
Westwood Coalition 
Meeting Minutes 
August 28, 2014 
Westwood Town Hall 
 
Present:   Al Kanters, John Lewandowski, Sr. Ann Rene McConn, Larry Eiser, Herschel Benkart, 

Becky Weber, Mary Jenkins, Steve Kenat, Tom Bonhaus, Judy Bonhaus, Kathleen Norris, 
J. Stine, Fred Berger 

 
The minutes of August 7, 2014 were reviewed and approved without correction.  B. Weber asked that 
references to comments be attributed to specific speakers where possible going forward. 

 
M. Jenkins thanked the guests for attending.  She introduced Steve Kenat of GBBN Architects, Al 
Kanters, Kanters Consulting, Ltd., Kathleen Norris, Urban Fast Forward, and Jeff Stine, City of Cincinnati 
Transportation & Engineering.  All have significant experience in planning related to economic 
development and neighborhood improvement.  Each provided additional background information. 
 
M. Jenkins invited the guests to start by noting the main features or factors that prospective developers 
look for in a business district.  A. Kanters said that site control is the top requirement, noting that unless 
you own property you can’t control it.  A community can create pad-ready property.  He also 
commented on clear zoning and ownership.  In response to a question from T. Bonhaus, A. Kanters 
commented that the extent of environmental clean up depends on intended use.  S. Kenat reiterated 
the importance of site control and added shared vision on the part of stakeholders and residents.  He 
said that prospective partners will want to know the community is behind the plans.  He also noted the 
importance of plans that are realistic from an economic perspective.  He and A. Kanters commented on 
the value of the form-based code as a positive factor for neighborhood business districts.  K. Norris 
remarked that dreams and beliefs are not enough; a developer has to be persuaded that this is where 
they most want to be, amongst all the neighborhoods in the city.  A. Kanters emphasized the importance 
of a neighborhood knowing who it is, what is feasible, and what fits.  Community engagement and 
support is crucial.  L. Eiser asked about the attractiveness of a neighborhood business district to a 
national chain.  K. Norris suggested building on unique character and points of distinction like Madcap 
Puppets, Henke Winery, and other Westwood assets and the family-oriented character.  Chains look for 
incentives like tax abatements.  A. Kanters pointed out that a non-profit urban redevelopment 
corporation can make money and should play a principal role in development.  He also urged the 
Coalition to find Westwood people with business experience, investment potential, and related talent.  
S. Kenat commented on the synergy created by destinations and opportunities for people to stay where 
they are, with programmed space, a captive audience, and sufficient density.   
 
Next, M. Jenkins asked attendees to get up and gather around the drawings of Westwood Square 
options, placed around the room.   She noted that there are variations on each option as well, but that 
the group would focus on these options.   She invited each guest to comment on the options. 
 
Option 1:  No Build 
The guests noted limitations of Option 1, noting the room for streetscaping, facades, and lighting, as 
well as parking bump outs along the principal arterial.  A. Kanters commented that the Coalition’s job is 
to get businesses in and them make and improve their own inventory.  He thought it could be an 
incremental step.  H. Benkart asked how this effort would be supported if it’s hard to keep businesses in 
place now.  K. Norris stated that façade improvement does not attract businesses; it attracts customers.  



K. Norris made the case for a neighborhood business district doing double duty as a destination for its 
attractions as well as its businesses.  There should be multiple points of interest and visible signs of 
momentum.   
 
Option 2:  The Original Small Square 
S. Kenat asked about the intended uses and the opportunities to drive more traffic.  A. Kenat remarked 
on the significant back up on Montana Ave., affecting Harrison Ave, and the historic business district.  L. 
Eiser and others commented on the intent for mixed use, permitted by the form-based code and 
perceived as necessary for economic vitality.  B. Weber commented on disagreement in the community 
over multi-family housing.  S. Kenat responded that that approach would provide no new multi-family 
housing options to choose from and is not a justification for disregarding density considerations.  He 
pointed to owner-occupied multi-family housing as a different model.  F. Berger said upper floors are 
needed to provide density and to not look like a strip mall.  A. Kanters remarked that the neighborhood 
has to be comfortable with mixed use; the market requires compact living.  He discouraged absolutes 
and said that residential needs to be part of the equation for revitalization.  K. Norris pointed out that 
long-term residents are looking for accessible property, activities, and walkable neighborhoods.  She 
also noted the importance of attracting younger people.  M. Jenkins pointed to research demonstrating 
the necessity of growing your own homeowners due to demographic and housing shifts.  It is a lifestyle 
choice to live in urban, multi-family neighborhoods.  K. Norris underscored the need to think about 
getting the right people.  She urged attendees to be mindful of trend data in living choices and 
homeownership.  M. Conda asked what kinds of businesses would be attractive and viable.  K. Norris 
listed wine, children’s toys and clothing, independent bookstore, breakfast, fitness, and more.  She 
noted that we already know our assets and opportunities.  S. Kenat and A. Kanters both remarked on 
the potential value of senior housing, providing people with more leisure time, less of a threat, good 
stewards, and so on.  K. Norris followed up on that thread by noting that density is preferred by seniors.  
She pointed out that only two sides of one city block could be supported with the current density.  She 
also commented on the value of focusing on moving toward the future and not dwelling on past 
conditions. 
 
Option 3:  The Large Square 
J. Stone commented on the two lanes of traffic and crossing complications at the square, noting that 
some uses of the space could complicate accessibility to the square.  F. Berger commented that the size 
of the square would permit a commercial European-style square with services in the center and the 
option of parking underneath.  S. Kenat commented on underground parking, noting that it provides 
many advantages if you can afford it.  The WestCURC lot also offers an opportunity for expanded two 
level parking.  A. Kanters described it as big and S. Kenat called it disruptive.  They noted that it would be 
crucial to activate and program the space.  It would require more density to support it.  A. Kanters 
likened the option to Oakley Square, saying that no one is there.   
 
Option 4:  The Triangle/Bowtie/Mirror 
Mr. Kanters pointed to the many opportunities this option provides, like different focal points, shops, 
and performance space, and said he really likes it.  S. Kenat said he agrees with A. Kanters completely, 
referring to its maintainable infrastructure, potential for incremental development, bringing the street 
and focal points together, and looking like an organic evolution.  He noted that it would involve minimal 
demolition and provides for parking options.  He described the pedestrian crossing as a benefit and also 
pointed out numerous possibilities for highlighting neighborhood landmarks, retail, and dining. 
 
 



 
Option 5:  The Central Harrison Square 
Mr. Kanters called this the $50M legacy option, saying it would be borderline irresponsible and cannot 
be supported.  S. Kenat agreed, saying it would affect residential areas significantly, is extremely under 
parked, and couldn’t possibly be one story.  A. Kanters summed up the shared perspective by saying this 
is never going to happen; move on. 
 
Option 6:  Town Hall Rotary 
While it forces traffic through the neighborhood business district, the guests asked what revenue would 
be generated since the area is heavily programmed already.  J. Stine noted that traffic engineers are not 
enamored of it.  He did note that the option does not absolutely require a rotary.  S. Kenat remarked 
that the option shifts the focus to town hall and celebrates it.  But there is not enough density or 
potential density to support it.  It could be part of an incremental development, perhaps in connection 
with the triangle option. 
 
Closing Remarks 
Mr. Kanters congratulated the Coalition on evidence of a lot of good, hard work.  He said you know 
where you need to go.  He encouraged the Coalition to phase the work, noting that a concept moves 
and evolves.  He encouraged the Coalition to be proactive about recruiting businesses.  S. Kenat noted 
that the shared vision and ground level energy is a major driver.  Both commented favorably on the 
application of the form-based code to the neighborhood business district, in response to F. Berger’s 
question, saying that is a shared vision and provides parameters to work within.  They commented on 
parking, noting that it would put more pressure on parking solutions.  M. Conda remarked on the 
benefits of containing the square to impose less on residential space.  S.  Kenat and A. Kanters suggested 
that we not count on larger offices; there’s a lot of available office space in Cincinnati.  However, they 
did both say that sole proprietorships would be attracted to this area. 
 
M. Jenkins adjourned the meeting after noting that she would continue to seek out potential guests for 
the next meeting, August 18, 2014, to be focused again on Westwood Square options. 
 
Minutes respectfully submitted, 

 
Mary Jenkins 


