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Abstract

Community investment funds offer a potentially distinctive approach to neighborhood regeneration
because they can combine place-based capital mobilization with local ownership, resident participation,
property reuse, small-business stabilization, and reinvestment of financial returns within the target area.
Conventional neighborhood investment can improve buildings and attract private capital while still
allowing economic benefits to leave the community through external ownership, rising commercial
rents, speculative property appreciation, or displacement of existing residents and businesses.

This study examines how alternative community-investment architectures may influence the
extent to which regeneration benefits remain locally embedded. Because no original neighborhood- or
fund-level dataset was supplied, the article adopts an explicitly simulation-based methodology and does
not represent synthetic observations as empirical field evidence.

A simulated dataset of 360 hypothetical neighborhood investment environments was generated
across four analytical conditions: externally directed capital, place-based revolving funds, resident co-
investment funds, and community-owned revolving funds. Outcomes include local benefit retention,
vacant-property reuse, local-business stability, displacement pressure, and capital recycling. The
simulated results indicate that mean local benefit retention increases from 41.04 under externally
directed capital to 79.02 under community-owned revolving investment. Mean capital recycling
increases from 18.84% to 73.86%, while modeled displacement pressure falls from 63.74 to 24.96.
Vacancy reuse and local-business stability also improve progressively.

The findings support the proposition that regeneration quality depends not only on the volume of
investment entering a neighborhood but on ownership, governance, reinvestment rules, asset-control
mechanisms, and protection of existing community stakeholders. Community investment funds should
therefore be evaluated through both place outcomes and distributional outcomes.

The article offers a testable framework for future longitudinal research on community-controlled
finance and equitable neighborhood regeneration.
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1. Introduction

Neighborhood regeneration has traditionally relied on combinations of public infrastructure expenditure,
property rehabilitation, development incentives, housing programs, commercial redevelopment, and
private investment. The underlying logic is that concentrated resources can reverse cycles of vacancy,
weak property demand, deteriorating physical conditions, and limited business activity. Galster, Tatian,
and Accordino's neighborhood-revitalization research showed why the geographic concentration and
scale of investment can matter, particularly where neighborhood effects emerge only after intervention
reaches a meaningful threshold.

Investment volume alone, however, provides an incomplete measure of regeneration quality.
Place-based policies can generate employment, physical renewal, or new development while producing
highly uneven effects across existing residents, new investors, landlords, businesses, and workers.
Neumark and Simpson's major review of place-based policies emphasizes that outcomes vary
substantially according to program design, local conditions, targeting mechanisms, and the economic
processes being addressed. For community-oriented regeneration, the relevant question is therefore not
merely whether investment reaches an underinvested area, but whether the resulting gains strengthen the
economic position of people already connected to that neighborhood.

Community ownership models emerged partly in response to this distributional problem. Dubb's
community wealth-building framework describes locally rooted ownership forms as mechanisms
through which economic assets can remain connected to community institutions rather than operating
solely through externally owned firms or property. Community land trusts similarly demonstrate how
institutional ownership can separate control of land from short-term market pressures while preserving
community participation and long-term development objectives. Thaden and Lowe's research on six
established community land trusts found that resident and community engagement supported community
control, organizational sustainability, civic participation, and resident-driven decision-making.

Community investment funds extend this logic into the financing structure itself. In 2020,
Theodos and Edmonds documented emerging community-equity models through which residents could
purchase shares in locally held commercial real-estate assets, while Brookings analyses of locally
managed neighborhood investment funds proposed combining resident investment with public,
nonprofit, and private capital to acquire and redevelop local property. The Portland Community
Investment Trust provided an early practical example in which lower- and moderate-income residents
could participate financially in neighborhood commercial real estate rather than experiencing local
development solely as tenants or consumers.

This study develops a fresh analytical model centered on local benefit retention rather than
simple development intensity. The central proposition is that regeneration becomes more locally durable
when investment structures recycle returns into the neighborhood, stabilize locally serving businesses,
convert vacant or underused property into productive assets, give residents meaningful ownership or
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governance roles, and incorporate safeguards against involuntary displacement. Because no real fund-
level dataset is available in the present study, these relationships are examined transparently through
simulation. The resulting framework is intended for future empirical testing rather than as evidence of
completed neighborhood intervention.

2. Objectives of the Study

2.1 To Examine How Community Investment Fund Design Influences Local Benefit Retention

The first objective is to assess whether alternative investment structures may differ in the amount of
economic benefit that remains locally embedded after neighborhood redevelopment. Local benefit
retention is conceptualized broadly to include continued local ownership, retained property income,
community reinvestment, stable commercial occupancy, and the capacity for residents or local
institutions to participate financially in appreciating neighborhood assets.

This distinction is important because regeneration can occur without local wealth retention. A
formerly vacant commercial building can be rehabilitated successfully while rental income and property
appreciation flow entirely to outside investors. Community equity and ownership models seek to alter
that distribution by creating mechanisms through which local residents or community institutions hold
financial or governance claims over neighborhood assets. Theodos and Edmonds identify such
community shareholding structures as emerging models intended to broaden participation in economic
development and local asset appreciation.

2.2 To Evaluate Regeneration Through Business Stability, Property Reuse, Capital Recycling, and
Displacement Risk

The second objective is to evaluate neighborhood regeneration through multiple dimensions rather than
property-value appreciation alone. The study therefore examines vacant-property reuse, local-business
stability, capital recycling, and displacement pressure alongside local benefit retention.

This broader framework is consistent with equitable-development approaches that assess whether
place-based investment improves conditions for existing residents rather than merely transforming the
physical area. Urban Institute research on equitable development explicitly distinguishes community
revitalization that benefits original residents from redevelopment that changes neighborhood
composition without ensuring comparable gains for existing communities.

3. Review of Literature

3.1 Concentrated Investment and the Mechanics of Neighborhood Change

Research on neighborhood revitalization demonstrates that investment effectiveness depends partly on
scale and spatial concentration. Galster, Tatian, and Accordino argued that neighborhood interventions
may exhibit threshold effects, meaning that dispersed projects can fail to produce broader neighborhood
change even when individual projects perform well. Their work supports the idea that investment funds
may have advantages when they coordinate multiple related assets within a coherent geography instead
of financing isolated transactions.
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Galster, Temkin, Walker, and Sawyer also demonstrated the methodological difficulty of evaluating
community-development initiatives, particularly when neighborhood trends are already changing before
an intervention begins. Their adjusted interrupted time-series approach emphasized the need to
distinguish intervention effects from underlying neighborhood trajectories. This is particularly relevant
to community investment funds because fund managers may enter neighborhoods already experiencing
market recovery, creating the risk of attributing pre-existing appreciation to the investment vehicle itself.
Neumark and Simpson's wider review reinforces this caution. Place-based interventions operate through
heterogeneous channels, including labor demand, infrastructure, business incentives, agglomeration
effects, and spatial targeting. Their synthesis shows why policy effectiveness cannot be inferred solely
from increased investment flows. A community investment fund should consequently be evaluated
through mechanisms specific to local ownership and capital recycling rather than judged by generic
place-based investment indicators.

3.2 Community Ownership, Participation, and Local Wealth Building

Community participation has long been incorporated into local-development policy, but evidence
suggests that participation must be designed carefully. Mansuri and Rao's extensive review concludes
that community-driven approaches work best when they are sensitive to context, include credible
monitoring and learning, and avoid assumptions that representative participation will emerge
automatically. This finding is directly relevant to investment governance because resident boards or
community voting structures can still be dominated by participants with greater time, capital,
information, or political influence.

Community wealth building provides a complementary ownership perspective. Dubb describes a
family of locally rooted institutional forms—including cooperatives, community development
corporations, community development financial institutions, and other collective ownership
arrangements—designed to keep assets and economic value connected with place. Community
investment funds can be interpreted as one financing mechanism within this wider institutional
architecture.

Community land trusts offer an instructive precedent because they combine long-term asset stewardship
with community governance. Thaden and Lowe found that effective resident engagement within
established CLTs supported community control of land, leadership development, strategic planning, and
institutional sustainability, while also requiring attention to organizational capacity and geographic
scale. This suggests that community investment governance must combine participation with
professional financial, legal, and property-management capability.

3.3 Community Development Finance and Emerging Community Shareholding Models

Community development financial institutions seek to expand access to capital in areas and among
populations underserved by conventional finance. Harger, Ross, and Stephens' 2019 analysis of
Community Development Financial Institutions Fund activity provides evidence that different forms of
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community-development investment can contribute differently to economic development, reinforcing
the importance of both investment scale and composition.

By 2020, community-finance scholarship and policy work increasingly emphasized ownership.
Theodos and colleagues argued that community development finance should place greater emphasis on
community ownership and institutional structures capable of generating longer-term local benefit rather
than focusing primarily on transaction volume. Theodos and Edmonds subsequently documented
community-equity models in which local residents could obtain financial stakes in neighborhood
commercial assets.

Brookings proposals during the same period developed this logic further by describing locally
managed neighborhood investment funds through which residents, nonprofit organizations, public
entities, and private investors could collectively acquire and redevelop commercial property. These
proposals explicitly linked resident investment, property control, rent stabilization, and community-level
governance. The remaining research need is systematic empirical comparison: it is still necessary to
determine whether ownership-rich investment architectures generate measurably different local
outcomes from externally controlled investment once market conditions and project quality are taken
into account.

4. Research Methodology

4.1 Research Design and Analytical Conditions

The study uses a quantitative simulation-based design. No actual community investment funds,
neighborhoods, investors, or residents were sampled. Synthetic observations are used solely to
demonstrate how different institutional architectures could be compared in future empirical research.

A total of 360 hypothetical neighborhood investment environments were generated, with 90
observations assigned to each of four analytical conditions. These categories are conceptual research
conditions rather than standardized legal classifications.

The first condition, externally directed capital, represents investment entering a neighborhood
without substantial local ownership or formal capital-recycling requirements. The second, place-based
revolving fund, represents geographically targeted investment whose repayments or returns are
substantially recycled into subsequent local projects. The third, resident co-investment fund, adds
structured resident financial participation. The fourth, community-owned revolving fund, combines local
ownership, continuing reinvestment, and stronger protection of locally serving assets.

Table 1: Proposed Analytical Framework

Construct Operational Definition Measurement Analytical Role
Fund Institutional structure governing ownership, | Four simulation Primary
architecture reinvestment, and decision authority conditions explanatory
variable
Local benefit Degree to which financial and economic 0-100 index Primary outcome
retention gains remain connected to neighborhood
residents or community institutions
Capital Share of modeled returns or repayments Percentage Financial
recycling reinvested into additional neighborhood sustainability
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activity outcome

Vacancy Share of vacant or underused property Percentage Physical-
reuse returned to productive neighborhood use regeneration

outcome

Local- Capacity of locally serving businesses to 0-100 index Economic

business remain viable during neighborhood change outcome

stability

Displacement Modeled risk that redevelopment costs, 0-100 index Equity-risk

pressure rents, or market changes displace existing outcome

residents or businesses

4.2 Proposed Empirical Data Collection

A future empirical study should combine fund-level financial records with neighborhood-level
longitudinal data. Fund records should identify capitalization, investor composition, resident ownership
share, leverage, repayment structure, reinvestment requirements, asset type, governance composition,
return distribution, operating costs, and project duration.

Neighborhood outcomes should be measured before and after investment. Suitable indicators
include commercial and residential vacancy, small-business turnover, local ownership of property,
commercial rents, residential affordability, property rehabilitation, local procurement, employment,
business revenues, household displacement, and resident perceptions of neighborhood benefit.

Exactly five principal survey questions are proposed and have not been administered. Q1 would
ask: “To what extent can neighborhood residents influence how the investment fund selects and manages
local projects?” Q2 would ask: “What proportion of financial returns generated by neighborhood
investments is reinvested into additional local projects?” Q3 would ask: “To what extent has the
investment fund helped existing locally owned businesses remain or expand in the neighborhood?” Q4
would ask: “How much vacant or underused property has been returned to productive community use
through fund-supported investment?” QS5 would ask: “To what extent has regeneration increased
displacement pressure on existing residents or small businesses?”

4.3 Simulation Procedure and Analytical Strategy

The simulation generated 90 hypothetical observations for each fund architecture. Local benefit
retention, vacancy reuse, business stability, displacement pressure, and capital recycling were modeled
with condition-specific means plus random variation. The values were bounded to plausible analytical
ranges but were not calibrated to any actual neighborhood program.

The analysis is intentionally descriptive. Group means and comparative patterns are emphasized
instead of p-values because inferential tests applied to synthetic data would not constitute evidence about
real communities. Future empirical studies could use matched comparison neighborhoods, difference-in-
differences designs, synthetic controls, event studies, or interrupted time-series approaches, depending
on program implementation and data availability.

AJAMIR Volume 5, Issue 5, September-October 2024 100




American Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary
Innovation and Research (AJAMIR)

E-ISSN: XXXX-XXXX e Website: www.ajamir.com e Email: editor@ajamir.com

5. Analysis

5.1 Local Benefit Retention Across Fund Designs

The strongest simulated difference concerns the proportion of regeneration value retained locally. Mean
local benefit retention is 41.04 under externally directed capital. This rises to 52.24 under a place-based
revolving fund, 66.95 under resident co-investment, and 79.02 under community-owned revolving
investment.

The pattern illustrates an important distinction between capital location and capital ownership.
Investment can be physically located inside a neighborhood while returns remain external. Locally
governed and revolving structures are modeled to retain more value because a larger share of returns,
ownership claims, and reinvestment capacity remain tied to the neighborhood.

Table 2: Simulated Regeneration Outcomes Across Investment Fund Architectures

Investment | Simulated Local Vacancy Local- Displacement Capital
Fund n Benefit Reuse Business Pressure Recycling
Architecture Retention (%) Stability Index (%)
Index Index
Externally 90 41.04 10.78 60.48 63.74 18.84
directed
capital
Place-based 90 52.24 16.35 69.11 50.80 41.54
revolving
fund
Resident co- 90 66.95 23.09 77.23 38.49 58.64
investment
fund
Community- 90 79.02 28.00 84.27 24.96 73.86
owned
revolving
fund

The modeled difference between the extreme conditions is approximately 37.98 index points. This is not
a real-world treatment estimate. It represents the study's central testable proposition: neighborhood
regeneration may generate more durable local economic benefit when ownership and reinvestment
mechanisms are built into the financial structure.

5.2 Capital Recycling and Productive Reuse of Neighborhood Assets
Capital recycling increases markedly across the four conditions. Externally directed investment records a
simulated recycling rate of only 18.84%, compared with 73.86% under the community-owned revolving
architecture.

This difference is analytically important because revolving capital can finance multiple
development cycles. A loan repaid by one local business or a return generated by one neighborhood
asset can become financing for another project rather than leaving the target geography completely.
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Vacancy reuse follows the same direction, rising from 10.78% under externally directed capital to
28.00% under the community-owned revolving condition. The result illustrates a mechanism through
which pooled community capital could potentially address portfolios of underused assets rather than
single developments.

5.3 Local Ownership and the Distribution of Regeneration Benefits
Graph 1. Simulated Local Benefit Retention Across Community Investment Fund Designs

Community-owned revalving fund

Resident co-investment fund

Place-based revolving fund

Community Investment Fund Design

Externally directed capital

o 20 40 B0 80 100
Mean Simulated Local Benefit Retention Index (0-100)

The bar pattern demonstrates that progressively stronger local ownership and recycling are associated
with higher modeled benefit retention. Local-business stability also improves from 60.48 to 84.27 across
the extreme conditions.

At the same time, displacement pressure declines substantially. The externally directed condition
records a mean modeled pressure index of 63.74, whereas the community-owned revolving condition
records 24.96. The simulation therefore distinguishes regeneration from displacement-producing
appreciation. A neighborhood can attract investment and improve physically while still performing
poorly on inclusive-regeneration criteria if rising costs cause existing residents or businesses to leave.

6. Discussion
6.1 Regeneration Should Be Evaluated by Ownership, Not Capital Volume Alone
The first implication is that neighborhood-investment evaluation should distinguish the amount of
capital entering a neighborhood from the ownership structure governing that capital. Traditional place-
based policy often evaluates investment volume, jobs created, projects completed, or changes in property
values. These indicators remain useful but do not reveal who owns appreciating assets or where financial
returns ultimately flow.

The community wealth-building perspective offers a different evaluation logic. Dubb's
framework places locally rooted ownership at the center of economic-development strategy because
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ownership influences where profits, decision rights, and long-term wealth accumulate. Theodos and
Edmonds' community-shareholding models apply this idea directly to neighborhood assets by allowing
residents to hold equity rather than experience development entirely as non-owning community
members.

This distinction does not imply that external investment is inherently undesirable. Large-scale
regeneration frequently requires capital and expertise unavailable within the neighborhood itself. The
relevant institutional challenge is to design investment relationships that allow outside capital to
complement rather than displace local ownership. Blended structures may therefore be more realistic
than purely community-funded approaches.

6.2 Revolving Capital Can Convert Individual Projects Into Long-Term Local Financial Capacity
The second implication concerns the difference between one-time development spending and a
continuing neighborhood financial institution. Grant-funded property rehabilitation can produce valuable
physical improvements, but the spending capacity ends once the grant is consumed. A revolving
structure creates the possibility that repayments, rental income, dividends, or asset returns finance
subsequent local projects.

Community development finance research supports attention to this institutional dimension.
Harger, Ross, and Stephens show that community-development financial activity can contribute to
economic-development outcomes, while Theodos and colleagues argue that finance systems should be
designed around community ownership and long-term capacity rather than transaction counts alone.

The simulated increase in capital recycling should therefore be interpreted as a potential pathway
toward institutional persistence. A neighborhood that develops its own reusable financing capacity may
become less dependent on repeated external grants. However, revolving structures also require
disciplined underwriting, reserves, asset management, transparent governance, and risk controls.
Community mission cannot eliminate financial risk.

6.3 Anti-Displacement Design Is Part of Regeneration Quality

The third implication is that displacement should be treated as a core outcome rather than an external
side effect. Investment can increase demand for neighborhood property, and stronger demand can raise
rents or acquisition costs. Without safeguards, improvements intended to benefit existing communities
may reduce their ability to remain in place.

Urban Institute analysis of equitable place-based development emphasizes precisely this
distinction between improving a place for existing residents and transforming an area through population
replacement. Community ownership mechanisms can partly address this problem when they stabilize
land control, maintain affordable commercial space, or allow residents to participate financially in local
appreciation.

Theodos and Edmonds' community-shareholding models and the Portland Community
Investment Trust provide early examples of structures intended to give lower- and moderate-income
residents access to ownership in neighborhood commercial real estate. Such models remain relatively
young and require rigorous evaluation, but they demonstrate an important principle: inclusive
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regeneration requires attention not only to who receives services or jobs, but also to who owns the assets
being regenerated.

7. Conclusion

Community investment funds offer a potentially important institutional pathway for linking
neighborhood regeneration with local ownership and long-term wealth retention. Their distinguishing
feature is not simply that they invest in a specific place. Many conventional investors do that. Their
potential significance arises when investment is combined with local governance, resident participation,
revolving capital, community ownership, and explicit attention to the distribution of development
benefits.

The simulation-based analysis provides a structured illustration of this proposition. Mean local
benefit retention increases from 41.04 under externally directed capital to 79.02 under a community-
owned revolving architecture. Capital recycling increases from 18.84% to 73.86%, while vacancy reuse
and local-business stability improve. At the same time, modeled displacement pressure declines
substantially. These numerical differences are synthetic and must not be interpreted as empirical
treatment effects.

Future research should test the framework against real neighborhood investment vehicles.
Longitudinal fund data should be combined with business, property, demographic, affordability, and
displacement indicators. Strong evaluations should distinguish market appreciation that would have
occurred anyway from changes attributable to investment. They should also compare ownership
structures while controlling for neighborhood baseline conditions, capital scale, project quality, and
broader regional economic trends.

The broader conclusion is that successful regeneration should not be defined only as the physical
improvement of neighborhood space. More durable and equitable regeneration occurs when
communities gain stronger institutional capacity to control assets, recycle capital, support locally serving
enterprises, and participate economically in the value created through redevelopment. Community
investment funds should therefore be judged by whether they convert investment into locally retained
capability, not simply by whether they attract capital into a neighborhood.
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