 49,889$ (2014) -
worsened as well, while the real estate market started to show some signs of stabilization
only in 2009 (Ford, 2016).

Long-standing trends of intra-city spatial unevenness strengthened as well,
further characterizing Cleveland as a city made of “islands of renewal” in a “sea of
decay” (Berry, 1985). Among the renewal pockets were downtown, the Flats area along
the Cuyahoga River, the University Circle area on the East Side where major anchor
institutions are headquartered and a limited number of neighbourhoods involved in
CDCs-led revitaliza-tion strategies such as Tremont, Ohio City, Detroit Shoreway.
Areas of decline were mostly concentrated in the East Side — the neighbourhoods of
Glenville, Broadway-Slavic Village, Mount Pleasant — and south of Downtown - the so-
called “Forgotten Triangle”.

After the crisis: from strandard growth-search to soft right-sizing
In 2008 and 2011, CNP and the City sued, although unsuccessfully, 21 financial
institutions in relation to subprime lending (Bron, 2010): a fairly dramatic rebuttal of

what had been the central urban policy’s creed - the beneficial outcomes of home-
ownership expansion - for both these key actors in the city’s governance. In fact, until the

early signs of the foreclosures crisis, many of the actors involved in the network -with
specific reference to CDCs and intermediary organizations - regarded urban



shrinkage as a serious and long-standing challenge that could be effectively addressed
and eventually reversed by their traditional pro-growth policies: the rise in real estate

values, even if coupled with the persistent demographic decline, was in fact taken as a

proof of the effectiveness and sustainability of their policies (Author, Interview).

Breaking this belief, the foreclosures crisis acted as “a shakeout of the community
development industry” potentially in favour of “organizations which are not overly
interested in rising real estate values” (Krumholz & Hexter 2012) and of an evolution of
the local urban policy and planning environment away from standard growth enhance-
ment and management towards the right-sizing repertoire (Author, Interview).

But, differently from other shrinking cities such as Detroit and Youngstown, in
Cleveland these actors did not engage in the production of a grand, comprehensive
planning gesture ostensibly characterized by right-sizing principles and ideas. Rather,
they engaged in the creation of a series of new partnerships, policy initiatives and spatial
plans that were aimed at countering the surge in abandonment during the early phases of
the foreclosure crisis while setting the stage for more consistent, longer-term, and
systemic actions (Author, Interview).

In 2005, the county-level Vacant and Abandoned Property Action Council (Vapac) — a
partnership of government institutions, community development industry actors and the
Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland - was founded with the goal of finding and imple-
menting innovative tools to prevent abandonment and to reclaim vacant land (VPRN,
2014). In the same year, CNP promoted a new “strategic investment initiative” and a new
matrix identifying five different neighbourhood types (Cuyahoga County Land Re-utili-
zation Corporation, 2012) aimed at concentrating available resources on
neighbourhoods hit by the foreclosures that still retained reasonable densities and a
recognized market potential (Schilling & Schamess, 2014). In 2006, the geo-referenced
information system “Northeast Ohio Community and Neighborhood Data for
Organizing” (NeoCando) was created with the goal of integrating different databases so
as to ensure better monitoring of neighbourhood conditions and early responses to
abandonment and speculative practices (Treuhaft & Kinglsley, 2008). In the same year, a
new comprehensive zoning plan — Connecting Cleveland 2020 - was adopted, with the
identification of six core development areas on which to target redevelopment efforts
while opening up other areas to alternative uses (City of Cleveland, 2016; Author,
Interview).

While promoting these initiatives, the same set of actors intensively lobbied at the
state level for the institution of a new regional land-bank authority, a major change in
the local governance system. The Cuyahoga County Land Re-utilization Corporation
(CLB) was eventually founded in 2009 with the aim of strengthening and concentrating
powers of intervention in the acquisition, management and transfer of property and
land in one new metropolitan authority (Keating, 2010; Schilling & Schamess, 2014;
Author, Interview).

Since its founding, the CLB has used funding from interest and penalties on unpaid
or delinquent property taxes, bond issues and federal and state funds to acquire
properties from tax foreclosure actions, donations, REOs and other vacant properties
at risk of speculative behaviour (Lind Kermit & Keating, 2012; Schilling & Schamess,
2014). Further strengthening its powers, CLB has also been granted the right to assess
foreclosed properties before they are sold at public auctions, while the federal
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Fannie Mae, and some



major banks have agreed to give CLB their foreclosed and blighted properties, con-
tributing to demolition costs (Keating, 2013).

Operating within the above-mentioned matrixes, CLB has been a pivotal actor in the
implementation of the soft-triage principles that have characterised the right-sizing turn in
Cleveland. In areas considered in great distress, it has promoted extensive demoli-tions
- 3996 buildings since its foundation - and alternative uses of vacant land (see next
section), while in areas considered still viable it has acquired abandoned housing -1355
buildings - to be rehabilitated and put back into use through rent-to-own and
mortgage assistance programs - such as the Opportunity Homes program and other
initiatives promoted by the Cleveland Housing Network - reserved for a middle and
low-income demand (Author, Interview; Lind & Shilling, 2015).

The federal government has provided the essential policy framework of these inter-
ventions: Neighbourhood Stabilization Programs I, I, III and the Hardest Hit Fund have
provided significant funding, while new funding is now expected from settlements with
national mortgage lenders, the state of Ohio, and a countywide issue of bonds (Bratt &
Immergluck, 2016; Rosenmann & Walker, 2016). CLB has therefore contrib-uted greatly to
the larger programme of demolition promoted by the city that — between 2006 and 2012 -
demolishing 6,100 so-called “nuisance properties” at a cost of $44 million (Schilling &
Shammess, 2014). This fairly extensive retooling of inherited forms of spatial control and
development that followed the subprime and foreclosure crisis acted as the backdrop of a
larger set of policy initiatives and practices that contributed to the emergence of new urban
policy realms in the areas of vacant-land reuse, local food production and distribution and
of local procurement and development. Such policies and practices, that played a critical
role in the further articulation of the right-sizing discourse, are reviewed in the following
sections.

Vacant land reuse

Grassroots vacant land reuse practices have been established in Cleveland since the 1960s
(Author, Interview) but have experienced a significant change in scale and scope with the
governance and policy innovations that were just mentioned. Since its founda-tion, CLB
has in fact reclaimed almost 700 acres for alternative uses through selling and leasing plots
at nominal prices to community groups, CDCs, and neighbouring home-owners for the
implementation of a wide range of alternative uses developed mainly in the framework of
some zoning decisions and partnerships activated across the network (Sustainable
Cleveland, 2014; Author, Interview).

In 2005 the city adopted the open space and recreation zoning district, which allows
designation of vacant land for parks, recreation facilities and open space (Sustainable
Cleveland, 2014; Author, Interview). In the same year, the
“Reimagining a More Sustainable Cleveland” initiative was promoted with the goal of
persuading residents and policy makers to see vacant property “not as a formid-able
obstacle” but as a “catalyst and a valuable resource to advance a larger, comprehensive
sustainability strategy for the city, benefit low-income and  under-employed
residents, enhance the quality of neighbourhood life, create prosperity in the city and help
address climate change” (Cleveland City Planning Commission, 2008; 2014; Richtell,
2012). The program was based on a 2004 study promoted by



CNP and the Urban Design Center at Kent State University that advanced a land-use
decision matrix that supported the city’s Planning Department to assess different
re-use options for vacant land based on economic variables, sustainability goals, and
local quality-of-life factors (Author, Interview). The suggested uses ranged from
temporary greening treatments of vacant areas to green infrastructure strategies aimed at
the restoration of urban ecosystems and metabolisms, and productive landscapes
strategies aimed at food production and energy generation (Schwartz, 2012; Author,
Interview).

Based on these guidelines, an Idea Book for Vacant Land Strategies was developed
with the provision of designs, budgets, resources and guidance to projects to be
implemented by community groups and other actors.. Funded through foundation
grants and later by NSP funds, the initiative has led to over 120 projects among
agriculture, side-yard expansions and ecological restoration while extending to other
locations in the metropolitan area with the Reimagining a Greater Cleveland initiative
launched in 2009 (Author, Interview).

More recently, these initiatives have been joined by other programs that focus on the
role that vacant land can play in the enhancement of ecosystem services and in the
climate adaptation of the city. The “Clean Lake Project” — a 3-billion, 25-year pro-
gramme promoted by the North East Ohio Regional Sewer District in partnership with
the City - plans to spend 42 million on green infrastructure projects also involving
vacant lots with the goals of contributing to the depollution of Lake Erie and to a more
sustainable management of the urban water cycle (Author, Interview; NEORSD, 2016;
Melissa et al., 2013; Schwartz, 2012;) while Ohio State University in 2014 launched a
research project, funded by the National Science Foundation, to assess the biodiversity

role of vacant land in Cleveland with a specific reference to the alternative uses currently
experimented (OARDC, 2016),

Local food production and distribution

In the same years, the city has seen the emergence of a wide network of actors and
initiatives pursuing the development of a localized food production and distribution

system (Author, Interview; Sustainable Cleveland, 2014) and a significant expansion of
the land involved in agricultural production (Schuering, 2011).

The city has supported these developments by offering financial and technical support
to several projects and approving ordinances and zoning variations (La Croix, 2010).
Examples are the “Healthy Cleveland Ordinance” aimed at ensuring the existence of a
community garden within walking distance for every resident in 2020; the “urban garden
districts” zoning variation instituting areas in which urban agriculture and related
activities are the only admitted uses; the so-called “chicken and bees” zoning ordinance
allowing residents to keep a variety of up to eight animals; new standards that allow
agriculture as a principal use in all vacant residentially-zoned lots and also permit the
local sale of produce (Author, Interview). Initiatives aimed at developing urban grazing
as an alternative to standard upkeep of vacant green spaces have also been proposed
(Sustainable Cleveland, 2014) and later implemented by CDCs (Author, Interview).

The most significant productive projects are the Urban Agriculture Innovation Zone -
currently 8 acres of urban agriculture, with plans for a total of 28 acres, located in the
highly



disinvested “Forgotten Triangle” area — and the Green City Growers Cooperative - the
nation’s largest urban farming facility designed to produce three million heads of lettuce
and 300,000 pounds of herbs every year for local consumption - that currently employs 25
low-income residents (Author, Interview; Sustainable Cleveland, 2014) while, on the
demand side, initiatives like the EBT Incentive programme have aimed at increasing the
consumption of local fresh food among low-income residents who rely on food stamps
(Sustainable Cleveland, 2014).

Local procurement and development

One last emerging policy arena, significantly interconnected with the previous-ones,
involve the development of localized markets for goods and services. In this perspective,

the city has in recent years expanded its Community Benefits Policy, which provides bid
discounts to locally, minority and women-owned businesses and requires local and
minority hiring and subcontracting (Author, Interview) adopting in 2010 a Local and
Sustainable Purchasing Ordinance, which provides bid preferences for companies that
source products locally and bid discounts to companies that buy at least 20% of their
produce from regional food growers (Sustainable Cleveland, 2014). Also thanks to these
incentives, between 2010 and 2014, the City increased contracting to these business

groups from 29% to 39% of total contracting dollars (Duffy and Pringle, 2013)

Anchor institutions have been the leading actors in the development of local
procurement. In the context of implementation of its $1.2-billion facilities expansion,
University Hospitals introduced local procurement and employment targets that were

eventually met with 92% of goods and services procured from local and regional firms,
17% of workers that were residents of the city, and 18% of contracts awarded to minority-

owned enterprises (Duffy & Pringle, 2013). As of 2016, the hospital has embedded these
new practices throughout its annual supply chain - its value being around $800 million a
year — with local purchasing goals set for all purchases over 50,000 dollars (Howard, 2012)
In 2007, based on a partnership between the Cleveland Foundation and the Democracy
Collaborative — a think-thank based at the University of Maryland - the anchor
institutions located in the University Circle area were set-up a community development
strategy based on the leveraging of their purchasing needs through the set-up of a network
of community-based and worker-owned cooperatives: the Evergreen Cooperative Laundry
offering services to a wide range of local institutions; the Ohio Solar Cooperative, which
leases, installs and maintains photovoltaic arrays on public and private buildings; and the
already-mentioned Green City Growers Cooperative (Author, Interview; Wang & Fillion,
2011). Leveraging on the sustainability targets of anchor institutions, the network focuses
on products and services based on a more sustainable use of resources through the
reduction of energy and water consumption, the development of alternative systems of
energy production, and the satisfaction of a local demand (Author, Interview). The
tunding for the start-up of the three coopera-tives has been assured mainly by the
Cleveland Foundation, which has capitalized a revolving local fund that invests in the

cooperatives while attracting so-called impact investors; HUD, which has offered a
combination of long-term and low interest loans



the department of economic development of the city of Cleveland; and local banks
(Author, Interview; Howard, 2012).

As already mentioned, a key aspect of the strategy is the cooperative character of the
three enterprises that have been designed to be owned and managed by workers who
must be residents of the mostly low-income neighborhoods located in the University
Circle area (Author, Interview). At its final stage, the project should include the creation
of an umbrella organization grouping all cooperatives, and of a land trust aimed at
ensuring “the availability of strategically located property both for future business

expansion and to maintain affordable housing and protect against
gentrification” (Coppola, 2014).

Conclusions: assessing and exploring the conditions of socio-spatial change
in shrinking cities

Urban shrinkage is a complex socio-spatial process (Soja, 1989) that neo-liberal
policy making discourses have strategically naturalized by overlooking the role
played by historical actors in unleashing, through determined courses of action, the
structural forces of decline. Similarly, a lack of consideration of the role that diverse
social and institutional arrangements as long as local actors’ agency patterns play in
the shaping of local policy responses to urban shrinkage risks to represent one more
paradoxical form of naturaliza-tion of the complexity of such processes. As suggested in
this paper, to avoid such a risk, critical geographers, urban planners and policy-makers
should closely track the unfolding of shrinking cities’ individual trajectories over
time while investigating and assessing continuities and departures in the local urban
policy and planning landscapes.

Cleveland represents a relevant case in point in this perspective, precisely for having
been the locus of a consistent implementation of neoliberal urbanism through two of its
foundational and intermingled policy strands: the search for exogenous investment
influxes and the financialization of housing. The belief that these policies were the break-
trough for the return to growth has been general consensus among many of the actors
involved in the city governance, included the ones of the community development
industry. By dramati-cally exposing the ineffectiveness of these policies in reversing the
long-term decline of the city’s competitive position and their contribution to its
heightened vulnerability to new and intense disinvestment waves, the subprime and
foreclosure crisis has represented a break in the inherited state of affairs. This break has
allowed the opening of a “window of oppor-tunity” for the production of collective
learning processes, a window that has led at first to the development of resistance against

highly financial exploitative practices and later to a concrete situation of experimentation
in the established framing and tooling of local urban planning and policy.

In this context, and based on the evidence presented in this paper, I argue that the
mobilization of the right-sizing/smart-shrinkage discourse has acted as a strategic plat-
form for the development of multiple, interconnected policy conversations and experi-
mentations that have critically engaged with the entrenched ways in which both
Keynesian and neo-liberal urbanisms have framed and organized the relationship
between the economic, social and ecological dimensions of development. The relevance
of such conversations and experimentations did not lay in their quantitative dimensions
neither in the rationality of the actors involved but, rather, in their ability to act as



possible pre-figurations of a different urban development model. In this perspective, the

expansion of land-banking institutions, while not an explicit departure from the finan-
cialization of housing, has represented a conscious response to its failures (Coppola,

2014; Hackworth, 2012) and a potential development in the direction of a “diversity of
property rights regimes” (Johan & Barthel, 2013) and of a new understanding of the ways
in which land can be accessed and mobilized in support of a wider range of urban uses.
Vacant-land re-use practices and rezoning ordinances have advanced a new
epistemology of environmental politics and policy that leverages on the opportunities
offered by vacancy to revers an over-a-century long trajectory of ecosystems’ disruption
and exploitation (Heynen, Kaika, & Swyngedouw, 2006) and urban space sanitization
actively promoted by mainstream urban planning. Finally, the growth of local
procurement policies and practices along the lines of the “community wealth” movement
(Kelly & McKinley, 2015) has proposed a reframing of local development policy focusing
on the expansion of endogenous economic activity (North, 2010, 2014) through the
matching of local demand with local resources and the experimentation of cooperative
and participative models including and empowering marginalized social and racial
groups (Gibson Graham, 2009; Moulaert, 2009).

If the potentials of such conversations and experimentations have yet to be fully

assessed, the open questions for future research mostly involve their effective ability to
represent the gateways of a truly counter-hegemonic, articulated perspective of socio-

spatial change both at the local scale and across different scales. In fact, while the
rediscovery of the physicality, morphology and ecology of cities (Batty & Marshall, 2009)
brought upon by the “smart-shrinkage”/“right-sizing” discourse has represented an
essential acquisition in respect of previous mainstream planning and policy approaches,
it is still unclear at which conditions the spatial transformations it entails can be
intentionally articulated with distinctive and systemic elements of economic, social and
governance transformation. Particularly critical on this issue is the extent at which the
context of extreme, long-standing and spatially organized patterns of social and racial
inequality characterizing Cleveland as other shrinking cities is recognized by the actors of
these conversations and experimentations as both a source of framing and as a strategic
target of their actions. Although empirical evidence shows how some of them - the
cooperative projects being a case in point — can be understood as innovative forms of
collective action addressing issues located at the nexus of social, ecological and economic
contradictions and inter-dependences at the urban scale, it is also clear that none of them

appear to be the outcome of significant episodes of conflictual collective action directly
led by social and racial groups that have been historically marginalized if not

dispossessed in the context of the different urban regimes. Rather, the overall situation of
policy experimentation that we have described has had mostly the form of an
incremental process of reframing and adjusting inherited policy models among
organized actors that were already in a position of influence within that regime while, in
order to insure their evolution in the sense discussed here, these actors should now
strategically invest in the collective empowerment and in the autonomy of these same
marginalized social and racial groups.

Right-sizing/smart-shrinkage discourses are open, contested fields of policy experi-
mentation whose transformative potential can be recognized and deployed only if critical

geographers, planners and policy-makers will be able to bridge different fields



of theoretical analysis and political intervention — from the right to the city throughout
environmental justice and transition studies — in the context of a holistic reframing of

urban development. Only doing so, the current local significance of these potential
“projects of becoming” will be put in that broader systemic, inter-scalar perspective that

is needed to produce relevant and lasting transformation.

Acknowledgments

The author would like to thank Professor Denis Keating and the Maxine Goodman Levin College

of Urban Affairs at Cleveland State University for the research hospitality,
The author of the Map is Nicola Vazzoler

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

References

Aalbers, Manuel. (2011). Subprime cities. The political economy of mortgage markets. London:
Blackwell.

Aalbers, Manuel. (2014). Do maps make geography? Redlining, planned shrinkage and places of
decline. ACME: an International E Journal for Critical Geographies, 13(4), 525-556. Barney,

Warf, & Holly, Brian. (1997). The rise and the fall and the rise of Cleveland. Annals of
the American Accademy of Political and Social Science, 551, 208-221.

Barry, Bluestone, & Harrison, Bennet. (1982). The deindustrialization of america: plant closings,
community abandonment, and the dismantling of basic industry. New York: Basic Books. Batty,
Michael, & Marshall, Stephen. (2009). The evolution of cities: Geddes, Abercrombie and

the new physicalism. Town Planning Review, 80(6), 551-574.

Beauregard, Robert. (2003). Voices of decline. The post-war fate of US cities. New York-London:
Routledge.

Beauregard, Robert. (2009). Urban population loss in historical perspective: United States,
1820-2000. Environment and Planning, 41(3), 514-528.

Bernt, Matthias. (2009). Partnerships for demolition: The governance of urban renewal in east
Germany’s shrinking cities. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 33(3), 754~

769.

Berry, Brian J. L. (1985). Islands of Renewal in seas of decay. In Paul Peterson (Ed.), The new
urban reality. Washington, DC: Brookings Institutions.

Bogart, William T. (2003). Civic infrastructure and the financing of community development.
Washington, DC: The Brookings Institutions.

Boggs, Carl (1977). Revolutionary process, political strategy, and the dilemma of power. Theory
and Society, 4(3),359-393. do0i:10.1007/BF00206985

Boggs, Grace Lee. (2003). These are the times that grow our souls. Retrieved from http://www.
animatingdemocracy.org.

Boggs, Grace Lee, Kurashige, Scott, & Danny, Glover. (2011). The next American revolution.
Sustainable activism for the 21 century. Berkley: University of California Press.

Boggs, James. (2004). Rebuilding Detroit: An alternative to the casino. In Paul Oswalt (Ed.),
Detroit, shrinking cities working papers. Retrieved from www.shrinkingcities.com

Bratt, Rachel G., & Immergluck, Dan. (2016). Housing policy and the mortgage foreclosures
crisis during the Obama administration. In James De Filippis (Ed.), Urban policy in the time of

Obama. Minneapolis: Minnesota University Press.



Brenner, Neil, & Schmid, Christian. (2012). Planetary urbanization. In Matthew Gandy (Ed.),
Urban constellations (pp. 10-13). Berlin: Jovis.

Brenner, Neil & Schmid, Christian. (2015). Towards a new epistemology of the urban. City 19(2-
3), 151-182.

Bron, Jean-Stephan. (2010). Cleveland versus wall street (motion picture). Switzerland: Saga
Production.

Chapin, Timothy S. (2004). Sports facilities redevelopment as urban catalysts. Baltimore’s
Camden yards and Cleveland’s gateway. Journal of the American Planning Association, 70

(2), 193-203.

City of Cleveland. (2016). Sustainable cleveland. Report from the community. Cleveland, OH:
Author.

Cleveland City Planning Commission. (2008). Re-imaging a more sustainable Cleveland. Citywide
strategies for reuse of vacant land. Cleveland, OH: City of Cleveland.

Cook, Ian, & Ward, Kevin. (2012). Relational comparisons: The assembling of Cleveland’s
waterfront plan. Urban Geography, 33(6), 774-795.

Cooper-McCann, Patrik. (2016). The trap of triage. Lessons from the “Team Four Plan”. Journal
of Planning History, 15(2), 149-169.

Coppola, Alessandro. (2009). Miraggi dello Sviluppo nel deserto urbano. Community develop-
ment e weak market cities: i casi di Detroit e Pittsburgh. Archivio di Studi Urbani e Regionali,

40(96),224-244.

Coppola, Alessandro. (2012). Apocalypse Town: Cronache dalla fine della civilta urbana. Roma:
Laterza.

Coppola, Alessandro. (2012b). Urban farming nel food desert. Territorio, 60, 28-32.

Coppola, Alessandro. (2014). A Cleveland model? Experiments in alternative urbanism in the
Rustbelt. Metropoles, (15). Retrieved from http://metropoles.revues.org/4950.u

Coppola, Alessandro. (2015). Citizenship by design. Cinquant’anni di politiche contro la poverta
negli USA. Acoma, 21(14), 92-105.

Coulton, Claudia, Schramm, Michael, & Hirsh, April. (2010). REO and beyond: The aftermath of
the foreclosure crisis in Cuyahoga County, Ohio. In Eric S. Rosengren & Pianalto Sandra
(Eds.), REO&vacant properties. Strategies for neighborhood stabilization. Boston/Cleveland:
Federal Reserve Banks of Boston and Cleveland.

Couch, Chris & Cocks, Matthew (2013). Housing Vacancy and the Shrinking City: Trends and
Policies in the UK and the City of Liverpool, Housing Studies. 28(3),499-519.

Cowell, Margaret. (2013). Bounce back or move on: Regional resilience and economic develop-
ment planning. Cities, 30, 212-222.

Crisci, Massimiliano, Gemmiti, Roberta, Proietti, Enzo, & Violante, Alberto. (2014). Urban
sprawl e shrinking cities in Italia. Trasformazione urbana e redistribuzione della popolazionele

aree metropolitane. Roma: CNR-IRPPS.

Cuyahoga County Land Re-utilization Corporation. (2012). Annual Report. Cuyahoga.
Cleveland, OH: County Land Re-utilization Corporation.

Detroit Future City. (2012). Detroit strategic framework plan. Detroit: Detroit Future City

Deverteuil, Goffrey. (2016). Resilience in the post-welfare inner-city. In Voluntary sector geogra-
phy in london, los angeles and sidney. Bristol: Polity Press.

Dulfty, Robert, & Pringle, Anthony. (2013). Buying local: Tools for forward-thinking institutions.
Vancouver, BC: Columbia Institute, LoCo BC & Isis Research Center.

Wang, Elaine, & Agosto, Filion (2011). Case STUDY: Cleveland, OH: The Cleveland Evergreen
Cooperatives, Institute for Sustainable Communities. Retrieved from https://community-

wealth.org/sites/clone.community-wealth.org/files/downloads/article-wang-filion.pdf

Ford, Frank. (2016). Is the Cuyahoga county foreclosure crisis over? It deé)ends on where you are
standing. A report on housing trends in Cuyahoga County. 1995-2015. Cleveland, OH: Western

Reserve Land Conservancy.
Frey, William. (2005). Metro America in the new century: Metropolitan and central cities demo-

graphic shifts since 2000. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institutions.



Gallagher, John. (2010). Reimagining Detroit. Opportunities for redefining an American city.
Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press.

Garreau, Joel. (1991). Edge cities. Life on the new frontier. New York City, NY: Anchor Books.

Gibson Graham, J. K., & Roelvink, Gerda. (2009). Social innovation for community economies.
In Diana McCallum, Frank Moulaert, Jean Hillier, & Serena Vicari Haddock (Eds.), Social

innovation and territorial development (pp. 25-38). Surrey: Ashgate.

Gibson-Graham, J. K. (2006). A post-capitalist politics. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press.

Hackworth, Jason. (2006). The neoliberal city. Governance, ideology and development in American
urbanism. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Hackworth, Jason. (2012). A critical examination of market-centerd land-abandonment policies in
shrinking American cities. Toronto: University of Toronto.

Hackworth, Jason. (2015). Right-sizing as spatial austerity in the American Rust-belt.
Environment and Planning, 47(4), 766-782.

Harvey, David. (1982). Limits to capital. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Harvey, David. (1989). From managerialism to entrepreneurialism: The transformation in urban
governance in late capitalism. Geografiska Annaler B, 71(1), 3-17.

Harvey, David. (1993). A view from Federal Hill. In Fee,Elizabeth, Shops,Linda & Zeidman,
Linda(editors), The Baltimore Book. New views on local history. Philadelphia: Temple

University Press.

Heynen, Nikolas C., Kaika, Maria, & Swyngedouw, Eric. (2006). In the nature of cities. Urban
political ecology and the politics of urban metabolism. London and New York: Routledge. High,
Steven. (2003). Industrial sunset: The making of North America’s Rust Belt, 1969-1984.

Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Hill, Edward W. (1997). Policy lessons from Cleveland’s economic restructuring and the accom-
panying case study. Urban Publications, 2. Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs.

Retrieved from http://engagedscholarship.csuohio.edu/urban_facpub/4

Hirsh, Arnold. (1988). Making the second ghetto. Race and housing in Chicago. 1940-60. Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press.

Hollander, Justin B. (2011). The bounds of smart decline: A foundational theory for planning
shrinking cities. Housing Policy Debate, 21(3), 349-367.

Hollander, Justin B., Pallagst Karina, M., Schwarz, Terry, & Popper, Frank J. (2009). Planning
shrinking cities. Progress in Planning, 72(4), 223-232.

Howard, Ted. (2012). Owning your own job is a beautiful thing: Community wealth building in
Cleveland, Ohio. In Nancy O. Andrew & David J. Erikson (Eds.), Investing in What works for

America’s communities. San Francisco, CA: San Francisco Federal Reserve.

Jakson, Kenneth T. (1985). Crabgrass frontier: The suburbanization of the United States. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Jenkins, William D. (2001). Before downtown. Cleveland, Ohio, and urban renewal, 1949-1958.
Journal of Urban History, 27(4), 471-496.

Johan, Colding, & Barthel, Stephan. (2013). The potential of urban green commons. Ecological
Economics, 86 (c), 156-166.

Keating, Dennis. (2010). Redevelopment of vacant land in the blighted neighborhoods of
Cleveland, Ohio, resulting from the housing foreclosure crisis. Journal of Regeneration and

Renewal, 4(1), 39-52.

Keating, Dennis. (2013). The impact of the foreclosure and abandonment. Crisis and responses to
it in Cleveland (pp. XX, 928-936). Dublin: The Joint AESOP-ACSP CONG.

Kelly, Majorie, & McKinley, Sarah. (2015). Cities building community wealth. Washington, DC
and Cleveland: Democracy Collaborative, University of Maryland.

Krumholz, Norm. (1982). A retrospective view of equity planning: Cleveland, 1969-1979. Journal
of the American Planning Association., 48(2), 163-174.

Krumholz, Norm. (1999). Equitable approaches to local economic development. Policy Studies
Journal.,27(1), 27 doi:10.1111/psj.1999.27 issue-1, 83-95. 27 10.1111/ps;j.



Krumholz, Norm, & Hexter, Kathrin W. (2012). Rethinking the future of Cleveland’s neighbor-
hood developers (Interim report). Cleveland: Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban
Affaires. Retrieved from http://engagedscholarship.csuohio.edu/urban_facpub/85

La Croix, Catherine. (2010). Urban agriculture and other green uses: Remaking the shrinking
city. The Urban Lawyer, 42(2), 227-248.

Lind, Kermit J. (2008). The perfect storm: An eyewitness report from ground zero in Cleveland’s
neighborhoods. Journal of Affordable Housing, 17(3), 237-258.

Lind Kermit, J., & Keating, Dennis. (2012). Responding to the Mortgage crisis: Three Cleveland
examples. The Urban Lawyer, 44(1), 1-135.

Lind, Kermit, & Shilling, Joe. (2015). Abating neighborhood blight with collaborative policy
networks. Where have we been? Where are we going? The University of Memphis Law Review,
46(4), 803-812.

Lowe, J. (2007). Limitations of community development partnerships: Cleveland Ohio and
Neighborhood Progress Inc. Cities, 25(1), 37-44.

MacLeod, Gordon. (2011). Urban politics reconsidered. Growth machine to post-democratic
city? Urban Studies, 48(12), 2629-2660.

MacLeod, Gordon, & Ward, Kevin. (2002). Spaces of Utopia and Dystopia: Landscaping the
contemporary city. Geografiska Annaler, 84 B(3-4), 153-170.

Mallach, Alan. (2005). Building a better urban future: New directions for housing policies in weak
market cities. Denver, CO: Community Development Partnerships’ Network.

Mallach, Alan. (2009). Addressing Ohio’s foreclosure crisis: Taking the next steps. Washington,
DC: Brookings.

Marcuse, Peter. (1981). The targeted crisis: On the ideology of the urban fiscal crisis and its uses.
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 5(3), 330-354.

Martinez-Fernandez, Cristina, Audirac, Ivonne, Sylvie, Fol, & Cunningham-Sabot, Emmanuele.
(2012). Shrinking cities: Urban challenges of globalization. International Journal of Urban and

Regional Research, 36(2), 213-225.

Massey, Douglas S., & Denton, Nancy A. (1993). American apartheid. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.

McQuarrie, Micheal. (2013). Community organizations in the foreclosure crisis: The failure of
neoliberal civil society. Politics and Society, 43(1), 73-101.

Melissa, Keeley, Althea, Koburger, Dolowitz, David P, Dale, Medearis, Darla, Nickel, & Shuster,
W. (2013). Perspectives on the use of green infrastructure for stormwater management in
Cleveland and Milwaukee. Environmental Management, 51, 1093-1108.

Metzger John, T. (2000). Planned abandonment: The neighborhood life-cycle theory and
national urban policy. Housing Policy Debate, 11(1), 7-40.

Miller Poh, Carol, & Wheeler, Robert A. (2009). Cleveland: A concise history, 1796-1996.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Moulaert, Frank. (2009). Social innovation: Institutionally embedded, territorially (re)produced.
In Diana McCallum, Frank Moulaert, Jean Hillier, & Serena Vicari Haddock (Eds.), Social
innovation and territorial development (pp. 11-24). Surrey: Ashgate.

Mykhnenko, Vlad, & Turok, Ivan. (2008). East European cities - patterns of growth and decline,
1960-2005. International Planning Studies, 13(4), 311-342.

Newman, Kathe. (2016). Community development in the age of Obama. In J. James De Filippis
(Ed.), Urban policy in the time of Obama. Minneapolis: Minnesota University Press.

North, Peter. (2010). Eco-localisation as a progressive response to peak oil and climate change. A
sympathetic critique. Geoforum, 41(4), 585-594.

North, Peter. (2014). Beyond entrepreneurial cities. Towards a post-capitalist grass-roots urban
politics of climate change and resource constraint. Metropoles, 15, 1-20.

North, Peter. (2017). Transitioning towards low-carbon solidarity economies? In North &. Peter
& Mollie Scott Cato (Eds.), Towards just and sustainable economies. The social and solidarity
economy north and south. Bristol: Policy Press.

Ohio Agricoltural Research and development Center. Retrieved from www.oardc.osu.edu



Oswalt, Philipp. (2004). Shrinking cities (Working Papers). Detroit. Retrieved from www.shrin
kingcities.com.

Oswalt, Philipp. (2005). Shrinking cities. Volume 1: International research. Ostfildern-Ruit: Hatje
Cantz Verlag.

Oswalt, Philipp. (2006). Shrinking cities. Volume 2: Interventions. Ostfildern-Ruit: Hatje Cantz
Verlag.

Ptk b 29020 P pns, s e M VR S sl AT At SRk s
Sabot, Sylvie Fol, Cristina Martinez-Fernandez, ... Tong Wu (Eds.), The future of shrinking
cities: Problems, patterns and strategies of urban transformationin a global context. Berkley:
IURD Monograph Series, Institute of Urban and Regional Development.

Patterson, Kelly L., & Silverman, Robert M. (2013). Schools and Urban revitalization. Rethinking
institutions and community development. New York and London: Routledge.

Peck, Jamie. (2012). Austerity urbanism: American cities under extreme economy. Cities, 16(6),
625-655.

Popkin, Susan J., Bruce., Katz, Cunningham, Mary. K, Brown, Karen D, Jeremy, Gustafson, &
Turner, Margery A. (2004). A decade of hope VI. Research findings and policy challenges.
Washington, DC: The Urban Institute.

Popper, Deborah E., & Popper, Frank J. (2002). Small can be beautiful: Coming to terms with
decline. Planning, 68(7), 20-23.

Rhodes, James, & Russo, John. (2013). Shrinking ‘smart’?: Urban redevelopment and shrinkage
in Youngstown, Ohio. Urban Geography, 13(3), 305-326.

Richtell, Bobbie. (2012). Case study: Re-imagining Cleveland: Pilot land reuse projects. In Allan
Mallach (Ed.), Rebuilding America’s legacy cities: New directions for the industrial heartland.

New York City: Columbia University-The American Assembly.

Rosenmann, Emily, & Walker, Samuel. (2016). Tearing down the city to save it? ‘Back-door
regionalism’ and the demolition coalition in Cleveland, Ohio. Environment and Planning, 48
(2), 273-291.

Rosentraub, Mark S. (2006). The local context of a sports strategy for economic development.
Economic Development Quarterly, 20(3), 278-291.

Rossi, Ugo. (2017). Cities in global capitalism. Bristol: Polity.

Ryan, Brent. (2011). Rightsizing shrinking cities: the urban design dimension. In (Eds.), The city
after abandonment. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Sawers, Larry, & Tabb, William K. (1984). Sunbelt-snowbelt: Urban development and regional
restructuring. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schilling, J., & Logan, J. (2008). Greening the rust belt: A green infrastructure model for right

sizing America’s shrinking cities. Journal of the American Planning Association, 74(4), 100-110.

Schilling, Joseph, & Shammess, Lisa. (2014). Cleveland and Cuyahoga County, Ohio (A Resilient
Region’s Responses to Reclaiming Vacant properties. Vacant Property Research Network).
Alexandria, VA: Virginia Tech. Retrieved from http://vacantpropertyresearch.com/wp-con
tent/uploads/2014/05/VPRN-Cleveland-Case-Study-2014.pdf

Schindler, Seth. (2016). Detroit after bankruptcy: A case of degrowth machine politics. Urban
Studies, 53(4), 818-836.

Schuering, Elizabeth S. (2011). Perennial growth in a shrinking city: A case study of urban
agriculture policy and planning in Cleveland, Ohio (Unpublished Master Thesis). De Paul
University, Chicago.

Schwartz, Terry. (2012). Re-thinking the places in between. In Alan Mallach (Ed.), Rebuilding
America’s legacy cities: New directions for the industrial heartland. Washington, DC: The
American Assembly.

Schwartz, Terry. (2008). The Cleveland land lab experiments for a city in transition. In Karina
Pallagst (Ed.), Cities growing smaller. Cleveland: Kent State University’s, Cleveland Urban

Design Collaborative.

Scott, Alan. (2009). Social economy of the metropolis: Cognitive-cultural capitalism and the global
resurgence of cities. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



Smith, Adrian, & Stirling, Andy. (2008). Social-ecological resilience and socio- technical transi-
tions: Critical issues for sustainability governance (STEPS Working Paper 8). Brighton: STEPS

Centre

Smith, J. (2016). Public housing policy under Obama (see the Clinton administration). In James
De Filippis (Ed.), Urban policy in the time of Obama. Minneapolis: University Of Minnesota
Press.

Smith, Neil. (1984). Uneven development: Nature, capital and the production of space. New York:
Basil Blackwell.

Soja, Edward J. (2000). Postmetropolis. Critical studies of cities and regions. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell.

Soja, Edward. J. (1989). Postmodern geographies: The reassertion of space in critical social theory.
London: Verso Press.

Sustainable Cleveland. (2014). Report from the community. Cleveland: Author.

Teaford, Jon C. (1993). The rise and fall of the industrial Midwest. Bloomingtoon, IN: Indiana
University Press.

Treuhaft, Sarah, & Kinglsley, Thomas. (2008). Transforming community development with land
information systems. Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

Vogelsang-Coomb, Vera, Denihan William, D., & Bauer, Melanie F. (2016). The transfor mative
effect of public - Private partnerships: An inside view of good government U nder Mayors

Voinovich and Jackson. Journal of Public and Nonprofit Affairs, 2(2), 101-126.
Wallace, Deborah, & Wallace, Roderik. (2001). A plague on your houses: How New York was
burned down and national public healt crumbled. New York City and London: Verso.
Wiechmann, Thorsten, & Pallagst, Karina M. (2012). Urban shrinkage in Germany and the USA:
A comparison of transformation patterns and local strategies. International Journal of Urban

and Regional Research, 36(2), 261-280.

Wilson, James Q. (1966). Urban renewal: The record and the controversy. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.

Wilson, Julius Wilson. (1987). The truly disadvantaged: The inner city, the underclass, and public
policy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Yin, Jordan S. (1998). The community development industry system. A case study of politics and
institutions in Cleveland, 1967-1 997. Journal of Urban Affairs, 20(2), 137-15





