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This report begins with a summary of existing conditions in Delray (Background and Existing Conditions). Covered in this section are the history of Detroit and Delray, demographic information about the city
and neighborhood, and an overview of existing political conditions in Delray. This information provides relevant context for today’s debate. Following is a section that examines the implications of various plaza alternatives on the neighborhood (Assessing the Impacts of Plaza Alternatives). The findings of this section can
be summarized as follows:
•
•
•

•

•
•

•

Delray would benefit most from an elongated interchange that carries passenger cars through
the neighborhood. Alternative 12 is a good overall example.
It is essential that a separate interchange be constructed to/from any plaza alternative allowing
trucks and all commercial vehicles to immediately enter I-75.
The plaza should include adequate signage that encourage people to visit Fort Wayne and businesses that may be constructed as a result of the bridge bringing new traffic to the neighborhood.
Any interchange that traverses through the community should be built at ground level (no elevated roadways that divide neighborhoods) and should take advantage of well-known, underutilized roads rather than creating a new right-of-way. Fort and South Streets are good examples of possible routes.
Traffic calming devices, sound-deadening materials and “no engine brake” zones (NEBZ)
must be a part of any plaza alternative.
Public transportation plays a critical role in helping get people to and from Delray. Currently, a
Detroit-Windsor bus service operates at the Tunnel and increasing its service, along with that
of Detroit Department of Transportation (DDOT), is a viable option for the new crossing.
In sum, all plaza alternatives have ability to create both regional and local benefits.

In addition to looking at the impact of plaza alternatives on the neighborhood, the report also examines the
environmental, social, and economic impacts of the crossing on the neighborhood (Anticipated Impacts).
All transportation projects that receive federal funding must follow a process of environmental review under
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. The proposed Detroit International River Crossing
(DRIC) is a large-scale project that will result in significant impacts to the host community and greater region
and will require a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The “Environment” referred to in the EIS,
however, is not limited to the natural environment. The EIS also considers social and economic impacts to
the local community and larger region.
The natural and physical environmental impacts evaluated in public transportation projects are fairly straightforward. These typically include changes to air quality, water quality, and vegetation; construction-related nuisances and disruption to previous existing hazardous sites. The social impacts are less easily understood as
they are harder to measure and did not appear in the original NEPA legislation. Social impacts can range from
mandatory relocation of residents’ homes and community centers to chances in quality of life for those who
remain in the community.
In terms of economic impacts, the needs analysis for the DRIC focused on state/regional/national costs of
not building. But avoided costs are benefits, and a central issue here is how benefits should be justly distrib-

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposed Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC) has the potential to once again inflict a disproportionate burden on the southwest neighborhood of Delray. Until this point, the Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT) and its consultant, The Corrodino Group, have maintained a transparent and admirable planning process in regards to the proposed crossing. Despite the process, it is our recommendation that
the Delray Community Council (DCC) not only partake in the planning process sanctioned by MDOT and the
Corrodino Group, but also attempt to create a Community Benefits Agreement (CBA), a signed contract between MDOT and a coalition of neighborhood groups that outlines how Delray and other residents of Southwest Detroit can be fairly compensated for the loss of community and quality of life that would invariably occur should the bridge go through Delray. The following report provides the DCC with relevant information
pursuant to a CBA. More specifically, the report provides recommendations as to how the DCC should proceed in terms of securing a CBA, and what they should expect to receive from said agreement.

uted. The DCC must anticipate a finding in the Draft EIS that economic harms are minor relative to macroeconomic benefits. The projected gains on both sides of the border if a second crossing is built are substantial and
spread throughout the region: billions of dollars in increased annual economic output for Michigan alone, more than
thirty thousand jobs, translating into millions of new tax revenues for the state. The economic harms are confined,
and disproportionately borne by Delray: for example, as many as three-quarters of the active businesses remaining in
the neighborhood may be displaced.
The final section of the report outlines Community Benefits Agreements, examines recent case studies in which
CBAs were used, and outlines important lessons learned from examining the case studies. As described above, CBAs
are legally enforceable contracts signed by a public/private developer and a community coalition. As such, they are a
way to hold local development accountable because they make sure that subsidized projects create benefits for the
local community. The five most important lessons learned from analyzing various CBA and CBA-related case studies
are as follows:

Lesson One: The Importance of a Coalition
The most successful CBAs have been negotiated by broad, strong coalitions that are representative of the affected communities. Forming a coalition allows organizations to pool their resources, knowledge and political
clout to achieve effective results.

Lesson Two: Deciding What to Ask For
Successful coalitions cooperatively determine their priority list of demands through an inclusive process before
they begin negotiations with the developer or government.

Lesson Three: Appropriate Scale of a CBA
Based on relevant case studies, the Delray Coalition can plan to request benefits that equal between 0.8 and 1.5%
of the DRIC total cost.

Lesson Four: Negotiation Strategy
Trust between coalition members becomes crucial when negotiations with the developer or government begin.
Successful coalitions obtain expert legal advice during the process and designate a small lead negotiating team to
speak for the group.

Lesson Five: Monitor Progress
Implementation of a CBA can take many years, so coalitions must designate members to monitor progress and
provide periodic updates to the group.
In conclusion, a CBA is more likely to be successful if there is a broad coalition supporting its development. Also,
we advocate that the DCC and its coalition of members pursue a CBA independent of the Environmental Impact
Statement Record of Decision (ROD). Lastly, we believe it imperative that the DRIC CBA address the following
topics.
1. Housing
2. Economic Development
3. Environment
4. Public Safety
5. Bridge Governance
6. Education
7. Traffic Management
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BACKGROUND AND
EXISTING CONDITIONS

I

n order for the CBA to be most viable, it
must be framed in the context of Detroit
and Delray’s respective histories and demographics. The following section provides the
reader with important background information about Detroit and Delray, and attempts
to paint a picture of why and how Detroit
and Delray have developed into their current
states. Lastly, the report provides the reader
with demographic information that illustrates
the current state of both the city and the
neighborhood.

3

1.1 History of Detroit and Delray

T

he following section briefly examines recent histories of both the City of Detroit and the Detroit neighborhood
of Delray. This former independent village is a small enclave in southwestern Detroit nestled between I-75, the
Rouge River, the Detroit River, and the Ambassador Bridge. While the recent histories of Detroit and Delray are
closely intertwined, Delray has long viewed itself as independent from the city. As a result, Delray’s history has often
diverged significantly from Detroit’s. Further, from the moment of Delray’s annexation to the current Detroit River
International Crossing debate, Delray residents have long resented their lack of control over their neighborhood.

The Solvay Process Company
Source: Burton Historical Collection,
Detroit Public Library.

Historic Photo of Delray

Source: Burton Historical Collection, Detroit
Public Library.

1.1.1 Early Settlement
While Detroit may have earned the title of automotive
capital of the world, much of its industrial economy in
the early 20th century involved other industries. More
than 40% of the city’s industrial economy was built on
non-automotive plants that produced furniture, chemicals, aircraft parts, garments, pharmaceuticals, typewriters, steel, salt, etc. Factories, shops and neighborhoods existed side-by-side, connected by a grid of
streets and rail lines that carved throughout the city
(Sugrue 18). Perhaps it is not surprising that one of the
first cases to test the legal authority of municipal zoning occurred in 1920s Detroit, when Charles H.
Clements sued then-Commissioner of Buildings John
C. McCabe to allow the erection of a building “to
keep, sell and repair automobile storage batteries” in a
residential zone (Clements v. McCabe).
In its early years, Delray was an idyllic, rural place with
access to the Rouge and Detroit Rivers. But like Detroit, Delray “sacrificed its beauty for a steady paycheck” (Kenyon) and by the late 1800s had become
home to burgeoning glass, furniture, railroad car,
chemical, brick and building material, wagon, salt, and
iron industries. This resulted, in part, from the accessibility of river transportation and the availability of
natural resources. With the new industries came new
people moving into the area to work in the industries,
many of whom were immigrants who had arrived in

Delray Street Scene with Trolley, Circa 1910
Source: Abonyi, Malvina Hauk and Anderson,
James A. Hungarians of Detroit. Detroit: Wayne
State Center for Urban Studies, 1977, p. 24.

Detroit via Ellis Island. As the area industrialized, factories were frequently interspersed with agricultural
uses and neighborhoods, and in this sense Delray’s
patchwork development somewhat paralleled Detroit’s
(Hauk-Abonyi and Horvath-Monrreal 4-5).
Established in 1898 as a village with a population of
5,600 (Kenyon), Delray received much of its initial
infrastructure from the Solvay Process Company, a
local industry drawn to the natural salt deposits in the
area. Detroit successfully annexed the prosperous village in 1905 – to the chagrin of Delrayites who were
denied a vote (Ilka) – adding approximately 5,000
acres, 20,000 new citizens, and $10 million worth of
property. In the years leading up to WWI, Delray was
characterized by insular ethnic enclaves that persisted
due, in part, to language differences. Because so many
Hungarians then lived in Delray, the area earned the
nicknames “Hunkytown” and “Little Hungary” (HaukAbonyi and Horvath-Monrreal 4-8). The Hungarian
influence in Delray persisted well into the twentieth
century and is still somewhat present in Delray today,
although many of the Hungarian residents have moved
to other neighborhoods, including Allen Park (Singer,
Spirit). In addition to the Hungarians, the other dominant ethnic groups in Delray included Poles and Armenians. Each ethnic group lived in proximity to the factories where the men worked, and individuals from
each ethnic group tended to patronize their own
“churches, schools, shops and social centers.” Some
4

immigrants could live their entire lives in Delray, relying on foot travel or the streetcar to move between
their closely interspersed neighborhoods and factories
(Hauk-Abonyi and Horvath-Monrreal 4-8).

1.1.2 Industrial / Manufacturing Growth
At the onset of WWI, immigration ceased and industries looked to southern blacks for labor (Hauk-Abonyi
and Horvath-Monrreal 5-6). Many black migrants had
moved north with expectations of “independence, economic security, and property ownership.” They had
been largely denied these ideals in the postbellum
South where “sharecropping, debt-peonage, and systematic violence bound many southern blacks to the
enforced dependence of landlessness and labor for
landowning whites” (Sugrue 33-34).
In Delray, the new black population interspersed with
the Poles, Hungarians, and Armenians (Hauk-Abonyi
and Horvath-Monrreal 6). This resembled integration
patterns that had characterized the city from the midnineteenth to early twentieth centuries in which black
Detroiters lived on Detroit’s East Side, integrated with
recent immigrants; however, the Great Migration of
southern blacks to the urban north between 1916 and
1929 changed these dynamics as black Detroiters became confined to a 60-square-block area on Detroit’s
East Side known as Paradise Valley. As the black population began to spread out, residents of white neighborhoods felt threatened by the expanding black population and set out to counteract the influx of black residents. They used a variety of means, including refusing
to sell property to blacks, threatening with violence
those who would leave black sections of the city, and
using restrictive covenants to preserve the whiteness of
their neighborhood. Some whites who could afford to

The Dodge Main assembly plant, 1954

Source: Thomas, June Manning Redevelopment and Race: Planning a
Finer City in Postwar Detroit Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997, p. 162
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move out of the neighborhood simply relocated to
escape the “black invasion” (Sugure 24).
Many Delrayites enjoyed the prosperity that followed
WWI, and were able to purchase their own homes
and businesses into the 1920s. As the area became
more industrial and more prosperous into the 1940s,
the well-off members of each ethnic community began moving out of Delray. As the major ethnic
groups moved out, they were replaced by blacks,
Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and southern whites who
moved to Delray in search of affordable housing and
employment. The black population of Delray grew
considerably in the 1940s and 50s. Whereas previous
residents of Delray moved around on foot or on
streetcars, the newer populations had automobile
access and were therefore able to pursue religious
commitments, shopping, and social life outside of
Delray (Hauk-Abonyi and Horvath-Monrreal 7).
Meanwhile, industrial development in Delray became
increasingly concentrated, thereby further cementing
Delray’s transition from a beautiful rural area in the
1800s to the industrial landscape it would become in
the later twentieth century. Nevertheless, the tradeoff of natural beauty for prosperity did not appear to
bother everyone; as one Delrayite remarked in 1951,
“everyone makes money, and that’s what
counts” (Kenyon).

1.1.3 The Second World War
Detroit in the 1940s was full of promise. Its manufacturing base thrived during WWII as Detroit became home to America’s highest-paid blue-collar
workers. In 1940, there were 135,000 unemployed
workers in Detroit; by 1943, that number had
dropped to 4,000 (Sugrue 19). Due to demand for
heavy industrial goods during WWII, namely the
“trucks, jeeps, tanks, planes, and weapons” (Farley
1) that would help the Allies achieve victory over the
Axis powers, manufacturing employment in Detroit
increased by 40% between 1940 and 1947 (Sugrue
19). During this production boom, Detroit became
known as the ‘Arsenal of Democracy,’ a place where
blue-collar workers – aided by strong unions such as
the United Auto Workers – could prosper, regardless
of race or ethnicity (Farley 1). For the historical moment, Detroit seemed to have reached its pinnacle,
but underneath Detroit’s promise of prosperity lay
severe racial tensions that would characterize housing
and workplace discrimination well into the 20th century. With the ensuing decentralization and industrial
decline of the post-war years, Detroit’s history in the
20th century would become one of unrest and decline.

1.1.4 Race and the City
Detroit in the 1940s was a polarized city, increasingly
defined by race and class, and more specifically,
white and black, as the ethnic enclaves prevalent before the 1920s continued to dissolve. Residents of
white neighborhoods who had previously identified
themselves by ethnicity began to identify themselves
as white. Concurrently, ethnic areas such as Hamtramck (Polish) and Delray (Hungarian) continued to
be defined by their ethnicity into the 20th century
(Sugrue 22).
During this time, the Detroit housing market was
almost completely segregated. Detroit blacks lived in
majority black neighborhoods in the city’s worst
housing stock, much of it overcrowded (Thomas 7).
While the number of black Detroiters had increased
two-fold between 1940 and 1950, the availability of
housing did not increase correspondingly. There are
several reasons for this: first, blacks were generally
prevented from having all but the lowest-paying,
dirtiest, and most hazardous jobs – jobs for which
they were grateful as they had long been denied employment – and therefore had less income to spend
on housing. The rental market was limited in scope
and was manipulated by landlords who took advantage of the enormous black demand for housing and
the small supply of apartments. Overpriced housing
forced blacks to spend a higher percentage of their
income than whites on housing, and to move 2-3
families into a home to save money. Those blacks
who could afford some of Detroit’s modest bluecollar homes were avoided by real estate brokers who
utilized restrictive covenants and other means of discrimination to avoid selling to black buyers. Lastly,
bankers were reluctant to lend to black buyers, in
part because federal housing appraisal standards
deemed black neighborhoods too risky for home
loans and mortgage subsidies. Blacks were living in
the city’s older housing, which constantly needed repair; however, because blacks could not qualify for
loans to improve their properties, the housing stock
deteriorated. When City officials observed the conditions of the black housing stock, they condemned
many areas as blighted and destroyed much of the
existing housing to build “highways, hospitals, housing projects, and a civic center complex, further limiting the housing options of blacks.” The deteriorating
black neighborhoods confirmed white suspicions
that blacks would destroy their neighborhoods, and
that blacks were a poor credit risk, which furthered
disinvestment (Sugrue 33). It is therefore not surprising that Detroit blacks remained confined to the
city’s worst housing.

Sign protesting housing project in Seven Mile - Fenelon
area, Circa 1942
Source: Sugrue, Thomas J. The Origins of the Urban Crisis: Race and
Inequality inPostwarDetroit. Princeton: Princeton UP, 1996, p. 74.

1.1.5 Deindustrialization, Automation, and Decentralization
Post-war Detroit was characterized by significant economic shifts from which the city has not recovered.
Detroit endured four recessions between 1949 and
1960 as the auto industry was incredibly sensitive to
consumer demand. Fluctuations in demand for automobiles and/or shifts in interest rates could result in
immediate layoffs; further, “auto manufacturers and
suppliers permanently reduced their Detroit-area work
forces, closed plants, and relocated to other parts of the
country” (Sugrue 126). Deindustrialization, “the
“closing, downsizing, and relocation of plants and
sometimes whole industries,” accelerated as new methods of communication, technological improvements,
federal, state, and locally funded new highway construction, greater intra- and international competition,
and movement of industry to low-wage regions – most
notably in the South – forever changed the face of
America’s industrial cities. The new highways rendered
centralized industrial location somewhat obsolete as
“new factories appeared on rural hill sides, in former
cornfields, and in cleared forests” (Sugrue 126-27).
Automated processes in the “automobile, auto parts,
and machine tool industries” replaced many of the
most hazardous jobs, the same jobs that were so coveted by Detroit blacks. Continuing racial discrimination, compounded by automation, hit Detroit’s black
population hard; in 1960, 15.9% of Detroit’s blacks
were unemployed while only 5.8% of whites were unemployed. While automation did have some benefits, it
also allowed management to reduce worker control
over the industrial process (Sugrue 126-27; 130-31;
144).
Decentralization and automation were not only a response to market pressures but also a way for manage6

ment to “control increasing labor costs and weaken
powerful trade unions.” Chrysler, GM, and Ford
built 25 new plants in the metro-Detroit area between 1947 and 1958, all of which were located in
suburban communities, the majority of which were
more than 15 miles from the city center; smaller related industries followed shortly thereafter. The most
often cited reason for leaving the city center was a
lack of room to expand (Sugrue 128-129).

Aerial photograph taken during 1967 riot at Warren and
Grand River Avenue.

Source: Thomas, June Manning Redevelopment and Race: Planning a
Finer City in Postwar Detroit Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997, p. 128.

African-American workers bore the brunt of Detroit’s decentralization because downtown manufacturing jobs were the economic foundation for their
community. When the factories moved to the suburbs, many African-Americans found the jobs inaccessible because of “housing and job discrimination,
lack of public transportation, or higher educational
requirements than inner city schools prepared them
to meet” (Thomas 6-7).

1.1.6 Detroit Burns, Rises from Its Ashes

Fort Wayne’s Historic Limestone Barracks
Source: Logan Winston

The 1967 riots resulted from years of racial discrimination and oppression compounded by industrial
decline and decentralization (Thomas 7; 127). While
many parts of central Detroit were in turmoil during
the riots, Delray remained calm. Black and white
leaders “patrolled the streets asking for quiet. There
were no incidents. When a black militant working in
Delray was the subject of a pamphlet called ‘The Riot
Next Time’,” he was forced out (Maidenberg). The
riots served to accelerate white flight and to further
“decay and abandonment” in Detroit, thereby adding
to Detroit’s woes; they were also an assertion that the
existing order would not stand. To create a new order, Detroit elected Mayor Coleman Young, who
would serve in that position for an unprecedented
five terms. Young attempted to correct past wrongs
and to redevelop the city, and to some extent he succeeded in that role, but he was ultimately unable to
overcome the “cumulative results of industrial and
commercial decline, population loss, increasing poverty, and racial conflict” (Thomas 7).

1.1.7 Detroit Today

Water Treatment Plant with Zug Island in the
Background.
Source: Logan Winston
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Detroit today has lost nearly a million residents and
hundreds of thousands of jobs; more than 10,000
homes are without residents, and more than 60,000
lots lie vacant across the city. More than one-third of
Detroit residents live beneath the poverty line, many
in concentrated areas of poverty. What were once
some of the most densely populated parts of the city
now sit vacant and abandoned; old factories haunt
the city like ghosts, a constant reminder of the thou-

Monrreal 7-8). The second was the expansion of the
water treatment plant, which relocated the largest
portion of Delray’s Polish population. The third was
the construction of the I-75 freeway, which removed
a significant number of homes from Delray and
“cemented the area’s boundary on the north, completing its encirclement, or, worse, making it an island easily bypassed” (Ilka; see also Hauk-Abonyi
and Horvath-Monrreal 7-8).
Today Delray is facing what might be the fourth major character change: the Detroit International River
Crossing.

1.1.8 Fort Wayne

sands of jobs the city once had (Sugrue 3).

Fort Wayne stands on approximately 83 acres along
the Detroit River (Puls). It is the only surviving fort
of three that have graced the Detroit River during the
city’s 306-year history (Phenix 18). Perhaps the most
notable architectural elements of the fort compound
are the fort itself, characterized by its distinctive star
shape, and the limestone barracks constructed in
1848 that stand in the middle of the fort. In addition,
approximately 40 other buildings on the compound
have been added over the years (Puls).

Like Detroit, Delray’s population has continued to
recede. Many of its homes lack residents; many of its
lots lack homes or anything that could still be characterized as a home; parts of Delray have become a
dumping ground; the area is one of the most polluted
in Michigan, with poor air quality. But while some
residents are interested in leaving the area, many
would be content to stay.
Three major events in the latter half of the twentieth
century changed the character of Delray. The first
was the 1955 publication of the Detroit Master Plan,
which zoned Delray as industrial; this pitted the city’s
goal of industrial development and tax revenue
against Delrayites’ quality of life, effectively initiating
the phasing out of Delray as a residential area
(Maidenberg; see also Hauk-Abonyi and Horvath-

Named for General Anthony Wayne who had defeated the British at the Battle of Fallen Timbers in
1796, the fort was built in the mid-1840s in response
to looming territorial disputes with British Canada.
By the time the fort was constructed, diplomacy had
intervened, and the fort never exchanged hostile fire
with its neighbor to the north. The fort would, however, become a primary induction center for Michigan troops entering every US conflict from the Civil
War to the Vietnam War (About Fort Wayne). Fort
Wayne also served as the warehouse for much of
Detroit’s industrial war time output from the Civil
War through World War II, storing the munitions
and supplies that earned Detroit its WWII-era nickname: the Arsenal of Democracy (Puls). All sorts of
military supplies were made in Detroit during the

Map of Delray Area

Source: Detroit City Plan Commission Existing Land Use Detroit: City Plan
Commission, 1955, Map A.

DID YOU KNOW
In addition to its role as a military post, Fort Wayne was a detention center for Michigan “reds”
during the “red scare” of the early twentieth century, hosted units of the Civilian Conservation
Corps during the Depression, housed Italian prisoners of war captured during the WWII North
African campaign, and provided homes for Detroit residents displaced during the 1967 riots
(Phenix 18-28). Also located on the Fort Wayne campus is the Fort Wayne Mound; constructed in
approximately 750 A.D., it is the only surviving Native American burial mound in Detroit
(Rosentreter 32).
8

World War II, including artillery shells, tanks, and aircraft engines. Many of these were stored in and
shipped out of Fort Wayne, making it the world’s largest military depot at the time (Singer, Fort Wayne).
Following WWII, the Cold War did not require as extensive a supply network, and Fort Wayne declined in
importance as a supply depot. As a result, the government began donating parts of the fort to the City of
Detroit in 1949. This continued until 1971 when the
Detroit Historical Department took complete possession of the fort and began to renovate the complex and
organize living history exhibits for the public (Phenix
28). The fort was open to the public until 1991 and has
since fallen into disrepair. Experts estimate that it
would require $20 million to renovate the compound
(Puls).
In recent years, Fort Wayne hosted the Medicine Bear
Indian Academy, Michigan’s only Native-American
centered public school, as well as the National Museum
of the Tuskegee Airmen. The school left the site a few
years ago, but the museum is still open (Puls). Wayne
County voters passed a millage in 1996 to raise money
to restore Fort Wayne and other parks, but frequently
funds dedicated to Fort Wayne have been diverted to
other uses (Kurth). As of July 2005, Fort Wayne was to
receive $2 million to renovate the fort’s athletic fields,
office spaces, and main barracks (Singer).

1.2 Windsor Plaza: Old Sandwich Towne
1.2.1 Old Sandwich Towne Overview
The second bridge crossing on the Canadian side of
the Detroit River will land in Sandwich Towne,
which like Delray has a long and colorful history dating back to the 1700s. Many of the early French settlers originally inhabiting Detroit crossed the river to
take advantage of the fertile farming land on the opposite side, and shared the area with a number of
native tribes, the most notable being the Huron. The
demographics of the region did not change until the
mid 1780s when former soldiers of the American
Revolution and those loyal to the British began to
settle in the area. Many of these new residents were
former British lawyers, accountants, magistrates, and
other professionals, and as such the neighborhood
was highly concentrated with administrative and professional residents. In 1858 the community became
the official town of Sandwich, but did not incorporate with Windsor until 1935 (Alexander, 1). This
riverfront was the first Canadian land to be invaded
by American soldiers during the war of 1812, formed
a prominent stop on the Underground Railroad following Canada’s Anti-Slavery Law and Emancipation
9

Historic Sandwich Towne

Source: Alexander, Kevin and Kennedy, Shahna. The Olde
Sandwich Towne Community Planning Study Report. Windsor
City Planning Department. October, 2006. Retrieved February 2007.

Act, and enjoyed a brief period between 1860 and
1880 as a booming tourist destination due to the discovery of a large natural spring (Business Improvement District). These eras in Sandwich’s development brought architectural and cultural variety to the
neighborhood, and the community’s historical significance is one of its greatest assets today.
As in Delray, the twentieth century brought significant decline to the once-booming population of
Sandwich Towne. Improvements in Windsor’s transportation system combined with cheaper construction costs of the central city during the late 1800’s
prompted many businesses and residents to leave the
neighborhood. In an effort to retain or recapture
some of this loss, the community looked to opportunities in heavy industry, which in turn began to pollute the area and change its residential feel. Prior to
the construction of the Ambassador Bridge, travelers
in the U.S. wishing to cross into Canada were deposited in Sandwich Towne by ferry. In 1929 this
changed as commuters bypassed the area via direct
arterial roads to the highway. The Ambassador
Bridge also physically separated Sandwich Towne
from Windsor, creating an additional barrier to redevelopment efforts. By the 1960s and 70s many of
the administrative office buildings clustered in the
area began to disperse, which substantially affected a
major sector of Sandwich’s economy.

1.2.2 Demographics
The following demographic data for the Sandwich
Towne neighborhood is derived from the 2001 Census of Canada, and was used by the City of Windsor
when completing its 2005 Community Planning
Study for Sandwich Towne (Alexander 17-22). As
of 2001, Old Sandwich Towne had a population of

7,050 residents and had experienced a 2.5% growth
rate since 1996. Many of the residents are college
students who commute to the nearby University of
Windsor, and nearly 15% of the area’s population is
between 20 to 24 years old. Thus, the median age in
Sandwich Town, 29.7 years, is lower than that of
Delray. Seventy-five percent of the households in
the area are comprised of married or common law
couples, and the community houses over 2,030 children. Many of households live on an income of between $20,000 and $30,000 annually (approximately
$17,000 to $26,000 US), and 35% of families are considered low income – compared to 13% in the City
of Windsor. Manufacturing comprises the largest
employment industry in Sandwich Towne (21%), and
38% of the population over 20 has received a postsecondary diploma or occupational training.

Sandwich Towne’s view of the Ambassador Bridge

Source: Alexander, Kevin and Kennedy, Shahna. The Olde Sandwich Towne Community Planning Study Report. Windsor City
Planning Department. October, 2006. Retrieved February 2007.

Like most college communities, Sandwich Towne has
a great deal of rental housing. Seventy-three percent
of its 2,990 household dwellings are renter-occupied,
and the remaining 795 houses are owner-occupied.
The average value of these homes is just over
$100,000 ($85,500 US). Nearly one-third of the
homes in Old Sandwich Towne are single-family
dwellings, with another third located in multi-story
apartment complexes with more than five floors. Of
the total occupied housing, 30% was built pre-World
War II. The Census of Canada estimated that as of
2001 approximately 10%, or 300 of the neighborhood dwellings, needed significant repairs.

1.2.3 Community Strengths and Weaknesses
The passage of a neighborhood improvement plan
by the City of Windsor in 1980 brought new focus
and dollars to the Sandwich community, which directed much of its attention to restoring the utilities,
streetscapes, and historical buildings in the area. After losing some momentum during the 1990s, Windsor again turned to Sandwich Towne in 2005 with a
massive Community Planning Study meant to inform
and direct the neighborhood’s overall comprehensive
plan. This eighteen-month study has included significant research into the strengths and weaknesses
of the area, its architectural and historical assets, and
community perceptions. This research will serve as a
valuable resource for residents should the area demand a Community Benefits Agreement or similar
document for the proposed second bridge crossing.
A series of maps and a great deal of quantitative and
qualitative data have emerged from Windsor’s 2005
Community Workshops. Though both Delray and
Sandwich Towne have similar pasts in terms of their
rich historical foundations, the rise of industrial use,

Sandwich Towne land uses

Source: Base map taken from Alexander, Kevin and Kennedy,
Shahna. The Olde Sandwich Towne Community Planning Study
Report. Windsor City Planning Department. October, 2006.
Retrieved February 2007. Manipulation completed by Rebecca
Mark.
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and separation from their core cities (Detroit and
Windsor respectively), Sandwich Towne’s population
has grown its resident base, business establishments,
and infrastructure. Politically, this neighborhood has
more powerful ties with the Windsor City Government than does Delray with Detroit, as evident in the
of time and resources spent on this 2005 plan, as well
as the dollars the city spends on capital improvement
projects and historical site revamps.
During the planning process, a city task force asked
Sandwich Towne residents to identify their community’s greatest strengths and weaknesses. Many of
their comments reflect issues prevalent in Delray.
Sandwich Towne residents take pride in their parks
and nationally recognized historical buildings. With
the help of both private dollars and city investment,
the community sees a real potential for commercial
and residential development on currently vacant sites.
This is particularly true on Sandwich Street. Residents also cited a strong sense of pride fostered by
the local schools, a neighborhood health clinic, and
recent community projects as key assets of the area.
Unfortunately, also like Delray, the community faces
serious obstacles to redevelopment.
Sandwich
Towne residents consistently bemoan the area’s lack
of retail diversity, quality schools, and convenient
health care services complete with family physicians
and emergency services. In conversations with local
residents, city officials said that while community
members felt a strong sense of pride in their
neighborhood, they were also conscious of “an overall poor impression that visitors might have” while
driving in or through the area (23). A number of
private and city-owned vacant lots dot the streets,
and though some commercial activity does exist, it is
largely confined to a three-block section of Sandwich
Street.

1.2.4 Implications for Delray
The current proposals for the Sandwich Towne plaza
place the structure on the southwestern portion of
the neighborhood, which is largely industrial. Unlike
in Delray, much of the publicity surrounding the
Sandwich Towne plaza proposals focuses on the
bridge’s potential to destroy new development opportunities, and residents have expressed concern
that the bridge will drastically alter the use of the
neighborhood from mixed to purely industrial.
Given the outpouring of response on the Canadian
side of the border, Delray might consider joining its
cross-river neighbors in a joint CBA endeavor. On
the other hand, the ramifications and hardships cre11

ated by a transnational Community Benefits Agreement, combined with Sandwich’s reservations about
the proposed bridge, may create more obstacles than
a partnership would overcome. At the very least, the
community groups in Sandwich may serve as a useful
resource and ally when building Delray’s strategic
plan.

1.3 Delray’s Demographic, Socioeconomic and Housing Characteristics
The following section reviews current demographics,
social indicators, housing characteristics and environmental indicators in Delray to assess the current conditions in the neighborhood. The majority of the
data used in this section, aside from the air quality
data, is from the 2000 census. The environmental
conditions part of this section mainly assesses air
quality for two main reasons: 1) air quality is one of
the most imminent environmental hazards in Delray
and 2) several key air pollutants will significantly increase if the DRIC is located in Delray.

1.3.1 Demographics
Delray is composed of census tracts 5235, 5236 and
5237 (see figure 1). In 2000, there were 4,164 people
living in the neighborhood, which constitutes 0.4%
of Detroit’s population. Of the three census tracts
considered, the middle census tract is the most
densely populated.
Historically, Delray has been a diverse and integrated
community. This characteristic is still visible in the
population’s statistics. Delray’s population is 48%
white, 33% African American and 31% Hispanic.
The proportions of white and Hispanic residents are
much larger than the city average for these groups.
FIGURE 1: Delray Census Tracts

The Hispanic population is more concentrated in census
tract 5235, west of Delray (see Table 4).
Even though the city as a whole has suffered considerable population loss since the 60s, in Delray the trend is
much more pronounced. The neighborhood lost 25% of
its population between 1990 and 2000, compared with
7.5% for Detroit as a whole.
Delray’s demographic pyramid is very similar to Detroit’s: the median age in Delray is 30.4 and in Detroit it
is 30.9. This fact challenges the perception that Delray’s
population is predominantly older (60 or more years), as
has been mentioned in interviews with the Delray Community Council.

1.3.2 Socio-economic Indicators
Economic indicators in Delray show a pocket of concentrated poverty in the neighborhood, even higher than
Detroit’s average. Table 1 compares different socioeconomic indicators: 25.6% of the population in Delray
has completed high school, while in Detroit the average
is 30%. The median household income and per capita
income in Delray are much lower than in Detroit. As
Table 1 illustrates, the median household income in
Delray in 1999 was 36% lower than in Detroit.
Poverty rates are also higher in Delray than in Detroit,
with 40.9% of the population living below the poverty
rate in 1999, while in the City the average is 26.1%.

general sense about place of work. We wish to understand what percentage of Delray residents work in
the neighborhood as opposed to commuting to other
areas. By using census data we infer that workers that
travel less than 15 minutes have a job in the
neighborhood, while workers that travel longer distances are employed in other areas. Even though Table 2 is calculated only over a sample of the population, it is useful to show us trends. According to this
sample 20% of Delray workers travel less than 15
minutes to get to work and from this we infer that
these residents are employed either within or near the
Delray neighborhood.

1.3.3 Housing Characteristics
According to the last census, there are 1,680 housing
units in Delray (see Table 3). Even though the eastern portion of Delray has the most houses (754), the
middle census tract has the highest density (see Table
4). This is important data to consider when determining where the new plaza should be placed if the objective is to minimize the impact on housing.
Table 3 also shows vacancy rates in Delray: 280
(16.7%) housing units are not occupied and 732
(43.6%) housing units are occupied by renters. The
remaining 669 (39.8%) housing units are owneroccupied.

Table 2 shows workers’ travel time. Because this data
comes from the 2000 census sample, it provides only a

Housing property values in the area are extremely
low: “property values in the neighborhood average under $25,000 US
TABLE 1: Economic Characteristics in Delray (2000)
(according to the U.S. 2000 Census)
Education:
Population living
and in some cases are under
Median household Per capita income
Completed
below the poverty level
income in 1999
in 1999
$10,000” (Battagello, 2). Housing dehigh school
in 1999
mand is also low. A market analysis
and feasibility study for 20-25 low- to
CT5235
20.20%
$18,529
$10,845
35.60%
moderate-income homes for census
CT5236
28.90%
$18,664
$9,736
43.10%
tracts 5213 and 5221 (north of Delray,
CT5237
26.50%
$19,375
$14,848
42.40%
but still in Southwest Detroit) conDelray
25.60%
$18,951
$12,354
40.90%
cluded that “the market area currently
has a weak demand for single-family
Detroit
30.00%
$29,526
$14,717
26.10%
Source: US Census Bureau. Census 2000.
low-income homes. In fact, there is an
over-supply of homes in the market
TABLE 2: Travel Time for Workers (2000)
area, and in particular, there are sevNumber of Less than 15 min 15 to 29 min
More than 30
Worked at Total Sample
eral new competing single-family depeople
min
home
velopments being planned within the
CT5235
15% (72)
32% (150)
53% (251)
0% (0)
473
market area adding to the supCT5236
9% (21)
47% (110)
39% (91)
6% (14)
236
ply’ (Michigan State University, 2).
The findings from the market area
CT5237
29% (139)
36% (171)
34% (163)
1% (3)
476
neighborhood assessment reveal that
Delray
20% (232)
36% (431)
43% (505)
1% (17)
1,185
the current conditions of the
Detroit
17% (53,857)
42% (135,514)
39% (124,271)
2% (5,807)
319,449
neighborhood are not conducive to
Source: US Census Bureau. Census 2000.
attracting residents to the community.
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TABLE 3: Housing Characteristics in Delray
Occupied
Housing Units

Owneroccupied

Total

Vacant
Renter-occupied

CT5235

434

85.3% (370)

31.3% (136)

53.9% (234)

14.7% (64)

CT5236

492

79.7% (392)

38.8% (191)

40.9% (201)

20.3% (100)

CT5237

754

84.6% (638)

45.2% (341)

39.4% (297)

15.4% (116)

Delray

1,680

Detroit

375,096

83.3% (1399)
89.7%
(336,461)

39.8% (669)
43.6% (732)
16.7% (281)
49.2%
(184,547)
40.5% (151,914) 10.3% (38,635)
Source: US Census Bureau. Census 2000.

TABLE 4: Population Characteristics in Delray

Population 2000

Population Change 19902000
#

%

Population
Density*

Race/ethnicity
White

African-American

Hispanic
Other

CT5235

1,113

-223

-16.70%

636

61%

20%

20%

42%

CT5236

1,160

-487

-29.60%

4,099

24%

62%

14%

18%

CT5237

1,891

-714

-27.40%

2,927

56%

22%

22%

32%

Delray

4,164

-1,424

-25.50%

1,554

48%

33%

19%

31%

Detroit

951,270

-76,704

-7.50%

6,658

13%

83%

4%

5%

Source: US Census Bureau. Census 2000. *Population per Square Mile

1.3.4 Environmental Conditions
Southwest Detroit has long been recognized as having
one of the highest incidences of air pollution in the
region. This is the consequence of its industrial history,
described in the previous section. This chapter collects
quantitative and anecdotal evidence to determine the
actual incidence of the pollution.
The area’s concentration of pollution is even more disturbing when considered in terms of environmental
justice, as an instance of racial minorities and lowincome populations bearing a higher environmental
risk burden than the general population (Morris, 10).
New polluting factories keep coming to the neighborhood, the most recent one being Systematic Recycling,
which converts turns yard waste into compost. “The
facility, which opened with conditional approval last
year, is already generating complaints about the smells.
Among those registering complaints is the nearby city
of River Rouge, which sent Systematic a request to
‘cease and desist" last September,’ (Guyette, 3).
Southwest Detroit has serious air pollution and health
problems due to high concentrations of industrial and
mobile source emissions. This fact is well known by the
community, which fears the problem might worsen
with the new bridge. “There is an extremely high incidence of cancer, asthma and other ailments among residents in southwest Detroit. Leonard [a community
13

member] said that the nearby suburbs of River
Rouge and Ecorse, which are 40% black, are likewise affected and will also be further hurt by a
crossing in the area” (Bukowski, 14).
An increase in Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs)
is one of the most dangerous and least visible of
the environmental impacts that will result from
DRIC both for the local area and the greater region. The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 and subsequent amendments set national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for seven air pollutants. Of
the seven, transportation projects generate increased levels of ozone, carbon monoxide, and
particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5). The federal
government monitors air quality stations located
throughout geographic regions. If concentrations
of a particular air toxic exceed the NAAQS, the
federal government designates the region as being
in a state of “non-attainment,” (MDOT 13). The
federal government, however, may redesignate a
“non-attainment area” as a “maintenance area” in
attainment of NAAQS if the federal government
approves a maintenance plan submitted by the region (ODOT, 2007). Metropolitan Detroit is currently in “non-attainment” for both 8-hour ground
level ozone and fine particles (PM-2.5) and is considered a “maintenance area” for carbon monoxide
(Westlake, 2005, 3).

FIGURE 2: Additive Cancer Risk by Site*

*The high-end estimated risk is the
incremental lifetime (70 years) risk
by inhalation to the individual. The
estimates of cancer risk should not be
viewed as actual cancer cases resulting
from air pollution but as upper
bound estimates so the agency can
prioritize its efforts to reduce exposures. It should be noted that these
risk estimates are based on 20012002 monitoring data, and the
unusually high levels of menthylene
chloride at Allen Park and naphthalene and benzene at South Delray
during that period have not persisted
in subsequent monitoring.
Source: DATI, page 12

According to the Environmental Priorities document
of the DIFT CBA, Southeast Michigan has a nonattainment status and high pollution levels in the areas monitored by the air quality terminals operated
by Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ). Currently, the MDEQ operates ambient
air monitoring stations collecting fine particulate
measurements. To supplement the particulate measurements, each station contains a variety of instruments designed to measure specific components in
the ambient air.
The Detroit Air Toxics Initiative (DATI) risk assessment used air-toxics monitoring data collected in the
Detroit-area to characterize exposures from toxic
chemicals present in the ambient air. The data came
from a one-year air-toxics monitoring study that ran
from April 2001 through April 2002. It is important
to note that common air pollution is comprised of
six different pollutants: carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter, and sulfur
dioxide. These pollutants can cause serious health
problems, harm the environment and result in property damage.
Monitoring data for over 200 compounds, including
metals, volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile
organic compounds, and carbonyl compounds, was
evaluated. Monitoring occurred at seven Detroit area
sites, including six located in Wayne County and one
in Oakland County (see figure 3). In Delray, the
monitoring stations were located in South Delray
(7701 W. Jefferson) and in North Delray (6921 W.
Fort, near Southwestern High School). For our purposes, the station that is located at the center of the
region of interest is South Delray, which presents the
highest concentration of almost all pollutants under
study.

South Delray shows the highest concentration of
cancer risk of the six different areas under study (see
figure 1). The study includes 12 chemicals associated
with increased cancer risks: methylene chloride,
naphthalene, benzene, acrylonitrile, formaldehyde,
1,4-dichlorobenzene, arsenic, carbon tetrachloride,
1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, cadmium and nickel.
Table 5 can be read as a summary of the air toxics
study. But it is important to understand that the total
effect of the pollutants is not a linear equation: the
toxicity of all chemicals is not equivalent, and cumulative effects may not occur in a linear pattern. The
Table is only useful as a general representation of
where air toxics are located in Detroit. With this in
mind, the Table shows that the total risks for the
above 12 carcinogens added together varied across
the Detroit area sites. The specific carcinogenic pollutants that contribute the most to total cancer risk
and the size of this contribution varies by site, as
shown in figure 2 above. In particular, the assessment found relatively high levels of methylene chloride at Allen Park, benzene and naphthalene at South
Delray, and acrylonitrile at North Delray. Appendix
D of the DATI study, “Monitoring Data Summary,”
contains a detailed breakdown by chemical type and
monitoring site.
TABLE 5:
Total Cancer
Estimates for
Monitoring
Site

Source: DATI study

Monitoring Site

Total Cancer Risk
(per million)

South Delray

525

Allen Park

472

North Delray

236

River Rouge

130

Southfield

111

Dearborn

101

Northeast Detroit

52
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FIGURE 3: Location of Monitoring Station for the Detroit Pilot Project

tors, suggest specific strategies and obstacles a CBA will likely face. In general, it
appears that the people of Delray possess
the will to unite behind pertinent issues;
however, they often lack the resources or
political know-how to turn their angst into
tangible results that directly benefit the
Delray community.

1.4.2 Methodology
The following section offers a brief overview of political and legal activism in the
neighborhood. Our group chose to focus
on the following actions after speaking
with John Nagy, representatives of the
Delray Community Council, and University of Michigan Social Work students employed in the area. These sources identified recent examples of community members uniting for a common cause in
Source: DATI, page 23
Delray. Having identified a series of
events, lawsuits, and activist activities, our
group searched various Michigan publications for sus1.4 Political Landscape
tained publicity surrounding these events. We ran a
thorough search dating back to the early 1980s on the
1.4.1 Overview
Detroit News, the Detroit Free Press, and the Lansing
State Journal using multiple University of Michigan
Delray is an industrial refuge for Detroit, and since
library resources, including Access World News (an
the 1970s most of the neighborhood’s prevalent poonline search database). We also completed a general
litical issues have revolved around this fact. During
search of ten other prominent media publications in
the 1940s and 1950s, the desire for neighborhood
Michigan.
jobs outweighed the problems wrought by industrial
waste. It was not until these jobs began disappearing
1.4.3 Illegal Dumping
because of declining manufacturing opportunities
that the community rightfully started to question the
In 2006, facing record-setting budget deficits and city
disproportionate burden that Detroit placed on the
consternation, Mayor Kwame Kilpatrick reduced the
small neighborhood. Since the 1970s, thousands of
city’s trash collection as a way to decrease city spending
jobs have left the area, including those from a central
(Josar). Garbage collection and disposal costs the city
GM assembly plant, a steel foundry, a trucking comapproximately $100 million annually: property taxes
pany, a chemical plant, a laundry, and a number of
offset only one-fourth of this cost. Having already
machine tool and die shops (Franklin).
Many of
eliminated the city’s bulk collection services (which
these former tenants abandoned their facilities at clooccurred between six and eight times annually in years
sure, and corporate responsibility to much of these
past), the Mayor sought to create a user fee of approxiproperties has been negligible. This is particularly
mately $300 a year for weekly trash pickup (Josar).
evident in the copious amount of illegal dumping and
Residents already burdened by abnormally high propdelinquent behavior present at the now-vacant lots.
erty tax rates and user fees revolted. Of particular frustration was the discovery that wealthy residents would
The politics, obstacles, successes and contacts that
pay less for the user fee than for the current garbage
the neighborhood has made fighting various battles
millage, while the new proposal would simultaneously
over the past two decades offer a number of lessons
increase the burden on poorer residents and renters.
to any effort aimed at creating a viable Community
Many Detroiters, including residents of Delray, saw the
Benefits Agreement for a second bridge crossing.
city’s decision as one more action encouraging irreThe lessons learned from community battles against
sponsible trash disposal. As one resident of the city
illegal dumping, the wastewater treatment plant and
stated in April of 2006, the city has long asked
Minergy Clear Horizons Project, as well as a number
“taxpayers to pony up more while services [continue
of class action suits filed against corporate perpetra15

to] erode” (Chesley). These actions place Delray residents and neighborhood organizations at odds with
city officials in charge of keeping illegal dumping in
control, thereby perpetuating the problem through a
lack of sincere cooperation.
Illegal dumping remains one of the most egregious
and noticeable problems for Delray, largely because
of the significant number of vacant and abandoned
industrial and residential lots, combined with a lack
of citizen and police presence. Typical dumped
items include tires, furniture, and leftover construction waste. Small businesses looking to dispose of a
variety of garbage also look to Delray as a cheap solution, raising questions regarding the presence of
hazardous and toxic materials in the neighborhood.
City officials note that the majority of this problem
originates with non-local residents; however, informal junk yards created by irresponsible neighbors
also perpetuate the nuisance. Over the past ten to
fifteen years, the neighborhood, city, county and
even state have attempted to combat the problem
with varying levels of success.
As neighborhood residents and city law enforcement
admit, the city cannot prosecute an illegal dumper
unless the police: 1) actually witness the crime, 2) can
connect the perpetrator to the waste beyond a reasonable doubt, or 3) can find a witness who will testify to the act. Even with a conviction, the fine for
this activity is approximately $300, a miniscule
amount compared to the actual cost of legally disposing of waste or hazardous materials.
Wayne County appropriates $5,000 to clean up sites
deemed hazardous and can receive an additional
$25,000 upon request from the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) (Southeast
Michigan Initiative, 3). Many sites in Delray do not
qualify for these funds because they lack a

Illegal Landfill Located in Delray

Source: Southeast Michigan Initiative Area: Illegal Dumping Assessment Project. Site Visit Report. Environmental Protection
Agency. May 1997.

“hazardous” rating from the county. To catch the
perpetrators in the act, the City of Detroit has established a number of task forces and organizations that
combine police, firefighter, and MDEQ resources.
The most recent example is the Detroit Environmental Enforcement Project (DEEP). The program
utilizes nighttime patrols as the primary reduction
method. While the program has met with modest
success, city officials admit that the effort is underfunded and understaffed. The issue is of primary
concern for residents of Delray, but given the budget
constraints and a myriad of other law-enforcement
issues in the City of Detroit, much of the burden of
mitigating illegal dumping in Delray rests on residents.
Since 1994 Delray has held annual cleanup days targeted at eradicating the results of illegal dumping
(Nagy, January 11). Various public and private sponsors have participated in these events, and these
sponsors may be resources in the negotiation and
administration of a CBA. Unfortunately, though
these cleanup days prove successful in clearing out
specific sites, many residents, including John Nagy,
realize the futility of one annual cleanup day in the
face of continuous illegal dumping. Even with the
reinstatement of bulk collection illegal dumping, and
the city’s apathy towards the issue, perpetuate the
neighborhood’s already jeopardized state.
Wastewater Treatment Plant and the Minergy
Clear Horizons Project
The Wastewater Treatment Plant on West Jefferson
in Delray was constructed before World War II and
currently serves nearly one-third of Michigan’s residents. The site currently sits on 123 acres, and collects and treats 700,000 tons of Michigan’s residential, commercial, and industrial waste annually. This
translates into a daily processing of between 300-400
tons of wastewater (Minergy Clear Horizons). In
1970, the Federal Clean Water Act required the city
to update the environmental standards of the plant,
and in 1974 Mayor Coleman Young’s administration
bought and demolished 300 homes in the Delray
community against the angry objections of local residents (Singer). Since that time a number of calls
have been made to regionalize or privatize the treatment plant in order to raise funds.
Many local residents have complained to the city
council and brought suits against the plant for issues
including pollution and noise control. Many of these
legal actions have been heartily supported by Michigan State Representative Steve Tobocman (Minergy
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Clear Horizons). Unfortunately for the residents of
Delray, the wastewater plant continues to operate 24
hours a day, seven days a week.
In addition to the nuisance caused by the actual
plant, a privately owned treatment facility was built in
Delray in 2003 to reuse the sludge resulting from the
treatment of the wastewater. Though a lawsuit is still
pending against the wastewater treatment plant, the
community’s attention in the past few years has
largely turned to the private company Synargo Technologies and its Minergy Clear Horizons Project.
This facility converts sludge produced at the wastewater treatment plant, as well as byproducts of
nearby United States Steel Corporation, into industrial supplies including ceramics, construction materials, and fertilizers. Minergy transports this sludge
from the wastewater treatment plant to its own facility, raising concerns regarding emitted odor and environmental hazards such as spills, which have occurred at similar facilities in other cities. Residents
have raised a number of questions regarding the
smells produced on hot days during the sludge incineration process, as well as overall environmental justice issues.
The City of Detroit has tentatively assumed a fifteenyear contract with the Minergy Clear Horizons Project, which is projected to save Detroit approximately
$300 million over the contract’s lifetime (Kurth). It
is questionable how much of this money Delray can
actually expect to see, given previous projects. While
residents of Detroit saw Synagro’s endeavor as a
beneficial and cost-saving opportunity, most of the
residents in Delray have rejected the plant since it
was proposed in the late 1990s. After examining a
variety of sources from the period, we concluded that
the city did not consider alternative locations beyond
Delray. In addition to the disproportionate number
of industrial projects Detroit places in Delray, some
community activists also worry that the trend towards privatizing city services will cost Delray muchneeded jobs. The Minergy project alone reduced the
wastewater treatment facility’s employment by nearly
200 low-skilled jobs.
Environmental Protection Lawsuits:
Delray v. Corporate America
Since 2000, community and City lawyers have filed a
series of lawsuits against various industrial giants in
Delray. Two recent cases garnering the most public
and media attention include class-action suits against
the United States Steel Corporation (which bought
the facility from the now-bankrupt Great Lakes
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Detroit’s
Wastewater
Treatment
Facility

Source: Water
Technology. Retrieved April 22,
2007. http://
www.watertechnology.net

Works Steel Mill) and Sybill Incorporated.
Sybill Incorporated worked as a waste oil plant disposing of much of the by-products of Delray’s industrial
base (Macuga, Liddle). Over the company’s lifetime,
the City fined Sybill over 113 times, of which only one
citation resulted in an actual fine of $15,500
(Oguntoinbo). Residents in Delray and the surrounding neighborhoods often complained of the noxious
smells that permeated the homes in the community,
and in 2000 nine residents hired a lawyer and filed a
class-action suit against the corporation. Peter Macuga
of the firm Macuga and Liddle took the case, claiming
that over 1,000 residents in the Detroit area were affected by the odor, which many believed to have
caused serious health problems (Oguntoinbo). Macuga
and Liddle eventually won a large monetary reward
from the company, and Sybill Incorporated closed its
Detroit operations (Macuga, Liddle). Concerned parties have questioned whether Delray residents actually
received this money.
A 2004 class-action suit against United States Steel
Corporation’s Great Lakes Works facility in Ecorse is
also still pending (Ashen Felter). The site is located on
a 1,100-acre parcel of land in both Ecorse and River
Rouge. The suit claims that United States Steel continues to emit odorous and harmful pollution into the air
and river in defiance of numerous state and federal
laws. In addition, residents claim that dust and debris
from processing the steel falls into Delray residential
areas, creating an environmental nuisance for the community (Shine, Windsor). At the moment, lawyers for
both the residents and the Steel Corporation are still
haggling over the wording of the lawsuit, and it is
unlikely that this case will be settled in the near future.
Until that time, United States Steel will continue to operate with the city’s support (Shine, Windsor).

Lessons Learned
The above case studies emphasize that Delray
possesses social capital with which to address
problems within the community, but it lacks the
political capital needed to sustain media attention
and garner public support outside of the immediate area. Residents have tried to jumpstart the
debate and get resolution on illegal dumping,
vacant lots and industrial hazards since the 1970s
(and in some cases prior to 1970). While various
community groups have sporadically attracted
attention to their cause, seldom have they been
able to follow their endeavor to resolution. This
fact has serious implications for a Community
Benefits Agreement. Currently, several organizations in addition to the Delray Community
Council (DCC) have expressed a willingness to
participate in a CBA or similar document resulting from the proposed second bridge crossing.
In order to spearhead this effort in an effective
manner, the DCC must consider how best to
alter its strategy from those utilized in the past.
It will not be enough to convince one or two
media sources to run a sympathetic article about
the cause, as proven by previous endeavors for
sustained activism in the community. The
Delray Community Council must have a clear
strategy to first gain, and then maintain, public
attention and the backing of key officials. Given
the extended timeframe of large transportation
projects (which can take several years), a defined
long-term strategy is needed. The Corradino
Group has proven a model of information, efficiency, and defined goals; the committee that
spearheads a CBA must have a framework in
place that allows them to negotiate the terms and
conditions under which they are willing to host a
second bridge crossing.
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ASSESSMENT OF PLAZA

ALTERNATIVES
T

o date, The Corradino Group has assessed 13 plaza alternatives for the
DRIC. If MDOT chooses to link the bridge
between Delray and the Sandwich Towne
neighborhood in Ontario, it is likely that one
of these alternatives will be chosen. While
MDOT and Homeland Security will be the
final arbiters of specific plaza design, the
coalitions within Delray have the ability to
greatly impact the location and layout of the
plaza. The plaza and any service roads or
interchanges that run through the community will have the potential to shape future
development patterns and quality of life in
Delray. The report by The Corradino Group
released on December 5, 2006 entitled Preliminary Assessment of Impacts covers each
alternative in detail. The following text
makes reference to the 13 plaza alternatives
and analyzes the alternatives based on a set
of four criteria. This section is an attempt to
help the residents of Delray and other interested parties understand the costs and benefits of each design to the community.
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2.1 Breaking Down the Options
The large number of plaza alternatives may have some left thinking that
they are simply too confusing and detail oriented. After careful examination, the methodology behind the design of each alternative becomes apparent. While each of the thirteen alternatives varies slightly from the others, they can be broken down into 4 main groups. Crossings X-10A and
X-10B are examined in alternatives 1-5 while crossing X-11, the one more
preferable to residents of Delray, is included in alternatives 6-13. Aside
from which crossing is examined, other key factors include displaced residential and business units and the overall footprint and location of each
plaza. Regardless of which alternative is chosen (by MDOT or otherwise),
it is essential that the residents of Delray are clear about the differences.
Only then will the community be able to both minimize impact on the
existing neighborhood (environmental, structural, or otherwise) while also
achieving the best possible outcomes from the Community Benefits
Agreement.
While the initial list of thirteen practical alternatives for the location of a
plaza and the various interchanges can seem overwhelming, they are easily
divided into four basic groups. The significant differences among each of
the four groups are:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The number of residential units destroyed or relocated
The number of business units destroyed or relocated
The basic footprint of the toll/customs plaza and interchange
The streets that border the plaza

Each of the thirteen alternatives adheres to the initial desires of the community. Not one of the plaza alternatives is located in the more densely
populated areas that lie west of Post Road. Each design alternative respects the presence of historic Fort Wayne. Each of the options is fairly
compact in size and attempts to use existing roadways to complement the
flow of traffic.
With respect to the aforementioned residential and business units, a residential unit represents one dwelling and not one structure. As such, a duplex would be considered two residential units, and one apartment building may have as many as ten or more residential units. Similarly, a business
unit represents one active commercial property that may be part of a
building that contains multiple active commercial enterprises. Neither a
business unit nor a residential unit includes abandoned structures.
Although each of the designs has pros and cons, a quick breakdown of the
four groups is a sufficient place to start thinking about how a CBA could
be tailored to the needs of the Delray community.
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2.1.1 Group 1 (Practical Alternatives 1-5):
In this group of alternatives, only the X-10A and
X-10B crossings are studied. While the plazas in
this group are all located east of Post Road, the
actual bridge spans begin at the intersection of Jefferson and Post Roads and travel south towards
Zug Island. The plaza layouts in this group will
encompass 18 business units and 151 residential
units. The bridge spans that dissect a largely vacant
stretch of land southwest of the plaza will encompass additional residential and commercial units.
Crossing X-10A will destroy 3 business units and
no residential units. Crossing X-10B will destroy
two business units and no residential units.

2.1.2 Group 2 (Practical Alternatives 6, 8,
10, & 12):
This group has the same footprint for each plaza.
The boundaries include Fort Street to the north,
Jefferson to the south, and Dragoon to the west.
The only significant difference is with the interchanges used to service Alternative 12. Specifically,
this option calls for a large east-west road to be
built between Fort and South Streets. This is in
addition to the standard design that includes on/
off ramps immediately north of the plaza between
Fort Street and I-75. While this long interchange
appears to consume a great deal of the community,
it does not necessarily preclude this alternative.
The proposed interchange will traverse a portion
of the community that has no residential units in
its path. Twelve business units will be sacrificed for
a potential overall boost to the commercial sector.
This interchange provides a great opportunity for
creative solutions such as on/off access to Fort
Street, where new business could flourish. Additionally, this interchange—strategically placed well
north of dense residential neighborhoods—could
provide a practical route for vehicles that Delray
may wish to capture as opposed to having them
immediately merge onto the freeway. These vehicles will certainly include tourists and even commuters who may one day wish to stop in Delray
for a bite to eat or even shop in a unique retail
store along Fort Street. In sum, this interchange
could prove to be a boon to the community.

ADVANTAGES
• Proposed two crossings are more favorable to
Ontario than X-11.
• Plaza footprints are within desired boundaries of
Delray community.
• Fewest business units and no residential units are
displaced
• Two viable crossings are examined.
• May offer leverage for community to acquire
more benefits since bridge spans will travel
slightly west of Post Road.
DISADVANTAGES
• Plaza has extensive boundaries along welltraveled Post and Jefferson Roads.
• Bridge spans are slightly west of Post Road.
• Combined footprints of plaza and interchanges
traverse entire community. Interchanges begin at
I-75 and Junction in the north, and spans are
essentially over River Rouge to the south.
• It may be difficult to encourage business growth
along Jefferson and Post Roads since they are
bordered by the plaza.
• Plazas are too close to dense residential area.

ADVANTAGES
• Fewest residential units sacrificed for the plaza
(113).
• Commercial trucks have immediate access to I75.
• Plaza is located in least-populated portion of
community.
• Most of Delray is left unscathed by intrusive
plaza footprint.
• Interchange in Alternative 12 is potential growth
booster for community.
• Jefferson and Fort Street business strips are left
intact.
• Proximity to Fort Wayne may promote tourism.
DISADVANTAGES
• Plaza located in far northeast area diverts attention from Delray.
• Greatest number of business units will be lost (26
for plaza and 12 for interchange in #12).
• Proximity to Ambassador Bridge and Mexican
Town leaves Delray in the dark.
• Preliminary map gives no specific route for interchange in #12 given in the preliminary map.
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2.1.3 Group #3 (Practical Alternatives 7, 9, &
11):
All of the practical alternatives in the third group are
essentially identical. The minute differences lie in the
interchange system that will service the plaza from I75. While the plazas have the same basic design and
the exact same footprint, the interchanges that service them vary in the number of lanes and the number of residential units and business units that they
will consume. The plazas (similar to those in Group
1) use Post and Jefferson Streets as boundaries,
which poses immediate disadvantages in terms of
keeping noise and traffic away from the denser residential areas to the west. The plazas in each of these
alternatives will sacrifice 18 business units and 168
residential units. The interchange in alternative #7
sacrifices 15 business units and 102 residential units.
Alternative #9 sacrifices 14 and 98, alternative #11,
22 and 109, respectively. While the Delray community may strive to have the fewest number of units
disturbed, we assume that MDOT and Homeland
Security will have the final say in determining which
type of interchanges are selected.

2.1.4 Group #4 (Practical Alternative 13):
Alternative 13 is different than the other plaza alternatives for several reasons. The long and narrow
(east-west) footprint of the plaza has boundaries that
include Post Road to the west and Jefferson Road to
the south. Unlike every other alternative that uses
these boundaries, alternative 13 uses them very sparingly. Still, they will encourage bridge traffic to see
these main surface streets. In this alternative, two
interchanges span out from the plaza. The interchange on the west side will traverse an unpopulated
area and displace nine business units. Like alternative
12, this interchange may actually encourage more
business growth in a now-barren part of town. The
second interchange is directly north of the plaza and
immediately connects the plaza to I-75. It does not
sacrifice any business or residential units. This could
be ideal since, by the looks of the maps, the two interchanges could have separate duties: one for passenger cars and tour buses and another for commercial trucks. The plaza design will displace 22 business
units and 160 residential units.
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ADVANTAGES
• Bridge span, plaza, and interchanges all lie
east of Post Road.
• These alternatives have fairly compact plaza
footprints.
• Private vehicular traffic can be encouraged
to travel through Delray.
• Interchanges are located in far northeastern
part of town to discourage commercial truck
traffic.
• Historic Fort Wayne serves as a focal point
for those crossing the bridge.
DISADVANTAGES
• Post and Jefferson boundaries limit commercial growth.
• Plazas are too close to populated areas in
west side of community.
• Isolated plaza and interchanges keep commuters out of community.
• Distant interchange and lack of connecting
roads and on/off ramps fail to strike balance
between private traffic coming in and commercial trucks staying out.
ADVANTAGES
• Interchanges could perform dual duties:
cargo trucks and passenger vehicles.
• Plaza design encourages use of Fort and Jefferson with minimal impact on existing
nearby neighborhoods.
• Fort Wayne is visible from bridge and plaza
traffic.
• Motorists have easy access to Jefferson
Street businesses from the plaza.
• Motorists have easy access to Fort Street
from western interchange.
• Traffic is largely diverted from populated
west side.
DISADVANTAGES
• Overall footprint is large, with two interchanges and one elongated plaza.
• Plaza footprint uses space inefficiently.
• Plaza borders Jefferson and Post Roads, but
to a lesser degree.
• Large portion of Delray closed off in area
between two interchanges.

2.2 Favorable Outcomes
Although the 13 alternatives can be broken down
into smaller, more easily managed groups, the
range of options is still very large. It is essential to
Keep in mind that the goal is to have the least
amount of intrusion into populated west side areas.
Thus, the community should not consider any option that has a plaza bordering Post and Jefferson
Streets in an extensive manner. The department of
Homeland Security will demand a large right of
way surrounding any plaza design, and the property
along Post and Jefferson is too valuable to the
community to be put to such a wasted use. Further, plazas that have extensive boundaries along
any main surface street will not foster a sense of
place or allow the businesses to flourish. Regardless of how beautiful the pedestrian scene could be
along Jefferson or Post Roads, it is unlikely that
people would want to live or shop in an area right
next to an open right-of-way that makes up the
remainder of the nearby plaza.
Based on the maps provided in the December 5,
2006 Preliminary Assessment of Impacts Report,
the most favorable option is alternative 12. It has a
relatively compact plaza footprint that is quite
some distance from the populated westside
neighborhoods. It has both an immediate access to
I-75 for truck traffic and an elongated east-west
interchange that runs between Fort and South
Streets while also straddling Post Road. While 12
business units may in fact be sacrificed for this interchange, the net benefit could prove to be a great
asset to the community, since it will encourage private traffic to drive through the Delray area. Moreover, such an interchange could make use of Fort
Street if the community chose not to allow a new
east-west interchange. Creative solutions for improved streetscapes and increased capacity along
Fort Street have the potential to create a new center of commerce for Delray. If a new interchange is
built, the CBA could feasibly request entrance
points to and from local surface streets. This is
more favorable than linking roads directly to the
plaza, since the interchange could act more like a
new road as opposed to a vast open wasteland that
will be located within the plaza’s footprint.

This photo of a street that jogs left or right is an
example of a traffic calming device that could be
used on streets in Delray that service the plaza. By
slowing vehicles down to a more reasonable speed,
pedestrians on the sidewalk feel safer and are more
likely to frequent any shops or restaurants that may
come from the increased traffic.

Source: www.naparstek.com “Making New York’s Streets Safe.”
October 14, 2005.

A bus waits to enter toll booth on the Windsor side
of the Detroit-Windsor Tunnel. The new international crossing should accommodate both private
vehicles and public transportation options for those
wishing to cross into Canada.
Source: www.dwtunnel.com

Vacant parcels in Delray present many opportunities
for new development following the bridge’s construction. Here, a parcel outside of London, England now serves as a gathering place for pedestrians.
Source: www.thesun.co.uk
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ANTICIPATED

IMPACTS
T

his section predicts environmental, social and economic impacts that will likely affect Delray and
the larger region as a result of a new
bridge crossing. Most of the conclusions drawn in this section are based
on data from other communities that
have hosted bridge construction in the
past decade.
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3.1 National Environmental Policy Act

A

ll transportation projects that receive federal funding must follow a process
of environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969. The scale and intensity of the project determine the level of assessment required (MDOT and Wilbur Smith Associates 17). The proposed Detroit International River Crossing (DRIC) is a large-scale project that will result in
significant impacts to the host community and greater region regardless of the final
location; thus the DRIC requires a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
An EIS requires an initial Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), a period
of public circulation and comment, a Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) and a Record of Decision (ROD) (MDOT and Wilbur Smith Associates
19). Mitigation standards included in the ROD range from avoiding the impact
altogether to limiting the impact and, finally, compensating for unavoidable and
harmful impacts. MDOT’s Project Planning Division in the Bureau of Transportation Planning is charged with ensuring the compliance of NEPA process. The
“Environment” referred to in the EIS, however, is not limited to the natural environment. MDOT has also committed to “ensuring that adverse SEE [social, economic and environmental] effects have been fully considered in developing proposals and that the final decisions are made in the best overall interest” (MDOT
18). In addition, Governor Granholm issued Executive Directive 2003-25 which
instructs MDOT to use Context Sensitive Solution (CSS) for transportation projects. CSS “means a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach involving stakeholders for the development of a transportation facility that fits its physical setting
and preserves scenic, aesthetic, historic, and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility” (Granholm).
The natural and physical environmental impacts evaluated in public transportation
projects are fairly straightforward. Section 3.2: Environmental Impacts discusses
them in more detail. However, the social, health and economic impacts are less
easily understood as they are harder to measure and did not appear in the original
NEPA legislation. It was not until the 1973 EIS for the Trans-Alaska pipeline that
the Federal Government set a precedent of assessing impacts to the “human environment” as part of the NEPA process. The President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) further strengthened this precedent with the passage of the
NEPA, the Environmental Quality Improvement Act of 1970, as amended. Section 1508.8 states that “effects include ecological (such as the effects on natural
resources and on the components, structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative” (40 CFR 1508.8).
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3.2 Environmental Impacts
The standard environmental impacts for transportation projects include:
Right-of-way acquisition and relocation,
Water quality,
Soil erosion and sedimentation control,
River, stream, and drain crossings,
Existing vegetation,
Hazardous/contaminated material,
Groundwater quality,
Disposal of surplus or unusable material,
Maintenance of traffic during construction,
Continuance of public utility service,
Construction noise and vibration impacts,
Control of air pollution during construction,
Threatened and endangered species, and
Migratory birds.

Smoke rising from the Detroit Wastewater Treatment Plant
in Delray, Detroit.
Source: Logan Winston

(MDOT and Wilbur Smith Associates 25)
It is important to note that MDOT generated this list
from years of experience with transportation projects
in various communities, and any given community
will experience a range of these impacts. While we
cannot predict the future environmental impacts of
the DRIC plaza in Delray with great accuracy, we can
consider potential sites for the DRIC in light of the
impacts of bridges recently constructed in other
communities combined to gain a more concrete
sense of the environmental impacts Delray would
face.

3.2.1 Air Quality
The DRIC would increase Mobile Source Air Toxics
(MSATs), one of the most dangerous and least visible
environmental impacts for both the local area and
the greater region. Of the seven, transportation projects generate increased levels of Ozone, carbon
monoxide, and particulate matter (PM-10 and PM2.5). Ozone, carbon monoxide and particulate matter are not the only air toxics of concern for areas
hosting transportation projects. Other dangerous air
toxics include Acetaldehyde, Acrolein, Benzene, 1,3
Butadiene, Formaldehyde and hydrocarbons. Levels
of these air toxics have increased in local and regional
areas surrounding bridge projects in other areas of
the country (U.S. DOT , SFEIS 8.1-8.10; Louis Berger Group and Parsons; U.S. DOT , Columbia River
DEIS; FWHA et al, ROD 5.270-5.274). These air
toxics pose a dangerous risk to human health. Table
1 describes in more depth the risks associated with
these toxics.
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The federal government requires a conformity analysis for projects in non-attainment and maintenance
areas (MDOT and Wilbur Smith Associates 13). Section 1.3.4: Environmental Conditions defines these
terms in greater depth. The DRIC study Draft Scoping Information document does call for an analysis
using the Mobile 6.2 model to assess the regional
effects of air toxics including carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5), Diesel Particulate
Matter, benzene, 1,3 butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, and acrolein (DRIC Draft Scoping Info, 3738). Carbon monoxide will also be analyzed in “hot
spots” (Westlake 2). Carbon monoxide, however, is
not the only air toxic with increased local effects or
“hot spots.” Many of the aforementioned air toxics,
especially diesel emissions and PM-2.5 where truck
activity is high and idling is frequent, negatively affect
the local area (Westlake 2). The EPA recommends
local dispersion analysis for these emissions
(Westlake 2).
Departments of Transportation mainly attempt to
reduce MSATs during the construction phase of
transportation projects as construction activities can
be easily monitored and regulated. Sources of air
pollution resulting from construction activities and
mitigation measures will be further discussed in section 3.2.7: Construction. These mitigation measures,
however, address only a small fraction the source of
MSATs. Delray and Southwest Detroit will inevitably see a dramatic increase in truck and passenger
vehicles, which are a main source of MSATs after
construction is complete.

TABLE 1: Health Impacts of Mobile Source Air Toxics

MSAT

Health Impact

Scope

acetaldehyde

Probable human carcinogen.

Local and regional

acrolein

Potential human carcinogen. Breathing large amounts damages the lungs
and could cause death. Breathing lower amounts may cause eye watering,
burning of the nose and throat, and a decreased breathing rate.

Local and regional

benzene

KNOWN human carcinogen. Breathing very high levels of benzene can
Local and regional
result in death, while high levels can cause drowsiness, dizziness, rapid
heart rate, headaches, tremors, confusion, and unconsciousness. Eating or
drinking foods containing high levels of benzene can cause vomiting, irritation of the stomach, dizziness, sleepiness, convulsions, rapid heart rate, and
death.
The major effect of benzene from long-term exposure is on the blood.
Benzene causes harmful effects on the bone marrow and can cause a decrease in red blood cells leading to anemia. It can also cause excessive
bleeding and can affect the immune system, increasing the chance for infection.
Some women who breathed high levels of benzene for many months had
irregular menstrual periods and a decrease in the size of their ovaries. It is
not known whether benzene will affect fertility in men.

1,3 butadiene

KNOWN human carcinogen by inhalation. Breathing very high levels of
1,3-butadiene for a short time can cause central nervous system damage,
blurred vision, nausea, fatigue, headache, decreased blood pressure and
pulse rate, and unconsciousness.

formaldehyde

Probable human carcinogen. Low levels of formaldehyde can cause irrita- Local and regional
tion of the eyes, nose, throat, and skin. It is possible that people with
asthma may be more sensitive to the effects of inhaled formaldehyde.

Local and regional

Drinking large amounts of formaldehyde can cause severe pain, vomiting,
coma, and possible death.
ozone precursors
7-county region in Southeast MI not in attainment
(nitrogen oxide-NOx)

Regional

Polycyclic Aromatic PAHs can be harmful to human health under some circumstances. Several Regional
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) of the PAHs, including benz[a]anthracene, benzo[a]pyrene, benzo[b]
fluoranthene, benzo[j]fluoranthene, benzo[k]fluoranthene, chrysene,
dibenz[a,h]anthracene, and indeno[1,2,3-c,d]pyrene, have caused tumors in
laboratory animals when they breathed these substances in the air, when
they ate them, or when they had long periods of skin contact with them.
Studies of people show that individuals exposed by breathing or skin contact for long periods to mixtures that contain PAHs and other compounds
can also develop cancer.
carbon monoxide
(CO)

Health effects observed may include early onset of cardiovascular disease, Local and regional
behavioral impairment, decreased exercise performance of young healthy
men, reduced birth weigh, Sudden Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS), and
increased daily mortality rate.

fine particulate

EPA has estimated that airborne particles cause over 15,000 premature
deaths in the United States per year. Scientists have correlated exposure to
airborne particles with increased hospitalizations for asthma attacks, worsening of lung disease, chronic bronchitis, and heart damage. A March 2002
study suggests that airborne particles can cause lung cancer.
PM 2.5 7-county region in Southeast MI not in attainment. Effects include:
Local
asthma, difficult or painful breathing, and chronic bronchitis, especially in
children and the elderly.
PM 10

Local and regional
Source: U.S. EPA, IRIS and Particulate Matter; U.S. HHS; and Burgess, Fierro and O’Roarke
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3.2.2 Health Impact Study
The NEPA process does not require a health impact
study, an omission that greatly concerns residents in
Delray and larger region, as well as environmental
advocacy organizations in the area, namely the MEC
and SWDEV. MDOT has decided not to do a
health impact study for the DRIC project for a few
reasons:
1. The U.S. EPA has not authorized reliable
emission and dispersion models for mobile
sources that account for health impacts.
2. FHWA is reluctant to set national precedent on a project-by-project basis, since
there are no national ambient air quality
standards for most air toxics and no conformity guidance/requirements for PM-2.5
in non-attainment areas.
3. A recent District Court in Nevada (Sierra
Club v. Nevada DOT) ruled in favor of
FHWA and rejected the Sierra Club’s claim
that the FWHA should have studied the
health impacts of various air pollutants, on
the grounds that the science and modeling
were too uncertain to draw any firm conclusions 2-5)
MDOT’s decision to omit a health impact study
should remain open to question. Much data strongly
suggest a connection between air pollution and
health problems, mainly respiratory problems such as
asthma (Jackson and Kochtitzky). The State LongRange Transportation Plan 2005-2030: Environmental Technical Report states the following:
PM-2.5 is a health concern because
fine particles can reach the deepest
regions of the lungs. Health effects
include asthma, difficult or painful
breathing, and chronic bronchitis,
especially in children and the elderly.
(MDOT and Wilbur Smith Associates 13)
Southwestern High School located in Delray currently hosts one of the five air quality monitors in
southwest Detroit. This monitor already shows that
area is in “non-attainment” status for PM-2.5. Most
of the practical alternatives for the DRIC show the
plaza directly abutting Southwestern High School.
Practical Alternatives 6, 8, 10 and 12 show the plaza
as located about one-half mile from the high school.
All alternatives show highway expansion abutting the
high school property. Alternatives 4 and 13 show
highway expansion completely surrounding the high
school (DRIC, Preliminary Assessment of Impacts).
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For several reasons, the Delray community should
look to Sierra Club v. Nevada DOT for possible solutions to mitigate the proximity of the plaza and highway expansion to Southwestern High School. First,
while the District Court in Nevada did rule in favor
of FWHA, the appeal brought forth by the Sierra
Club was never resolved as the two parties settled
outside of court in a community benefits agreement.
Second, the decision was made in a district court and
consequently the decision may not hold in Michigan.
Finally, while modeling strategies for linking air
toxics to negative health impacts are still not without
uncertainty, the science has improved since 20022003 (when the models evaluated in the Nevada decision were developed).
New models such as
CALINE3 and HYROAD are particularly relevant.
CALINE3 determines concentrations of carbon
monoxide and particulate matter, while HYROAD is
a microscale model used to reproduce the effects of
traffic, emission and dispersion on the local environment (Stupka 3). In addition, Canada’s set of best
management practices regarding air quality and
health impacts could provide guidance for MDOT.
The settlement for Sierra Club v. Nevada DOT suggests useful mitigation measures and possible terms
of agreement the Delray community should request if
it enters into a community benefits agreement with
MDOT. The points of settlement in the Nevada
CBA included increased monitoring, installation of a
filtration system for schools, funding to relocate
modular classrooms and play structures, funding for
an expert consultant to redesign the school to reduce
the impact of MSATs, and funding to implement
various programs to reduce diesel emission and idling
time.

3.2.3 Noise
The FEIS will likely include a study of the anticipated
noise from traffic on the new bridge based on Federal FWHA and state regulation. MDOT will determine noise levels based on two factors: proximity to
sensitivity receptors and noise generation from traffic
sources. Sensitivity receptors may vary from project
to project, but generally include schools, residences,
libraries, auditoriums, parks, senior citizen homes,
churches, recreation areas, etc. that are located within
a certain distance from the right-of-way known as the
impact zone. The impact zone used in noise analysis
for the Goethals Bridge and the Colombia River
Crossing was 500 feet from the right-of-way. Potential sensitivity receptors in Delray include but are not
limited to private residences, Southwestern High
School, St. John Canitus Roman Catholic Church,

Heavy
equipment works
near Brush Creek
during bridge
construction on
Missouri 13 at
Humansville.
Source: Mike Penprase. http://
springfield.newsleader.com/
specialreports/
stewardshipozarks/20050317Newroad,threate.html

Bridge
construction in
Wisconsin
project destroys
vegetation and
land grading.

Source: http://
www.wsdot.wa.gov/
Projects/
PierceCountyHOV/
I5_HOV_S48th_P
acific/Photos.htm

Jehovah Jireh Church, Holy Cross Roman Catholic
Church, Riverside Park, Clark Park, Delray Recreation Center, Delray United Action Council and
Rademacher Recreation Center (The Corradino
Group, Key Structures).
Noise generation levels are calculated using vehicle
classification data, speeds, time of day, and distance
from sensitivity receptors (Louis Berger Group and
Parsons 5.3). When noise levels exceed a daytime
or nighttime level MDOT must apply mitigation
measures. Mitigation for exceeded noise levels vary.
Examples of mitigation mandated in other bridge
projects include:
1. Installing less noisy material for the surface
of the bridge (U.S. DOT at al, Columbia
River DEIS)
2. Installing noise barriers such as walls (U.S.
DOT, SFEIS 8.21-8.26)
Another option may be to explore ways to soundproof sensitivity receptors in the impact zone. Construction activity is also a major source of noise.

Section 3.2.7: Construction discusses causes and mitigation of construction-specific noise.

3.2.4 Vegetation and Habitat
The DRIC can cause damage to vegetation in two
ways: 1) either through construction and placement of
the bridge structure or 2) through increasing the shaded
areas in Delray. While Delray and the greater southwest Detroit region do not have a large amount of existing high-quality vegetation, what does remain should
be protected and enhanced both to improve the livability of the area and to act as a sink for air pollutants.
“Significant habitat” as documented by Corradino in
the Environmental Constraints map is relatively removed from all the proposed plazas and interchanges.
MDOT should still take precautions and apply appropriate mitigation measures as it is still likely that vegetation will sustain damage in the construction process.
Mitigation measures generally include complete avoidance through changes in project design, minimization
of impacts through careful construction and changes in
project design and, where damage is unavoidable, landscaping and revegetation to replace what is lost and
enhance what remains (Louis Berger Group and Parsons). In the St. Croix River Crossing, the FEIS
awarded $100,000 and $400,000 to the town of St. Joseph and St. Croix County respectively to protect open
space (U.S. DOT, SFEIS 13.20).

3.2.5 Water Quality and Quantity
The construction of a new bridge crossing causes many
water quality problems both during the construction
phase and after completion. Section 3.2.7: Construction further discusses construction related water quality
impacts and mitigation. The main water quality threat
that will remain post-construction is road runoff such
as oil, grease, metals and sediments. If designed properly, the bridge can include features to help reduce
storm water runoff and the entrance of harmful substances into the waterway. A closed drainage system
on the bridge, for example, would collect road runoff
before it could enter the river (U.S DOT et al, Columbia
River DEIS).
A new bridge will also increase the impervious surface
in the area and, therefore, increase the rate and volume
of stormwater runoff which, in turn, decreases infiltration and groundwater recharge and increases erosion
and sedimentation (Colombia River). Risk of flooding
also increases where natural water storage areas are
filled and impervious surfaces are increased (Louis Berger Group and Parsons 27).
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Most likely the EIS will contain a stormwater management plan which will include an erosion and sediment control plan (Louis Berger Group, et al, 2004,
27 and U.S. DOT et al, Columbia River DEIS). These
plans explore such mitigation measures as installing
wet or dry detention ponds, swales, new conveyance
systems, infiltration basins, grass ditches and culverts
(U.S. DOT et al, SFEIS ES.16). In the settlement
for the St. Croix River Crossing, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources also received
$400,000 to assist a team in modeling and monitoring the soil and
water of Lake St. Croix to help
develop and implement phosphorus reduction strategies (U.S.
DOT et al, SFEIS 13.20).

munity. For example, they can decrease sales for
business owners who rely on drive-by traffic, make it
difficult for school buses to pick up and drop off
students to school in an efficient and reliable manner,
disrupt public transportation schedules, and make it
difficult for emergency and medical response teams
to access certain areas. Where possible, MDOT
should avoid disruption to traffic patterns and pedestrian accessibility. Where disruption is inevitable,
MDOT should take measures to minimize the negative and often dangerous consequences of this reduction in
mobility. At a minimum, all
residents and stakeholders in
the community should be notified of any changes in traffic
control well before they occur.
At this point, MDOT should
3.2.6 Shading
address flaws in the traffic control plan and stakeholder conThe bridge and supplementary
cerns. The department should
structures will increase the
consult school and bus adminiamount of shade covering the
Construction crew sprays water to keep
stration, local officials, and
nearby area at any given time.
dust
under
control.
emergency and medical reMDOT should conduct a shade
Source: http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/
sponse teams before they implestudy using predicted shade data
PierceCountyHOV/I5_HOV_S48th_Pacific/
ment any control measures
from four times throughout the
(FHWA, INDOT and KTC, ROD 39-40). When
year and at three times throughout the day. MDOT
access restrictions significantly affect the ability of a
can incorporate the results of this study in the design
business owner to conduct business, the business
of the bridge so as to minimize extreme impacts of
should be relocated or compensated appropriately.
shade on residents, community centers, and recreational or natural areas (Louis Berger Group and ParDuring construction, the main air quality threats resons 32).
sult from emissions from equipment, burning materials, and airborne dust. Air pollutants caused by spe3.2.7 Construction
cific construction-related activities are easier to control than air toxics that will increase in the local and
Construction activities cause some of the most disregional area due to increased traffic as discussed in
ruptive impacts to the local community including
section 3.2.7: Construction. Mitigation measures for
extreme noise and vibration, frequent changes in
construction-caused air pollutants include requiring
traffic patterns, utility disruption, and negative envithe use of equipment with emissions controls, minironmental and health impacts. These impacts are
mizing airborne dust, and controlling or banning the
often short term, though many can have long-lasting
burning of certain materials during construction
or permanent effects. One of the most severe im(FHWA, INDOT and KTC, ROD 33-34).
pacts is actual parcel acquisition, especially if it is the
site of person’s home or business. A person whose
The disturbance of existing hazardous sites including
property is acquired due to transportation projects
the demolition of structures, release of groundwater
like the DRIC does not have the ability to stop the
and moving soils can be very harmful to human
acquisition, but he or she does have many rights and
health and the greater environment. Uncovering
benefits expressly stated in the Uniform Relocation
underground storage tanks also poses a huge threat.
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition for Federal
Much of the risk of releasing hazardous materials
and Federally-Assisted Programs, as amended. Secoccurs during the construction phase of the project.
tion 3.3.1: Residential further discusses these rights
The Preliminary Assessment of Impacts identified an
and benefits.
average of 13 environmental sites for the plaza alternatives. See Table 2 for the breakdown of environConstruction activities often have a major impact on
mental sites affected by each plaza alternative.
vehicle and pedestrian access in the com-

30

MDOT should consider implementing such mitiment, and relocation” (Louis Berger Group and Pargation measures as identifying hazardous sites in
sons 40). There is also the potential for changes in
proximity to the construction area, using appropri“adequacy or capacity of the infrastructure to support
ate BMPs, following Michigan’s regulations regardsecondary and cumulative impacts resulting from proing hazardous material and remediation, and preposed action” (Louis Berger Group and Parsons 40).
paring an emergency response plan in coordination
Unlike most other construction-related impacts, utiliwith regulating agencies to reduce the risk to the
ties may also be expanded due to the needs of the procommunity and region (U.S. DOT et
ject and thus improve service to the local
TABLE 2: Environmental Sites
al, Columbia River DEIS and U.S. DOT
community and region (Louis Berger
Plaza
Environmental
et al, SFEIS 8.26-8.27).
Group and Parsons 40). Guidelines for
Alternative
Sites*
altering utilities are well documented and
MDOT will most likely estimate the
any disruption or relocation will be cooramount and type of solid waste generdinated between appropriate state and
1
14
ated from the bridge and plaza conlocal agencies (U.S. DOT et al, SFEIS
2
14
struction. Based on this estimation,
12.8).
Regardless of the alteration,
3
12
stakeholders should agree on a plan
MDOT should still give all affected resi4
17
for properly and safely transporting
dents appropriate notice in the timeliest
5
13
and disposing of the waste prior to
manner possible. MDOT may need to
6
18
construction (Louis Berger Group and
compensate extreme cases.
7
15
Parsons 39). Truck routes to move
8
16
waste, for example, should be planned
Much construction activity can go on at
9
15
to reduce the impact and hazard to
night requiring the use of very high beam
10
14
neighbors.
lights. This can be a major disruption to
11
13
the community surrounding the construc12
22
Noise caused by construction activition zone. Wherever possible the con13
19
ties and the use of large machinery is
struction crew should make an effort to
Average
16
often very disruptive to communities.
minimize this effect on the surrounding
Source: DRIC, Preliminary
Wherever possible the construction
community by limiting work to daylight
Assessment of Impacts
crew should minimize impacts on the
hours and directing permanent lighting
*Environmental sites include
community by limiting operation
toward the bridge to reduce glare and
leaking underground storage
hours to between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m.,
spill-over light effects on residences,
tanks, EPA/DEQ Hazmat
installing noise barriers around loud
community centers and recreation areas
TSD Facilities, National Priority
equipment, installing mufflers and
to (U.S. DOT et al, Columbia River DEIS).
List Sites (Superfund), RTK
noise muffling devices in machinery,
Priority List Sites (Superfund),
substituting quieter equipment, and
It is inevitable that construction activity
and Michigan Contaminated Sites
locating loud equipment as far as poswill result in damage to the natural landsible from sensitivity receptors (U.S. DOT et al,
scape beyond the footprint of the bridge and plaza.
Columbia River DEIS). Blasting is also a major
One way to deal with damage to vegetation is to fence
cause of noise and vibrations during the construcoff the minimum construction area necessary prior to
tion phase. It is standard practice that landowners
initiating work and to prohibit damage to vegetation
within 500 ft of proposed blasting will be conoutside this area. Trees can be planted along this
sulted and possibly even temporarily relocated or
fenceline and on excess land to act as a buffer for
compensated (FHWA, INDOT and KTC, ROD 35
and Louis Berger Group and Parsons). In addiBright lights allow
tion, the construction crew should design and imconstruction to
plement a blasting program according to the needs
continue into the
of the community (FHWA, INDOT and KTC,
night, but may
ROD 35).
disturb residents.
Utility disruption is another frequent consequence
of major construction projects. Utilities include
water, sanitary sewer, storm water, combined sewers, electricity, natural gas, telecommunications,
and fiber optic/cable. Potential negative impacts
from construction are “service disruption, displace-

Source: http://
www.wsdot.wa.gov/
Projects/
PierceCountyHOV/
I5_HOV_S48th_Pac
ific/Photos.htm
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neighboring properties and a natural noise barrier.
Vegetative screening will serve to reduce the negative
visual impact construction will have on nearby residential, community and recreational property.
MDOT can also purchase excess land to reforest or
construct wetlands to compensate for land damaged
during construction. Wherever possible, revegetation
should include native species and consider the possibility of greenways and wildlife corridors. The final
plan may also contain provisions for revegetating the
area in the construction zone once construction is
complete (FHWA, INDOT and KTC, ROD 35 - 39).
Construction causes disturbance to the aquatic environment including increased turbidity, erosion, fuel
emissions from barges and other motorized water
vehicles, and accidental spills, especially of wet concrete and drilling slurry (U.S. DOT et al, Columbia
River DEIS). While these are relatively short-term
risks, there can be lasting consequences to both
aquatic species and human population if proper steps
are not taken. There are documented BMPs that
MDOT can reference and employ during the construction phase. Some of these BMPs include preparing plans to address water quality degradation that
might occur during construction, isolating work that
is done in the water from flowing water, and collecting and treating all potentially contaminated water
during construction (U.S. DOT et al, Columbia River
DEIS). Silt curtains, mulching and other methods
can be employed to help stabilize slopes and reduce
erosion and sedimentation around waterways (Louis
Berger Group and Parsons). In the FEIS for the St.
Croix River Crossing, funding was awarded to the
WisDNR to help monitor and reduce water contamination from runoff. The FEIS also required that all
water quality permitting activities be coordinated
with the water quality management advisory committee (U.S. DOT et al, SFEIS 13.20).

3.3 Social Impacts
The prevalence of social impact assessments increased worldwide through the 1980s, but decreased
in the 1990s in the United States (Galisteo Consulting Group, Inc. 2). Part of the reason for this is the
uncertainty and complexity involved in assessing impacts to any given community. It is this complexity,
however, that makes social and cultural impact analysis so important. In addition, resources and models
are currently available to guide social impact assessments (Galisteo Consulting Group, Inc. 3). The
standard model is to compare the current state of the
host community to the final state of a community
that has hosted a similar project to determine the
32

impacts (Galisteo Consulting Group, Inc. 3-4 and
Interorganizational Committee 236). Public participation as a means to acquire local knowledge is another key resource for primary data on social impacts
(Interorganizational Committee 231). Social impacts
differ from environmental impacts in that a large part
of the social impacts result in changes in values and
perceptions of community members and how the
community is organized and functions. This implies
that impacts need to be assessed from the moment
the project is announced to the public and not from
the point of construction as with environmental impact assessments (Galisteo Consulting Group, Inc.
5). In addition to the type of impact, it is important
for the responsible department to define the scope of
the impact in terms of geography, extent of the impact in terms of time and potential for reversibility
(Galisteo Consulting Group, Inc. 8). In general, social impacts include changes to population demographics, community and institutional structures, political and social resources, and families
(Interorganizational Committee 243). See Table 3
for a more detailed list of potential social impacts.
For the purpose of predicting social impacts to the
Delray community we will again look to impacts felt
by communities who have recently hosted the construction of bridge plazas in the U.S.

3.3.1 Residential
Residential relocation is one of the most traumatic
and controversial social impacts of transportation
construction projects. Relocation is also on the forefront of many
TABLE 3: Displaced Residential Units and
Occupants
Delray residents’
minds. Residents
Plaza
Occupied Residential
Alternative Residential Population
are
concerned
Units
about receiving
adequate compen1
335
821
sation that will
2
331
811
allow them to
3
341
836
relocate to a
4
322
789
dwelling that is
5
384
941
comparable and
6
297
728
that they can af7
368
902
ford.
Property
8
293
718
acquisition for the
9
364
891
DRIC will not
10
303
743
start until 2009
11
374
917
and residents are
12
284
696
worried that cur13
189
463
rent instability
Average
322
789
and vandalism in
Source: DRIC, Preliminary Assessment of
the area will comImpacts

TABLE 4: Social Impacts

promise the value of their now-viable property by the
time the appraisal process actually begins (DRIC, Public
Meeting, 21 March 2007). The Preliminary Assessment
of Impacts for the DRIC estimated that an average of
322 occupied residential units, totaling an average of
789 people, will potentially have to relocate. See Table
4 for the breakdown of potential acquisitions for each
plaza alternative.

Population Change
Population size, density and change
Ethinic and racial composition and distribution
Relocating people
Influx and outflows of temporary residents
Presence of seasonal residents
Community and Institutional Structures

The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform
Act) is meant to ensure fair and equitable treatment for
people who are displaced as a result of a federal or federally assisted project.

Voluntary associations
Interst group activities
Size and structure of local government
Historical experience with change
Employment/income characteristics

The MDOT Real Estate Division has its own document defining the rights and benefits the division guarantees to displaced residents. This document generally
follows the Uniform Act, as amended, and covers the
following: relocation advisory services, replacement
housing payments, definitions of “comparable replacement housing” and “decent, safe and sanitary housing,”
occupancy requirements, supplemental payments for
owners and tenants, incidental expenses and moving
expenses (Ramirez). The document also covers business relocation expenses that
are reimbursable. MDOT’s
list of rights and documents is
posted on its website, but has
not been updated since 2003.
There are a few notable differences between the rights
noted on MDOT’s website
and those guaranteed in the
Uniform Act. Table 5 summarizes rights guaranteed in
the Uniform Act that are not
mentioned on MDOT’s website.

Employment equity or disadvantaged groups
Local/regional/national linkages
Presence of planning and zoning
Political and social resources
Distribution of power and authority
Conflict between newcomers and old-timers
Identification of stakeholders
Interested and affected parties
Leadership capability and characteristics
Interorganizational cooperation
Community and family changes
Perceptions of risk, health and safety
Displacement/relocation concerns
Trust in political and social institutions
Residential stability
Density of acquaintanceships
Attitudes towards proposed action
Family and friendship networks
Concerns about social well-being
Community resources
Change in community infrastructure

Houses in Delray

MDOT Real Estate Division
gives residents a booklet that
covers rights and benefits
when the residents’ land or building is needed for a
transportation project. This booklet includes a supplemental sheet that has been added since the passage of
Proposal 4 in Michigan. The booklet also follows the
Uniform Act, as amended, but is not nearly as detailed
as the Uniform Act (Ramirez). While this condensed
booklet may be more accessible to residents, it is important for residents to know that they are protected
under the more detailed rights of the Uniform Act, as
amended. The Delray Coalition should make sure to
hold MDOT accountable for all rights and benefits
guaranteed under federal law.

Source: Logan Winston

Indigenous populations
Changing land use patterns
Effects on cultural, historical, sacred and archaeological resources
Source: Interorganizational Committee 243
*These variables are suggestive and illustrative and are intended to provide a beginning point for the
social assessor. Taylor et al. (1995) and the US Forest Service Manual and Handbook (1982)
use the following categories: population change; life style; attitudes, beliefs and values; and social
organization. Burdge (1999) uses population impacts, community and institutional arrangements,
communities in transition, individual and family-level impacts, and community infrastructure needs.
Branch et al. (1984) use the categories of social impact assessment variables in their social organization model: direct project inputs, community resources, community social organization, and indicators of individual and family well-being. The US Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) (2002) uses the
seven categories of population, community composition, community infrastructure needs, community
attitudes and institutional structure, community identity and attitudes toward water, individuals
and families, and social justice and Native American responsibilities.
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3.3.2 Neighborhood
Character and Community Centers
The DRIC will inevitably
change the character of the
Delray neighborhood and
even the greater region.
Impacts such as the displacement and relocation of
community facilities or residents, change in the quality
of community facilities,
change in the population or
demographic composition
of the community, change
to the perceived quality of
life, change in aesthetic
character, and change in
pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle mobility all affect the
neighborhood character.
Some changes might be
beneficial, but without sensitive design and construction many impacts of a new
bridge can divide and severely degrade a community
(Louis Berger Group and
Parsons 35-44)

TABLE 5: Differences between the Uniform Act and MDOT Benefits as Displayed on Website

Section

Right or Benefit

§24.2.6 Comparable Replacement v. In a location generally not less desirable than the location of the
Dwelling
displaced person's dwelling with respect to public utilities and
commercial and public facilities, and reasonable access to the person's place
of employment.
vi. On a site that is typical in size for residential development with
normal site improvements, including customary landscaping. The
site need not include special improvements such as outbuildings,
swimming pools, or greenhouses.
§24.2.8 Decent, Safe, and Sanitary iv. ...In addition, the displacing agency shall follow the requireDwelling
ments for separate bedrooms for children of the opposite gender
included in the local housing codes or in the absence of local codes,
the policies of such agencies.
v. There shall be separate, well lighted and ventilated bathroom
that provides privacy to the user and contains a sink, bathtub or
shower stall, and a toilet, all in good working order and properly
connected to appropriate sources of water and to a sewage drainage
system. In the case of a housekeeping dwelling, there shall be a
kitchen area that contains a fully usable sink, properly connected to
potable hot and cold water and to a sewage drainage system, and
adequate space and utility connections for a stove and refrigerator.

§24.5 Manner of Notices

Each notice which the Agency is required to provide to a property
owner or occupant under this part, except the notice described at
§24.102(b), shall be personally served or sent by by certified or
registered first-class mail, return receipt requested, and documented
in Agency files. Each notice shall be written in plain, understandable language. Persons who are unable to read and understand the
notice must be provided with appropriate translation and counseling. Each notice shall indicate the name and telephone number of a
person who may be contacted for answers to questions or other
needed help.

Community centers include
such facilities as parks,
§24.102 (c) Basic Acquisition Poli- 1. Before the initiation of negotiations the real property to be acschools, churches, libraries,
cies: Appraisal, waiver thereof, and quired shall be appraised, except as provided in §24.102(c)(2), and
institutional residences,
invitation to owner
the owner, or the owner's designated representative, shall be given
hospitals, health care facilian opportunity to accompany the appraiser's inspection of the
ties. Community centers
property.
also include public services
such as police, ambulance
§24.204 Availability of comparable (a) General. No person to be displaced shall be required to move
replacement dwelling before dis- from his or her dwelling unless at least one comparable dwelling
and fire stations (Louis Berplacement
(defined at §24.2 (a)(6)) has been made available to the person.
ger Group and Parsons 35).
When possible three or more comparable replacement dwellings
A large transportation proshall be made available.
ject such as a bridge is likely
to decrease the quality of
Source: MDOT Real Estate and V:CFR Part 24
conditions due to increased
noise, increased pollution, and decreased quality of
Delray has a number of community facilities located
view. These impacts are more likely to occur within
very near the bridge and plaza footprints. MDOT
one-half mile of the “affected bridge approaches of
should survey and assess all community facilities
transportation nodal points of selected alternawithin one-half mile of proposed bridge infrastructives” (Louis Berger Group and Parsons 35). A
ture. Whenever possible MDOT should take care to
bridge can also result in decreased access to commuavoid or minimize negative impact to important
nity centers (Louis Berger Group and Parsons 35).
community facilities. Where negative impacts are
This will not only affect quality of life in the area, but
unavoidable, community centers should be relocated
also the safety of residents if emergency vehicles are
or replaced within the area. MDOT needs to pay
delayed in reaching certain areas.
34

The St.
John
Canitus
Roman
Catholic
Church in
Delray.

Source: Logan
Winston

The Delray Community Center; one of the major assets of the
neighborhood.
Source: Logan Winston

special attention to how public services will be affected as there is already a strong history of neglect
in the area (Nagy and Nagy).
The bridge and plaza will have a very large presence in Delray. Bridges can either improve the
view or be an eyesore in the community depending
on the location and design of the bridge. Design
workshops and context sensitive design solutions
can help mitigate some of the negative aesthetic
impacts of the bridge. The Corradino Group has
already undertaken many community workshops.
Community design preferences should be followed
wherever possible. Colors and materials for the
final design of the bridge should be consistent with
the character of the surrounding community and
environment so that the final bridge may complement the host neighborhood (U.S. DOT , Columbia
River DEIS). Signage and other structures that go
along with transportation projects may be designed
according to the context of the neighborhood. In
the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River
Bridges project, INDOT and KYTC are working
to develop and implement a highway signage plan
that “minimizes the number of overhead directional signs on the approach spans to the bridge,
while preserving and improving highway
safety” (FHWA, INDOT and KTC, FEIS 8.13).
The DRIC will most likely alter local pedestrian
and vehicle traffic and may negatively affect both
quality of life and safety. As with previous impacts, MDOT should avoid or minimize negative
impacts wherever possible. Where impacts are
unavoidable, MDOT should consider other strategies. In the Louisville-Southern Indiana Bridges
Project, the FEIS allotted $150,000 to the development of a vehicle and pedestrian access plan for
Louisville. The plan will work to improve access
to business and community areas, improve the

streetscape, enhance entrances to the community, and
improve the overall condition of the infrastructure
(FHWA, INDOT and KTC, FEIS 8.29 and FHWA,
INDOT and KTC, ROD 44). While actions to address
regional mobility will definitely be included in the FEIS
for the DRIC project, it is important that MDOT give
special attention to mobility in Delray.

3.3.3 Historic Sites
There are many valuable historic resources in Delray,
though Fort Wayne is the only site listed in the National Registry of Historic Places (NRHP). Fort Wayne
is listed in the zone of construction for all plaza alternatives. In addition to Fort Wayne, there are other
potentially eligible sites for either the NRHP or the
State Registry of Historical Places (SHRP) that are in
danger of being destroyed. The Preliminary Assessment of Impacts recorded an average of 5 potential
sites for the plaza alternatives. See Table 6 for the
breakdown by preferred alternative. Should these potentially eligible sites be listed in the future, they will be
protected under state and/or federal law. Previously
recorded archaeological sites also fall within the proposed construction zone. The Preliminary Assessment
recorded 3 sites at each alternative. If additional historic or archaeological sites are identified once the design is complete and construction has begun, MDOT
should take proper steps to avoid, minimize or compensate for adverse impacts immediately (FHWA, INDOT and KTC, ROD 34).
The DRIC can also have adverse effects on properties
that are not directly in the construction zone. Other
bridge projects have addressed this problem in several
ways. In the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River
Bridges Project, the FEIS promised $1,500,000 to fund
the Minority Historic Rehabilitation Training Program
(MHRTP) as part of the Kentucky Center for African
American Heritage. The funding will be provided over
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the course of five years and will help establish a training program in historic rehabilitation. The Center’s
goal is to “create a new focal point that includes a
mixture of cultural, social, and educational programs
as well as retail stores in a complex that is perceived
as culturally significant” (FHWA, INDOT and KTC,
FEIS 8.30). Ten million dollars was also given to restore and reuse Trolley Barn buildings that will house
the MHRTP (FHWA, INDOT and KTC, FEIS
TABLE 6: Historic Sites

Plaza
NRHP
Alternative Sites
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
Average

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

SHRP
Sites

Potentially
Eligible Sites

Archaeological
Sites

0
3
2
0
4
2
0
4
2
0
5
2
0
4
2
0
5
3
0
4
3
0
6
3
0
5
3
0
6
3
0
5
3
0
6
3
0
7
3
0
5
3
Source: DRIC, Preliminary Assessment of Impacts

3.4 Economic Impacts.
A formal economic impact analysis of the DRIC project will be part of the environmental impact statement MDOT is required to produce. The purpose of
this section is to highlight information that might
assist the Delray Community Council’s strategic planning for a community benefits agreement.
Definitions of economic impact used in both government documents and more academic publications are
generally similar and examine the same indicators. A
2002 literature review for the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) notes: “Economic impacts are
generally defined as a change in the market value of
some process, asset, or resource because of an environmentally-related decision or activity; a change in
basic economic indicators such as unemployment
levels or the presence/absence of major industrial
sectors. The indicators associated with these impacts
would include property values, the level of business
activity, and the quality or quantity of jobs in a community” (Galisteo Consulting Group 9). A guide developed in 2006 for the U.S. Department of Transportation on quantifying effects of investment in
large-scale freight transportation projects is more
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succinct: “The overall economic benefit of a major
freight transportation project is a total dollar value of
all time, expense, reliability, safety, and capacity
(throughput) impacts” (Cambridge Systematics,
Guide, 45).
Economic impacts can be measured at different
scales: macroeconomic effects at the regional/
national/international level, microeconomic consequences at the local level. Usually the economic parts
of NEPA-required impact statements focus on highlevel effects, in contrast to social and environmental
assessments. There are standard models, of varying
complexity, that can be used to study the regional
economic impact of transportation projects; this is
not survey-based analysis, though survey data may
also be incorporated into an overall study (Lynch).
The EIS commissioned by MDOT for the Detroit
Intermodal Freight Terminal (DIFT) project used an
economic simulation model from Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI). The REMI model, like
others, expresses results in terms of three main measures: earnings, income, and economic output (Lynch,
6–7, 10). As the DIFT DEIS notes, because the
REMI model was developed for regional-level analysis, “applying the model to smaller areas than the
region provides general insight, but is inherently less
accurate than forecasts developed for regional applications” (MDOT, DIFT Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 490).
The 2006 Guide to Quantifying the Economic Impacts of Federal Investments in Large-Scale Freight
Transportation Projects outlines a methodology that
aims to depart from “traditional benefit-cost analysis
approaches for transportation projects” so as to take
into account “major motivations . . . related to other
issues, such as trade competitiveness, national security, reliability, capacity, and balance among modes,
ports, or border gateways” (Cambridge Systematics,
Guide, 12). This seems particularly relevant to the
DRIC, because that project is largely driven by estimates of future cross-border freight traffic, and because national security concerns also factor into arguments for a second bridge. But the guide essentially
proposes a different framework for the same problem; it still contemplates the use of econometric
models such as REMI, and it does not seem to represent a fundamental change in standard practice of
simulating or estimating economic effects of large
projects at the macro scale. The guide does note that
traditional cost-benefit analysis underestimates operations economies for shippers and ignores macroeconomic (national) implications of changes in employ-

ment and trade patterns. Measures of local/
regional impact called out in the guide include total
local output, output from new business attraction,
local personal income, local GDP (value added),
state and local tax revenue, and the value of externalities (59).
It may be relevant to the DRIC case that the longrange transportation plan for Michigan, prepared
by MDOT, explicitly connects socioeconomic considerations to state environmental justice requirements. Those requirements are largely defined in
terms of impacts on local (as opposed to regional)
populations, and the policy vision outlined in the
long-range plan requires that “no changes in the
transportation system have disproportionately adverse impacts on traditionally under-served or disadvantaged population segments. These include
not only low-income and minority households and
businesses, but also groups like the elderly, children, and other groups with special needs or sensitivity to transportation projects” (MDOT, State
Long-Range Transportation Plan, 2005–2030: Socioeconomics Technical Report 36).

3.4.1 Comparable Studies
Economic impact studies performed for other projects add some perspective to the general requirements summarized above.
3.4.1 a Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal
An obvious comparison for the DRIC project is
the Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal: the two
are in close geographic proximity, they involve substantially the same part of the national/regional/
local transportation network, MDOT is the agency
in charge of both, and the same consulting firm is
responsible for the planning process. It seems
likely that the DRIC project analysis, when it is
complete, will have something in common with the
analysis performed for the DIFT.
As noted above, the economic impact assessment
for the DIFT relied on the REMI model, designed
for regional-level analysis. As inputs the model
used demographic statistics, information on labor
and wages, fiscal data, and business and economic
activity statistics from the Bureau of the Census,
the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, and the Michigan Department of
the Treasury. The study also incorporated some
locally gathered data relating to residential and
business displacement and opportunites for reloca-

tion nearby. (The study itself is not available among the
public documents concerning the project; only the results are detailed in the DEIS.)
The model forecast a number of economic measures:
construction costs, land acquisition (including purchase, relocation, and environmental remediation
costs), the extent of residential and business displacement, fiscal effects, various operations-related costs,
and certain revenues related to intermodal business.
Results called out in the summary report included net
job gain and dislocation and net effects on government
revenues (primarily local property tax reductions versus
gains in other local revenues).
Some of the details of the DIFT analysis are only indirectly relevant to the immediate concerns of the Delray
Community Council. But the DIFT DEIS does underline the already obvious fact that employment effects
and fiscal effects will be key measures of economic
benefit and harm for the DRIC.
3.4.1 b River Crossing Projects
The DRIC project involves a bridge on a vital and
heavily used freight-transporation route, crossing an
international border, with urbanized areas at both termini. Recent years have seen only one directly comparable international transportation project in North
America, and that one, the expansion of the Peace
Bridge between Buffalo, N.Y., and Fort Erie, Ontario,
is underway now. But although the Peace Bridge project is somewhat further advanced than the DRIC,
work on the DEIS remains incomplete, and no information on the impact assessment is available.
Recent studies performed for some interstate (as opposed to international) bridge projects provide other
points of comparison and illustrate different approaches than the primarily model-based analysis of the
DIFT.
The St. Croix River Crossing, building a second bridge
over the St. Croix River between Stillwater, Minn., and
Houlton, Wisc., bears only a limited resemblance to the
DRIC project. It is significantly smaller in scale, the
eastern terminus lies in an unincorporated area, and
few commercial or residential properties will have to be
condemned in building the preferred alternative. In
terms of economic impacts, the FEIS focuses largely
on the effects of changing traffic patterns on businesses along two highway corridors (either side of the
river) and in downtown Stillwater. Expected fiscal impacts and other influences on regional employment and
economic activity are minor (Minnesota Department of
Transportation 5–17 to 5-23).
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While changes in traffic patterns and mobility will be
a major issue for the DRIC EIS, from a neighborhood viewpoint they are less an economic-impact
concern than a quality-of-life issue, because of
Delray’s low commercial/industrial and residential
density and low existing local traffic volumes. What
makes the St. Croix Crossing FEIS a potentially useful comparison is the fact that the underlying economic impact analysis takes the form of a detailed
case study and community economic profile using
socioeconomic statistics, survey-based studies of
shopping patterns and bridge use, and traffic models
(Economic Development Research Group). This
case-study methodology demonstrates a more locality-specific approach to impact assessment. But the
characteristics of the project determine the foci of
the report, and Stillwater is in a considerably different
situation than Delray: it has a historic and still active
downtown district, the effects of relieving traffic congestion are primarily local, and macroeconomic impacts involve redistribution rather than creation of
jobs and economic activity. Consequently, the content of the study is less relevant to the immediate
concerns of the Delray Community Council than its
form.

international level than on local effects. It anticipates
significant macroeconomic benefits from the project,
and (implicitly) some degree of harm on the
neighborhood level.
The economics-related parts of the June 2005 “Draft
Purpose and Need Statement” for the DRIC are
based on a study from January 2004 that estimated
costs of projected increases in congestion and consequent delays at the border between 2005 and 2030 if
no additional crossing were built (HLB Decision
Economics). Logically, the beneficial economic effects of building another crossing must approximately equal the costs of not building one.
The 2004 report by HLB Decision Economics concludes that “Unless steps are taken to expand infrastructure capacity at the principal border crossings . .
. by 2020, mounting congestion and delay will cost
the United States more than US$2 billion and Canada
more than CAN$0.3 billion a year in foregone production and output. Exponentially rising congestion
over the subsequent decade . . . would lead to further
production losses of U.S. $11.4 billion per year to the
U.S. and CAN $2.1 billion per year by 2030” (p. vi).
(It does not define the term economic production, so
we assume that it is used in the normal sense, of the
market value of all final goods and services produced.) Those numbers can serve as default values
for productivity gains at the national level attributable
to the DRIC.
The report also estimates annual regional costs of
impaired freight movement. Again, benefits of reliev-

The I-5/Columbia River Crossing, on the Washington-Oregon border in the Portland-Vancouver region, is in an earlier stage of development than the
DRIC project. A bistate committee is studying a
range of transportation issues in the corridor, and
specific proposals for a replacement bridge are not
yet in place. A 2003 economic study commissioned
for the project parallels some of the
groundwork that was done for the DRIC, TABLE 7: Costs of impaired freight movement
Year
Costs
though again the methodology differs in
some ways (Cambridge Systematics,
2020
Wayne Co/Det $186M
SEMCOG region $630M
Michigan $970M
“Regional Economic Effects”). That study
2030
Wayne Co/Det $927M SEMCOG region $3,080M Michigan $4,924M
Source: HLB Decision Economics, Inc. ?Regional and National Economic Impact of Increasing
also outlines economic effects of congesDelay and Delay-Related Costs at the Windsor-Detroit Crossing,? January 2004.
tion, focusing on the regional transportation network and its connection to national and ining congestion by building a second bridge should
ternational commerce. But it uses a case-study apapproximately equal costs of not building. For the
proach to produce a narrative macroeconomic deU.S. side:
scription of rail, road, and maritime transportation
networks on an industry-by-industry basis for five
The combined annual costs of foregone production
key regional economic sectors and to forecast the
are estimated at $1.2 billion for Michigan and Oneffects of congestion in general terms, using 2020 as
tario in 2020, and $2.6 billion for the U.S. and Cana time horizon. Though the report does quantify
ada. By 2030 those costs rise to $6.3 billion for
freight movement and some other variables, such as
Michigan and Ontario, $13.5 billion for the U.S. and
employment effects, costs are largely left implicit.
Canada.

3.4.2 Detroit River International Crossing
The economic analysis published so far for the DRIC
project is focused more on the regional and national/
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Some context helps translate these forecasts from
seemingly random large numbers into a more meaningful picture. The U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis measures gross domestic product (GDP) by state.

In 2005, Michigan’s real total GDP (in 2000 dollars) was $343 billion. Of that amount, the transportation and warehousing sector accounted for $9
billion (Bureau of Economic Analysis). That is, by
2030 the annual avoided costs to Michigan represented by the DRIC are expected to equal about
55% of the current annual economic product of
the state’s transportation sector, and about 1.5% of
the state’s entire economic product in 2005.

issue in a CBA, and forecasting changes in charges and
fees is too complex for the present level of analysis.
However, we can make a rough estimate of general
sales and state income tax revenues from individuals,
which adds another piece to the picture of total public
benefits projected for the DRIC project.

The 2005 U.S. Census American Communities Survey
calculates median earnings in the Detroit-WarrenLivonia MSA at
The other major TABLE 8: Estimated foregone employment
$46,119. This is
indicator of ecocomparable to the
Year
Jobs
nomic
cost/
DIFT DEIS, which
2020
Wayne Co/Det 760
SEMCOG 3,129
Michigan 6,406
US 17,345
2030 Wayne Co/Det 4,095 SEMCOG 15,970 Michigan 33,977
US 91,194
benefit forecast
estimated the averSource: HLB Decision Economics, Inc. ?Regional and National Economic Impact of Increasing Delay and
by the 2004 reage salary for jobs
Delay-Related Costs at the Windsor-Detroit Crossing,? January 2004 .
port is employcreated by that proment. Table 8 shows the report’s estimated cumuject as approximately $40,000 (4-94). At those averages,
lative foregone employment due to impaired
and assuming a continued 3.9% state income tax rate,
freight movement:
that would mean an annual increase in state income tax
revenues in the neighborhood of $9.9 million to $11.5
Combined foregone full-time equivalent employmillion in 2020, rising to between $53 million and $61
ment (FTE) totals 14,355 jobs in Michigan and
million in 2030. (Figures are not inflated.)
Ontario by 2020, 28,012 in the U.S. and Canada.
By 2030 job losses due to congestion and border
Internal Revenue Service sales tax tables detailing aldelays are projected at 76,621 for Michigan and
lowable deductions for state and local general sales
Ontario, 149,359 for the U.S. and Canada.
taxes offer a means of estimating sales tax revenues
based on job gains and average wages. Federal tax filers
Some of the assumptions lurking under these numcan elect to deduct sales taxes rather than state and
bers—such as continued high levels of employlocal income taxes. For Michigan residents with inment in a large auto-related manufacturing sector
comes between $40,000 and $50,000 who could not
in Michigan and Ontario—are questionable. But
document actual sales taxes paid, in 2006 the IRS alfrom the neighborhood perspective their accuracy
lowed $544 for taxpayers claiming one exemption, $588
is irrelevant; since an analysis based on these asfor filers claiming two exemptions. Taking those
sumptions is being used to estimate the costs of
amounts as a very conservative estimate of the average
not building a bridge and justify the project, it must
amount paid per worker in general sales taxes, we can
necessarily be acceptable as an estimate of
FIGURE 1: Census Geography and Zip Codes, Delray and Nearby Areas
the benefits of building the bridge. The
central issue for a CBA is how those benefits should be justly distributed so as to
properly include the local community—
not whether the planning forecasts are
accurate.
The expected impact on government revenues is particularly relevant to that question. Estimates of fiscal effects are commonly part of economic impact analyses;
the DIFT model, for example, forecasts
net revenue gains and losses in terms of
local property taxes, all other state and
local taxes, and other charges and fees. For
the purposes of this report impacts of the
DRIC on local property tax revenues are
not highly relevant, since they would have
no effect on the government resources at

Source: U.S. Census and Michigan Geographic
Data Library, University of Michigan Libraries
Numeric and Spatial Data Services.
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estimate that by 2020 statewide general sales tax annual revenues would rise between $3.5 million and
$3.8 million. By 2030 new annual GST revenues
would increase by between $18.5 million and $20
million.
The DRIC purpose and needs statement and its supporting research, in short, present a big-picture view
of the anticipated benefits of building a second
bridge. Those benefits can in turn be expressed in
terms of fiscal and economic impacts that provide
one part of the context for negotiating the share of
benefits that should flow to Delray. These back-ofthe-envelope calculations almost certainly severely
understate the impact of the DRIC on state revenues;
they do not include, for example, any consideration
of business taxes (assuming these have not been
done away with entirely by 2030). Nevertheless, they
can serve as a preliminary indication of the resources
the state will be able to call on.
No microeconomic analysis is yet in the public record for the DRIC. The Canadian study team of the
Border Transportation Partnership published a
“Draft Economic Impact Analysis Workplan” in
June 2006, and the methodology it describes resembles that used in the economic impact analysis carried
out for the St. Croix River Crossing, summarized
above.
The workplan acknowledges that the link between
border crossings and local economic activity is not

well understood; the interaction of the transportation
network and local business is complex and different
at the border. In general, the document focuses on
assessing “economic impacts associated with the disruption or displacement of economic activity causing
changing access patterns”—that is, the study outlined
in the workplan will concentrate on individual businesses, and particularly on the effects that changes in
traffic patterns will have on them. It anticipates both
beneficial and harmful impacts. “Positive impacts
may result from improved access for commercial and
industrial development, presenting better opportunities for existing uses or major new growth areas.
Negative impacts could result from the displacement
of existing businesses, limiting or removing access
for existing land uses through the construction of
new facilities in existing areas, or potential indirect
effects on other areas resulting from changes in the
planned direction of growth” (p. 16). The methodology relies primarily on a sample survey of businesses
in the areas covered by the practical alternatives. Key
measures include number of businesses displaced by
roadway realignment, job displacement, fiscal impacts, and effects of traffic pattern changes on business revenues.
As noted above, performing even a preliminary
analysis of the sort outlined in the Canadian workplan is beyond the scope of this report, and in any
case the Corradino Group is working on a neighborhood-level study already. But simply comparing the
methodology described in the workplan to the spe-

FIGURE 2: Land Use in Delray by Property Classification Code/Taxable Status

Source: City of Detroit Finance Department, Assessment Division, data
files, 2006.
Map: Shultz
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FIGURE 3: Approximate Locations of Active Businesses, February 2007

Map: Shultz

cific situation of Delray does spotlight some conditions that bear on the negotiating context.

there are two banks and a health clinic, but no grocery
or pharmacy).

Practical alternatives 1 through 13 displace, on average, 44 active businesses on the U.S. side of the
border, with a maximum of 52 and a minimum of
38. A windshield survey conducted February 1,
2007, yielded a rough count of 76 active businesses
in the Delray area. (Note that this was not meant
to be a precise count, but a reasonably accurate
estimate; the EIS will produce more accurate data
in any case, and the numbers will almost certainly
change between now and whenever that document
is produced.) In the best case, then, roughly half
the active businesses in the neighborhood would
be displaced by the DRIC, and possibly as many as
three-quarters. (See Appendix 2 for survey.)

In estimating impacts of business displacement, the
cost of property acquistion and opportunities for relocation nearby are measures of obvious relevance.
Again, only a detailed study can give a wholly accurate

The profile of these businesses is heavily skewed
toward industrial and transportation-related sectors—not surprisingly, given the history of the area
and its location. Commercial establishments seem
largely to provide services to other businesses, as
with most of the restaurants, or (like the gas stations) to pass-by traffic on Fort Street. There are
few locally oriented businesses of any kind, and
few key residential services remaining (for example,

TABLE 9. Selected Land Use and Assessed Value, Proposed Plazas

Total parcels
Unique owners
Commercial parcels
Unique owners
Industrial parcels
Unique owners
Residential parcels
Unique owners
Tax-exempt parcels
(mainly city owned)
Aggregate assessed value,
all parcels
Commercial aggregate
assessed value
Industrial aggregate assessed value
Residential aggregate assessed value

988
339
43
29
124
37
417
252
365
$8,938,060
$1,558,777
$5,152,223
$2,226,124

Source: City of
Detroit Finance
Department, Assessments Division, data
files, 2006.
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picture of the DRIC case specifically, but a first approximation can be obtained from City of Detroit
assessor’s data. For the combined area covered by
the four plaza footprints proposed in practical alternatives 1 through 13, the assessor’s records show:
Comparing the figure 2, showing land use in Delray
by assessor’s property classification codes, with figure
3, showing the location of active businesses, appears
to confirm what a visual inspection of the area suggests, that there are opportunities for businesses displaced by a bridge project to relocate even within the
boundaries of Delray. Table 9 suggests that the costs
of relocation are likely to be relatively low. The effect
may be to minimize direct costs of both the disruption of individual businesses and the cost of compensation to property owners.
Members of the Delray Community Council have
indicated in conversation that few or no residents are
employed by local businesses, which is a break with
the historical pattern of the neighborhood. This anecdotal evidence is borne out by census “journey to
work” data. In 2000, of 1168 workers 16 and older in
the three census tracts that comprise Delray, zero
traveled less than 5 minutes to work, and only 121
(10.4%) traveled between 5 and 9 minutes (U.S. Census 2000).

employment prospects for residents, and not much
more effect on their ability to find and purchase
goods and services of most kinds. Conversely, the
potential economic benefits brought by the DRIC to
the local economic infrastructure probably are reasonably well described by high-level econometric
analysis, precisely because that infrastructure is
mainly integrated into a regional and national network—i.e., in some sense it is no longer really a local
infrastructure.
To the extent, then, that Delray Community Council
has a choice between emphasizing large-scale benefits or local harms and mitigation in negotiating a
CBA, economic impact analysis will most likely ultimately support the first strategy more than the second.
Economic impact assessments generally focus on
business activity, but the economic consequences for
residential properties are also relevant to developing
a strategic vision for a CBA. Practical alternatives 1–
13 displace on average 322 occupied housing units,
with a high of 384 and a low of 189. This raises
slightly different issues for homeowners, on the one
hand, and renters/landlords on the other.
In many cases the key question for displaced residences in Delray will be not establishing fair market
value but identifying options for replacement housing that meet the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, discussed in section 3.3.1: Residential of this

In short, the Delray neighborhood and the local economic infrastructure are not highly integrated, as they
once were. Rather, that infrastructure is oriented toward the regional and national economy, especially
the transportation network,
and is effectively not place- TABLE 10: Median asking prices for single-family residential properties, selected areas near Delray, April 2007
specific. Displacement most
Avg. Asking
Median
likely will not adversely imCity and zip code
Count
Price
Asking Price
High
Low
pact local businesses in the
Detroit 48210
long run as long as connec3+BR
137
52,901
56,900
119,900
3,500
tions to the regional and
2BR+1BR
16
30,792
22,400
70,000
8,020
national transportation netDetroit 48209
3+BR
101
73,546
79,900
129,900
10,000
work are not weakened.
2BR+1BR
10
47,660
43,900
85,000
12,000
Measured in terms of effect
Detroit 48217
on existing businesses
3+BR
8
89,863
88,700
99,500
78,000
(which generally follows the
2BR+1BR
0
na
na
na
na
methodology outlined in
Lincoln
Park
48146
the Canadian workplan),
3+BR
196
112,028
114,900
250,000
13,700
the potential economic
2BR+1BR
34
79,926
85,950
109,900
27,500
harms created by the DRIC
Allen Park 48101
are likely to be neglible.
3+BR
127
155,642
144,900
289,900
54,900
And almost certainly any
2BR+1BR
9
121,578
124,900
141,900
77,900
displacement of existing
Melvindale 48122
businesses in Delray will
3+BR
52
105,563
99,900
289,900
49,163
have little or no effect on
2BR+1BR
15
83,267
82,500
129,900
8,500
Source: City of Detroit Finance Department, Assessments Division, data files, 2006 .
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TABLE 11: Median value, owner-occupied housing units, 2000

DRIC CBG median
values
Detroit (northwest of
Fort)
5232
5233
5234
5238
Detroit (southwest of
Delray)
5245
Melvindale
5785
Allen Park
5761
Lincoln Park
5771
5780

$44,400

$22,900
Ratios

$35,100

$31,000
$38,200
$46,200
$35,000

1.43
1.16
0.96
1.27

0.74
0.6
0.5
0.65

1.13
0.92
0.76
1

$31,300

1.42

0.73

1.12

$84,100

0.53

0.27

0.42

$99,000

0.45

0.23

0.35

$68,500
$92,100

0.65
0.48

0.33
0.25

0.51
0.38

Source: Century 21 Town & Country <http://www.century21town-country.com>. Includes listings from Realcomp Internet data exchange and Michigan Real Data Exchange [Re/Max].)

report. Data from the 2000 Census, though outdated, still give an approximate picture of the relative costs of owner-occupied housing in Delray
and nearby areas. Median values of “specified
owner-occupied housing units” in the three census
block groups directly affected by the DRIC were
$44,400, $22,900, and $35,100. (Note that these
data include properties lying outside the footprint
of the plaza/interchange, but they still provide a
basis for comparison.) The table below shows median values of specified owner-occupied housing
units for selected census tracts near Delray and the
ratio of median values in the Delray block groups
to median values in the surrounding area.
The degree of variation in 2000 was considerable,
with Detroit properties being fairly comparable on
the average and downriver properties less so. While
this data is now old, a survey of residential properties currently for sale in the area around Delray
confirms that the pattern has not shifted dramatically. While real estate listings do not yield directly
comparable data—the properties are categorized
by zip code, not census tract and block group, for
one thing, and note asking price rather than the
census’s median value—the results do serve as a
preliminary measure of what Delray residents expections should be for average costs of replacement owner-occupied housing.

The Uniform Relocation Assistance Act and MDOT
policy spell out what the agencies’ obligations would be
to renters displaced by the DRIC. But compensation
for landlords is a different issue. Again using the 2000
Census simply to establish an initial approximation,
aggregate annual contract rents for the same three
block groups were $925,200, $277,200, and $307,200.
For purposes of comparison, the aggregate value of
residential properties in those census geographies was
$3,577,500, $975,000, and $5,390,000, respectively.
That is, in two of the three block groups, annual rents
amounted to more than a quarter of the value of all
residential property. This suggests that rental properties
should be included in a final economic impact assessment, given the substantial size of the local rental market. The DRIC will have economic implications for
owners of rental property whose properties have to be
acquired for the project, and may also have implications for landlords whose properties are made either
more or less valuable as rentals as a consequence of
changes in traffic patterns/mobility and land uses.
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COMMUNITY

BENEFITS AGREEMENT

T

he following section defines community benefit agreements and provides a framework in
which they are developed, identifies lessons learned
from other cities, suggests ways in which a coalition may be developed and operate (including negotiation strategies), and explains the difference
between a community benefits agreement and EIS
Record of Decision. The section concludes with a
list of potential benefits Delray residents will ask
MDOT to guarantee as part of the construction of
the bridge.
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4.1 What is a CBA?
Communities around the country are experiencing tremendous population
growth and development pressures in areas with existing residents. Redevelopment activities or transportation projects in populated areas can result in friction between community residents and the government or developer. In response to these tensions, a new type of bargaining tool has
emerged. In 2001, the Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy entered
into the first Community Benefits Agreement (CBA) with the private developer of the Staples Center. The CBA model has since been applied to
publicly funded projects as well as a variety of private developments.
CBAs have addressed a range of topics such as affordable housing, environmental concerns, job training and business development. The wide
variety of community benefits included reflects how adaptable these agreements can be for different communities.
CBAs are legally enforceable contracts between developers or government
agencies and community organizations. They ensure the people living near
a new development, who will bear many of the costs, the opportunity to
shape the project so that they benefit from it in tangible ways. In return
for benefits provided by the developer, community organizations agree to
support – or at least not oppose – the project. A successful CBA is the
result of a long-term negotiation process between interested parties.
According to Greg LeRoy and Anna Purinton, CBAs arise from two organizing principles: 1) hold employers accountable when they receive government subsidies by encouraging them to set aside resources for local
benefits; and 2) engage in collective bargaining for community-based unionism. These concepts stem from labor and civil rights organizing movements from the 1930s. Developers of large projects, writes LeRoy, have a
social responsibility to give back to the area in question since they are affecting the communities that essentially subsidize their projects. The CBA
movement is especially crucial in this era of declining federal aid for redevelopment activities and increasing reliance on private dollars. CBAs are
gaining popularity all across the country as an effective leverage tool for
resource-strapped communities.
This movement is not just a way to reform flawed development practices.
CBAs are now serving as an organizing framework for local campaigns,
shifting the debate away from whether a project should proceed to what
benefits developers need to include. The effectiveness and success of a
CBA depends largely on the community power base built from neighborhood organizations. The importance of a strong coalition cannot be overemphasized, as its strength will determine the eventual fate of the CBA.
Partnerships are built around common interests shared by local residents
and typically include multiple community groups, religious organizations,
and labor unions.

45

4.2 Lessons Learned From Other CBAs

a CBA is worthwhile. Even if a CBA is completed,
community benefits could be delayed if individuals
file lawsuits that hold up the project.

Our team analyzed numerous examples of CBAs, as
well as other negotiated agreements that resemble CBAs, from
ASSUMPTION- We have asacross North America in order to
sumed the Delray Community
help identify priority issues the
Council
will form a coalition of
Delray Coalition should consider
organizations to negotiate a comas it works with MDOT. The
munity benefits agreement with
most relevant and informative of
MDOT. Therefore, we use
these examples are summarized in
“Delray Coalition” or
Appendix 3-13. This section
“Coalition” to refer to this orserves to highlight the most valuganization and to recommend
actions it should take.
able lessons from those case studies.
CBAs are relatively new. Very few
have been implemented, and even those that exist
have not been in place long enough for their full effects to be appreciated. Many of the people working
on the DRIC will not be intimately familiar with
CBAs and will therefore be skeptical. The Delray
Coalition should be prepared to be creative in its approach and flexible in achieving its desired results.
There is no “right way” to develop a CBA. That being said, our case studies reveal a number of best
practices that the Delray Coalition should attempt to
emulate, as well as mistakes to avoid.

4.2.1 Lesson One: The Importance of a
Coalition
The most successful coalitions have been broad and
representative of the community. Forming a coalition
allows organizations to pool their resources, knowledge and political clout to achieve effective results
for their community as they negotiate with the developer or government entity. In the Staples Center
case, more than 30 groups, including several labor
unions, joined forces.
The legitimacy of a coalition will be undermined if
the group does not fully represent the community
and its priorities. This is illustrated in the Atlantic
Yards – Nets Arena project, in which several of the
groups dropped out of the coalition because they
claim they were prohibited from attending meetings.
Coalitions lose negotiating power if they cannot be
sustained over the life of the proposed project. The
primary bargaining chip that community groups can
offer is support for the project and agreement not to
file lawsuits. If a significant number of community
residents run into conflicts of interest and feel no
allegiance to the coalition, the developer may not feel

A coalition should include all interested
parties and solicit community input
throughout the process. Effective communication and trust between coalition
members are crucial. If group members
have conflicts, they should attend to
them before beginning the CBA negotiations with outside parties.

4.2.2 Lesson Two: Deciding What
to Ask For

The coalition should develop a list of
benefits it would like to receive from a CBA. The list
of benefits should clearly lay out the desires of the
community that exceed what is legally required of the
developer. This list should be vetted through an inclusive process so that all members buy in and reach
consensus. Demands should include monitoring and
reporting requirements and appropriate penalties preferably injunctive relief - if the agreement is violated. While it is acceptable to be ambitious with demands, the list should be carefully prioritized so the
most important issues are sure to be addressed. Our
list of recommended elements of a CBA follows in
section 3.7.
The Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) case
study shows that complications can arise when the
government is involved as a party to the agreement,
as will be the case with the DRIC. Some types of
benefits that a private developer could provide may
be prohibited by government agency regulations because they are not directly related to the construction
project. To combat this, the LAX Coalition included
contingency benefits that would apply if their preferred conditions could not be met. Contingency
plans should also be made in case government funding for the project is insufficient. This was not done
in the case of the Deh Cho Bridge, and now that
community is not receiving any benefits while construction is on hold. The Ohio River Bridges Project
included various community groups who were able
to get project enhancements related to their interests
incorporated into the Record of Decision. For example, the Kentucky African American Heritage Museum was able to garner support for the construction
of the museum that included funds to train craftsmen
to restore the trolley barn where the museum is
housed.
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4.2.3 Lesson Three: Appropriate Scale of
CBA

has since been heavily criticized as not being legitimate,
with minimal concessions and a lack of community
endorsement.

Table 1 shows the proportion of total project costs
that were dedicated to community benefits in five
case studies. If we apply these percentages to the
DRIC, assuming a total project cost of one billion
dollars, we can conclude that the Delray Coalition
can expect to advocate for between $2 million and
$45 million worth of community benefits. Using
the average (1.46%) and median (0.8%) values
leads to a narrower target range of between $8 million and $15 million.

When an agreement is reached, it is customary for each
member of the coalition to have some predetermined
time period to review it before signing. Participating
organizations generally sign the CBA rather than individuals. Each provision of the agreement should beclearly explained to all signatories. In the Staples Center case, members of the coalition discovered too late
that they had differing interpretations of some elements, causing conflict and mistrust.

FIGURE 1: Proportion of Total Project Costs Dedicated to Community Benefits
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4.2.4 Lesson Four: Negotiation Strategy
Before entering into negotiations with MDOT,
trust between coalition members becomes most
important. Naturally during negotiation some give
and take is required, and not every issue can be
debated in public or result in squabbles. Members
should agree on their priority interests before entering into negotiation, identify the range of acceptable outcomes, and trust the negotiating team
to operate in their best interests.
Coalitions require expert legal representation before starting negotiations. In a number of the case
studies, this legal assistance was provided pro
bono. Even after lawyers become involved, however, it is crucial to maintain community involvement. The Bronx Gateway Mall is an example of
what can go wrong when the community is not
involved from start to finish. There, the borough
president organized a task force to design the CBA
according to his self-interests. Since community
members were not heavily involved, the agreement
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3%

4.2.5 Lesson
Five: Monitor
Progress

After the agreement is signed, the
coalition’s work is
not complete. All
parties to the CBA
should meet periodically to update
3%
4%
4%
5%
5%
one another on
progress and monitor
compliance
% of Project Cost
with the agreedupon terms. The
specifics of such
monitoring and enforcement should be laid out in the
CBA. Many agreements require ongoing communication years after the project’s completion. The coalition
should designate trusted representatives to carry out
this monitoring task, since participation may decline
over time.
For more information, including advice that is more
specific to southwest Detroit and MDOT, please see
Appendix 14: DIFT CBA Working Group Memorandum. This document was written by Community Legal
Resources staff in 2005 for the community organizations working on the Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal CBA.

4.3 Forming the Coalition
4.3.1 The Importance of a
Coalition

Figure 2: Organization Structure:

Advisory Board

Lead Task
Force

Community
Legal Resources

The Delray Community Council can
serve as the lead organization that
initiates conversations about a community benefits agreement and
Community
pushes for the creation of a strategic
Groups
action plan, but in order to attract
Community
Community
public support, maintain government
Groups
Groups
attention, and create a document enCommunity
forceable by law, several organizaGroups
tions will need to collaborate as allies
in this endeavor. As emphasized in
Legal Team
section 1.4: Political Landscape, Delray lacks the poThe legal team will play an integral role in setting the
litical capital and resources needed to garner political
task force’s work and action plans during the procsupport and the attention of the press. Working as
ess. Community Legal Resources has already exan independent party without the support of other
pressed interest in working with DCC and using its
community organizations will almost guarantee faillegal expertise and experience with the DIFT CBA to
ure in Delray’s efforts to create a functional CBA.
help guide the Coalition through the process.
The Delray community has a significant amount of
Advisory Board
social good will and dedication. Residents have taken
In addition to forming and maintaining the Coalition,
an interest in the proposed bridge, as evidenced by
the group will need to communicate with many othsubstantial attendance at DRIC public meetings. In
ers throughout the process. The task force may conaddition, several community groups in southwest
sider forming an advisory board comprised of indiDetroit have expressed a desire to work with Delray
viduals who are familiar with various aspects of the
on a CBA. DCC should capitalize on this interest and
project, but are unable to join the Delray Coalition.
begin soliciting the help of willing allies that can rally
For example, task force members will benefit from
the support of their specific constituencies (see Apbuilding relationships with elected officials who will
pendix 15 for a list of Potential Coalition Members).
make key decisions that move the DRIC project forThe DCC should also approach Community Legal
ward. Various City of Detroit and State employees, as
Resources for legal expertise early in the CBA procwell as local trade unions, may have information
ess. Taking these steps will create a more elaborate
valuable to the Coalition. The task force should connetwork, pull from the strengths of individual organitact community groups that have interacted with The
zations, and motivate the MDOT to seriously conCorradino Group in other projects. The task force
sider the community’s requests.
should have a detailed conversation regarding the
roles of these individuals and the rules of engage4.3.2 Organizational Structure: The Delray
ment, and should develop a list of potential members
Coalition
from the start.
Lead Task Force
4.4 Developing Effective Communication
We recommend that the Delray Coalition organize a
Tools
lead task force comprised of key members representing community stakeholders. This task force will set
In studying the efforts of other community groups
the overarching goals and strategy that will propel the
that have tried to unite multiple interests behind a
agenda, and determine the structure and leadership
single cause, we have identified several characteristics
roles of the organization. It will serve as the point of
that help or impede the eventual effectiveness of coacontact for the CBA from start to finish, and as such
litions. The organizations referred to in this section
must thoroughly understand several different factors
are primarily strategic redevelopment organizations
involved in creating a legally enforceable document.
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located in small municipalities formed in response to
major economic change, such as a manufacturing
plant closure or military base realignment. Like the
proposed bridge in Delray, these changes drastically
affect the residential and employment opportunities
in small neighborhoods, and are relevant to this discussion. Many of the most successful redevelopment
groups viewed the change as an opportunity to improve and enhance their communities, an attitude
that often leads to successful results. The following
discussion briefly reviews of our main findings.
First and foremost, the Delray Community Council
must make a conscious decision to act. A common
tendency for many of the groups was slow reaction
time – they often waited too long to begin initiating
conversations with key allies, thereby losing the critical time needed to be effective. At the moment, officials working for the State of Michigan and members
of local community organizations have expressed
interest in the proposed bridge and its potential consequences to local residents. This has fostered a
bank of good will towards the creation of a CBA.
Unfortunately, the time frame in which to act is finite
and decreasing, and the DCC needs to begin fostering conversations with allies immediately. Much of
the community’s leverage will dissipate if nothing is
done.
In discussing the framework of the task force, participating members must be clear about their organization’s goals, concerns, and level of commitment to
the project. The task force should initiate a series of
discussions that clearly identifies each member’s
standpoint. Initially holding a frank conversation will
help prevent conflicts of interest in the future. These
steps will ensure that the task force is as effective as
possible, which will maximize the Coalition’s ability
to help affected residents. The following questions
should be addressed during the initial stages of planning. This will allow members to clarify their positions and unite behind a single structure and cause.
• Who is the lead organization, and what are its responsibilities?
• What are the chief administrative and managerial
concerns, and who is in charge of these responsibilities (for example, who takes minutes and sets the
agenda for each meeting)?
• Who controls the budget and spending decisions?
How can this process remain transparent?
• Which organization(s) will monitor the implementation of the agreement?
• Who will be given authority to talk to the press, governmental officials, and the general public?
• How will information be communicated to each participating organization?
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• Will any organization donate staff hours for administrative duties and other operational needs?

Good intentions in and of themselves will not ensure
success, which is why it is important to coordinate a
group that can act efficiently and effectively. Several of
the groups we studied could not implement their agendas because of misunderstandings between group
members, between the group and its constituents, or
with the media and the general public. Experienced
community leaders stressed the importance of creating
and following an organizational structure that allows
the group to speak with one voice, act quickly and decisively, and communicate with interested persons and/
or parties in a timely and informative manner. It is
vital that when the members of the public speak with a
member of the task force they feel confident that the
information conveyed expresses the opinions and judgments of the entire group, not just the individual. Utilizing components of good organizational design will
allow the task force to effectively organize the enthusiasm and strengths of participating organizations, which
in the end will be the key ingredient in negotiating a
successful CBA.
To be most effective, the task force must speak with
one voice. At every meeting, members should have
one spokesperson, other than the attorney, representing the group. This helps to guarantee proper preparation and airing of conflicts before negotiations begin.
Creating trust while practicing effective communication
and conflict resolution techniques will help prepare for
conversations with MDOT. Further, designating one
spokesperson helps ensure the main points are articulated well and members do not contradict one another.
4.5 Developing a Negotiation Strategy
MDOT will have legal representation and may hire a
third-party negotiator to assist with the process. Its
main purpose is to represent the interests of the State
of Michigan – which is currently under fiscal constraints. The State’s economic condition makes the
negotiation process more challenging – MDOT will
want to minimize spending while trying to conciliate
the Coalition. This may create an opportunity for
MDOT to stall the process and attempt to undermine
the Coalition.
To be effective, the Delray Coalition should consider
how the State will fund the CBA. In some instances, it
may only be necessary for the State to alter an established program. For example, the Coalition may suggest the Michigan State Housing Development Authority give priority funding and technical assistance for
housing developments in and around Delray to satisfy

part of the Coalition’s housing requests. This helps
Delray residents and does not largely alter the State’s
operations. MDOT may be more willing to consent
to demands that do not significantly increase the
budget burden.
Other CBA elements will require direct funding from
MDOT. These could be funded by one-time payments or by continuous contributions over a defined
period of time. They could come from MDOT’s project budget or from bridge toll revenues. The Coalition should determine the preferred funding method
for each piece of the CBA before negotiations. Whatever the case, the task force should be prepared to
heed some of the State’s constraints while negotiating, but should not hesitate to push MDOT on priority issues. Before entering negotiations, the task force
should define the breaking points for each member.
This will prepare the spokesperson and eliminate
possible conflict between members during negotiations.

4.6 Difference between CBA and Record of
Decision

ment between multiple parties, but rather a statement
made by a government agency. Therefore, it may
apply only to the agency that publishes the decision,
whereas a community benefits agreement applies to
all groups that sign on the agreement. Community
organizations are not direct parties to the record of
decision, as they are in a community benefits agreement, and therefore they have no legal standing to
pursue a lawsuit if the terms of the decisions are not
met. This reduces the Coalition’s ability to monitor
and enforce the agreement. It is also uncertain how
closely the government needs to follow the terms of
the ROD. Most successful lawsuits involving NEPA
violations are focused on process rather than specific
content, which would make it difficult to pursue legal
action against MDOT and the Federal Highway Administration for failing to follow the ROD.
Experts from Community Legal Resources have analyzed records of decision and believe them to be insufficiently enforceable in court. Therefore, we recommend to the Coalition to negotiate benefits

using a freestanding community benefits agreement, rather than the record of decision.

A potential alternative mechanism to the community
benefits agreement is incorporating the community’s
desires into the Record of Decision (ROD). The
ROD is a section of the Environmental Impact
Statement, which is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). NEPA requires that the initiating government agency provide
an explanation for its course of action and address
environmental risks, as well as methods to monitor
and mitigate potential harms. In some cases, the mitigation section has been expanded to include a number of benefits for the affected communities, similar
to a CBA (see Ohio River Bridges Project case study
in Appendix 9). Because The Corradino Group has
experience and success working with community
organizations and the ROD, MDOT may be interested in pursuing benefits for Delray residents
through the ROD rather than a CBA.
From the perspective of The Corradino Group and
MDOT, the Record of Decision has obvious advantages over a community benefits agreement. The record of decision is part of an existing required federal/legal procedure. The scope of possible mitigation measures is more restricted. Furthermore, negotiating a CBA may involve exploring new, unfamiliar
territory, while the record of decision is standard procedure.
A record of decision differs from a community benefits agreement in important ways that make it less
desirable for the Coalition. It is not a signed agree-

Aerial view of Peace Bridge in Buffalo, New York.
The Buffalo Central Business District can be seen at
the top of the photo. MID 2000.
Source: www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep10/corbor/ncorbor.htm
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4.7 Recommended Elements of a CBA
The following is a list of items that the task force could potentially negotiate with MDOT as part of a CBA. This list
is by no means exhaustive, but is meant to serve as a guide to identify the most feasible options for addressing
Delray’s needs (based on examples provided in CBA case studies). We focused on the priority issues of Delray residents as identified during DRIC public workshops in December 2005. The table in Appendix 16 compares some of
those priorities with examples of actions from the case studies. We drew from these examples to form these recommendations.
The Coalition should determine its own list of requests and prioritize that list. This section provides a starting point
for the planning discussion. Specific amounts of funding, as well as the source of funding, will need to be determined by the

3.7.1 Housing
1. Residents forced to relocate will be fairly compensated by MDOT with the value of a comparable home plus relocation assistance money. The
Coalition will work with MDOT to define the area
used to determine the value of a comparable home.
2. A local organization, preferably a member of the
Coalition, will serve as the relocation coordinator.
MDOT will fund this organization’s relocation
efforts, which will include training and education
for new homeowners and help finding assistedliving facilities for seniors who prefer such arrangements.
3. The Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) will give relocated Delray residents priority access to subsidized new housing in
southwest Detroit.
4. MDOT will fund non-profit housing development in Delray by a southwest Detroit organization, preferably a member of the Coalition.
MSHDA will provide support for this organization, including grant-writing assistance and priority
access to grant funds.
5. MDOT will pay for home rehabilitation to mitigate noise, dust, and air pollution.

4.7.2 Economic Development
1. MDOT will fund a workforce development
initiative led by a community-based organization, preferably a member of the Coalition.
This initiative will include:
• Pre-apprenticeship training aimed at preparing

southwest Detroit residents for union jobs in
building trades and construction
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• Job placement for area residents with bridge-

related entities (bridge construction, border patrol,
transportation businesses, etc.)
• English-as-a-second-language training
2. MDOT will fund a business incubator program that
provides educational and financial support to southwest Detroit residents wishing to start businesses
(particularly transportation-related businesses) in the
area and will promote local businesses and the Delray
neighborhood more generally.
3. MDOT will fund an open-ended design competition
to explore various ways to re-open or re-develop Fort
Wayne. Proposals will examine potential economic impacts on Delray and its residents.

4.7.3 Environment
4.7.3 a Air Quality
1. MDOT will provide funding for a local emissions
dispersion analysis and a health impact study. Section
3.2.2 Health Impact Study further discusses the need to
a health impact study.
2. MDOT will take action to monitor and improve air
quality at Southwestern High School and the Delray
Community Center during and after construction, including:
•
•

•

Mobile source air toxic (MSAT) emissions monitoring before and after construction
Installation of filtration systems to attain the
maximum achievable reduction of MSAT concentrations
Relocation of any modular classrooms, play
equipment, and recreational fields between the
high school and the plaza

•

•

Consultant study to examine redesigning
Southwestern High School to minimize student exposure to MSAT
A program to reduce diesel emissions from
Southwestern High School's bus fleet

4.7.3 b Noise
1. MDOT will calculate noise generation levels using
vehicle classification data, speeds, time of day, and
distance from sensitivity receptors.
2. MDOT will install noise minimization materials on
the bridge surface.

4.7.4 Public Safety
The state police will designate officers to patrol
Delray, in coordination with the City of Detroit Police Department, to enforce no-truck zones, prevent
illegal dumping and provide basic law enforcement to
protect neighborhood residents.
4.7.5 Bridge Governance
The bridge will be publicly owned. It will be managed
by an independent authority that includes representatives from Delray and the affected neighborhoods in
Windsor.

3. MDOT will install noise barriers, including native
vegetation.

4.7.6 Education

4. MDOT will designate "no engine brake" zones.

A percentage of gross revenue from bridge operations will go towards enrichment programs and capital improvements at Southwestern High School.

5. During construction, MDOT and its contractors
will take steps to reduce noise, including limiting
hours of operation and installing mufflers and buffers.
4.7.3 c Water Quality and Quantity
1. MDOT will design the bridge to include a closed
drainage system designed to collect runoff before it
enters the river.
2. MDOT will provide funding to a member of the
Coalition to assist with monitoring and modeling the
soil and water of the Detroit River and help develop
a phosphorus reduction plan.
3. MDOT and its contractors will employ best management practices during construction to limit water
degradation and erosion.
4.7.3 d Solid Waste
MDOT, in coordination with the Coalition, will develop a plan to transport and dispose of solid waste
before construction begins.
4.7.3 e Lights

4.7.7 Traffic Management and Road Design
1. MDOT will route truck traffic to avoid residential
streets and minimize idling as much as possible.
2. MDOT will implement traffic-calming techniques
to slow traffic and increase pedestrian safety.
3. MDOT will notify the community of traffic alterations during construction.

St. Anne’s Parish
in the
foreground, the
oldest parish in
Detroit
(established
during its
founding in
1701).

Source: Geoffrey
George. Flickr.com/
photos/
gsgeorge/215047336

1. MDOT and its contractors will minimize the effect
of artificial lighting on the community by limiting
work to daylight hours when possible.
2. MDOT and its contractors will direct permanent
lighting away from residences, community centers
and recreation areas and toward the bridge to reduce
glare and spillover light effects.
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4.8 Implementation Timeline
2008: By the end of 2008 MDOT hopes to have tangible recommendations from The Corradino Group and the DRIC regarding the need for a second bridge and the route and location of both the bridge and plaza. For the purposes of a community benefits agreement, it would be wise for the Delray Community Council to assume that the bridge will be built,
and that the plaza will be located in Delray. We conclude this because:
•
•

Conversations with officials involved in the DRIC, including The Corradino Group and MDOT, seem to
imply this fact.
If the DCC makes this assumption, it can begin to form the Delray Coalition, create a task force and put
into motion the strategic plan by which to implement the negotiation process for an agreement.

2009: The Corradino Group is likely to receive a second commission to create the design for the bridge and the plaza. This
process will again involve substantial studies and public hearings, but it will also incorporate the same people currently
leading the DRIC. The actual footprint of the plaza will be determined during this stage of the process, which has
obvious implications regarding the details of any type of agreement between MDOT and the Coalition.

2010: As The Corradino Group nears the completion of its recommendations regarding the design aspects of the bridge and

plazas, the United States and Canada will begin to negotiate the details regarding the governance and finance of the
bridge. The negotiations will likely include representatives from MDOT, the Governor’s office, and possibly the
Michigan Legislature. It will also likely include representatives from the federal government, including the Department
of Transportation and the Department of Homeland Security.
These negotiations will result in a non-binding contract, which will be sent to the Michigan Legislature for final approval. At this point, MDOT will give the non-binding contract to a member of either the Michigan House or Senate
to introduce to the legislative body. This contract will be sent to various committees for debate and approval. While it
is impossible to know which committee will take responsibility for this portion of the process, the Appropriations,
Transportation, and Outlay committees in both the House and Senate can all claim jurisdiction over the issue. The
Appropriations subcommittees on Transportation will also review the contract. The committees are responsible for
accepting or altering the contract negotiated between the United States and Canada in the previous step – but they will
not decide issues regarding the design or footprint of either the bridge or plaza.
Once the House and Senate approve the U.S.-Canada contract regarding the governance of the bridge and the funding
sources that will pay for its construction, it will be sent to the Governor for final approval. When the Governor signs
the legislation, the contract becomes enforceable by law, and construction on the bridge will begin.
Depending on the strategy taken by the task force, if the State of Michigan is in charge of funding projects associated
with the CBA (as it likely will be), the appropriations will need to receive legislative approval in order to take effect.

The U.S. Congress must also approve the appropriations for its portion of the bridge funding. It is difficult to ascertain the exact path that this approval will take, as the State of Michigan has largely taken the lead in organizing the endeavor to build a second crossing. Agencies that will likely be involved include the Department of Transportation, the
Department of Homeland Security, the Office of Management and Budget, and the House and Senate Transportation
and Appropriations committees. Because Congress will likely defer decisions regarding a community benefits agreement to the State, we strongly encourage the Coalition to concentrate efforts on key players from Michigan before
soliciting the help of federal agencies.

2013: MDOT hopes to begin construction on a second bridge crossing between Detroit and Windsor.
TABLE 1: MDOT Implementation Timeline and Corresponding DCC Recommended Action

DCC should begin forming Implications for Coalition Coalition should be involved
Coalition and implement and MDOT Agreement will in negotiations: Bridge govAction
negotiation process
determine footprint
ernance discussion

Timeline
MDOT

2008

Implementation MDOT hopes to assemble

Plan
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findings from DRIC.

Monitor CBA

2009

2010

2013

Footprint of plaza will be
determined

Corradino Group nears
completion of
recommendations.

MDOT to begin
construction on second
bridge crossing
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APPENDIX 1: Consolidated List of Parcels

Below is a consoldated list of parcels that will be affected by the four different plaza footprints that
have been proposed in Practical Alternatives 1–13.
Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

16000225-31

6010 GAYNOR CT

no

16000272-3

6001 W FORT

16016907-9

16013387-8

7, 9, 11

13

yes

no

no

no

yes

no

no

437 LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

138 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

16014430.

156 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16014431.

160 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16014432.

170 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16000238.

4833 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16000239.

4837 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16000240-1

4847 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16010212.

250 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010213.

252 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010214.

256 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010215.

262 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010216.

264 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16000046.

5704 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

yes

16000047-9

5660 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

yes

16000072-3

5671 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16014140.001

549 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014140.002

541 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014140.003L

531 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014141-4

521 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014145-6

451 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

6339 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

6548 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

A & D EQUITY LIMITED

A O H CH OF GOD INC

AAA & Q LLC

ADAMSON, MARLENE

ADELSBERG, NORMAN

ANAYA'S PALLETS & TRANSPORT INC

ANDERSON, CHERYL K
18000193.
ANDERSON, GILDANA
18000130-3
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Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

7, 9, 11

13

18000119.

6666 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18008064.001

663 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008064.002L

659 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008065.

653 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008286.

708 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

299 FERDINAND

no

yes

no

no

18007513.

662 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007321.

687 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007322.

681 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007333.

615 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007530.

645 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007330.

633 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

514 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

16015822.

277 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016675.

139 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016676.

131 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000192.

5876 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

18007520.

716 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

no

16010175.

247 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18007537.

315 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

16016518.

212 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

ANGELES, PHYLLIS

APOSTOLIC FAITH TEMPLE
16010150-67
ARGUELLES, GUILLERMO

ARIAS, JOSE A

ARIAS, LETICIA

ARIAS, RAMIRO

ARREGUIN, ANDRES & OGEDA, JOSEPHINE
18008261.
ARREGUIN, FABIAN & MARIA

AZHAR, AKHTAR A

BABER, MARY C

BAEZA, MERCEDES

BAILEY, GEORGE R

BAKER, ALLEN D

BAKER, ANTHONY C
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Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

7, 9, 11

13

16010463.

280 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18008271.

594 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008070.

621 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

16000202.

5686 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

18000191.

6327 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

16015225.

450 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015226.

456 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015227.

462 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

127 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16016519.

218 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007325.

663 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

16009900.

100 S SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

18007837.

596 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16014161.

317 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014162.

311 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014163.

303 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

18007222.

520 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007223.

526 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007224.

532 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007225.

538 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16014445-9

444 S CAMPBELL

yes

yes

yes

yes

16014147.

439 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

BATES, COMER

BELL, PAUL

BELL, PAUL D

BELTRAN, SALVADOR

BENEDICT, PATRICIA

BERNA, EDNA

BLACKSHEAR, WILLIAM E
16010192.
BLACKWELL, ARTHUR & BAKER, ANTHONY

BLIZMAN, JEANETTE

BORDER SERVICES CO INC

BOSTON, J & E

BRADLEY, LORENE V

BRENT, NATHANIEL

BRESLER-GORDON METALS
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Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

7, 9, 11

13

16014148.

431 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16000033.

6020 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000034.

6014 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007559.

288 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007539.

301 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

16000094.

5866 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

18000238.

6530 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

16010460.

258 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16016652.

511 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016882.

512 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

18007852.

684 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

18007571.

652 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007853.

690 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

18007596.

621 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007597.

615 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007598.

609 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007838.

602 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008628.

599 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

16010177.

233 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010178.

227 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18008276.

636 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008288.

689 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

16010172.

295 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

BRIGGS, JAMES B

BROOKS, BALERIE J

BROOKS, BEONKA

BROWN, BOBBY J

BROWN, LEON

BUFFINGTON, JOHN C

BULLARD, LENA MAY

BULLARD, RODNEY

BURR, PRESTON

BUSSEY, JOE

CAIN, MARY E

CAISE, EVELYN V

CARRANCO, CARLOS
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Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

7, 9, 11

13

18008639.

527 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

16016669.

325 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

217 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18007595.

625 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000032.

6024 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000077.

5841 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000078.

5849 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000088.

5896 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000089.

5892 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000120.

5837 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000121.

5841 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000122.

5847 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000123.

5851 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000124.

5857 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000125.

5861 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000126.

5867 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000127-8

5877 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000129.

5881 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000130.

5887 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000131.

5891 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015215.004

328 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015215.005

334 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015215.006

340 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015216.

362 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015217.

400 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015218.

406 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015222.

430 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015223.

436 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015224.

442 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015228.

502 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015229.

508 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015230.001

514 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

CARREON, BERNARD

CHANDLER, CLORA B

CHASE HOME FINANCE LLC
16010179.
CHRISTENSON, LISA L

CITY OF DETROIT
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Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

7, 9, 11

13

16015230.002L

522 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015231.

530 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015820.

291 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015823.

271 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015827.

245 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015828.

239 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015829.

231 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015830.

227 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015831.002

215 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015831.005

195 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015831.007L

185 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015833.

173 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015834.

167 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016513.

180 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016514.

186 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016515.

192 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016516.

202 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016517.

206 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016522.

238 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016523.

242 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016528.

272 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016529.

280 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016530.

292 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016533.001

314 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016651.

521 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016656.

395 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016659.

381 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016660.

377 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016661.

373 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016663.

361 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016664.

355 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016665.

349 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016672.

307 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016880.

500 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

16016883.

520 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

16016884.

528 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

16016885.

536 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

16016886.

544 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes
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Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

7, 9, 11

13

16016889.

566 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

16016890.

572 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

16016891.

599 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016892.

591 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016901.

537 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016902.

531 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016903.

525 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016904.

519 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016905.

513 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016906.

505 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016914-20

303 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18000110.

6902 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000145.

6400 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000146-51

6398 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000152-3

6366 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000154-5

6342 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

18000156.

6330 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

18000162.001

6319 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

18000162.002L

6327 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

18000163.001

6333 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

18000164.001

6362 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

18000164.002

6358 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

18000164.003L

6346 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

18000165.

6338 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

18000166.

6332 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

18000167.

6326 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

18000179.

6333 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000180.

6339 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000181.

6345 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000182.

6351 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000183.001

6359 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000183.002

6401 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000183.003

6411 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000183.004

6405 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000183.005L

6427 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000184.

6360 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000187.

6344 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000188.

6338 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes
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Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

7, 9, 11

13

18000189.

6332 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000192.

6333 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000195.

6351 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000196.

6357 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000197.

6361 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000198-202

6501 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000203.

6603 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000204.

6611 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000205.

514 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18000206.

520 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18000207.

6617 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000208.

6621 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000209.

6629 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000211.

6637 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000212.

6645 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000213.001

515 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18000213.002

527 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18000214.

6741 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000235.

6994 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000237.

6536 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000239.

6524 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000241.

6512 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000242.

6506 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000243.

6502 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000244.

6448 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000245.

6440 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18007219.

506 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007220.

508 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007221.

514 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007227.

602 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007228.

608 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007229.

614 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007230.

620 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007234.

650 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007332.

621 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007336.

545 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007337.

539 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007343.

505 CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes
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18007509.

312 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007510.001

632 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007510.002L

640 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007511.

650 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007512.

656 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007514.

668 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007515.

674 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007516.001

682 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007517.

700 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

no

18007518.

706 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

no

18007519.

710 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

no

18007521.

719 REID

yes

no

yes

no

18007522.

709 REID

yes

no

yes

no

18007523.

699 REID

yes

no

yes

no

18007524.

695 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007526.

677 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007531.

637 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007533.

621 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007560.

294 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007561.

300 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007564.

318 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007565.

324 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007570.

646 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007575.

686 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007576.

694 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007601.

591 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007609.

325 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007610.

319 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007614.

295 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007828.

542 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007829.

548 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007830.

554 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007831.

560 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007836.

590 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007843.

630 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007844.

636 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007849.

666 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

18007850.

672 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no
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18007851.

678 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

18007856.

708 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

18008057.

711 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008058.

705 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008059.

699 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008060.

693 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008063.

669 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008066.

651 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008067.

647 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008077.

561 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008078.

555 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008080.

539 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008259.

502 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008263.

534 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008264.

540 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008265.

546 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008268.

570 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008273.

610 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008274.

620 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008275.

628 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008277.

644 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008278.

646 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008280.

660 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008281.

666 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008282.

672 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008283.

682 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008284.

692 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18008287.

695 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18008289.

681 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18008290.

671 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18008291.

661 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18008292.

651 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18008293.

641 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008294.

631 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008295.

623 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008296.

615 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008298.

601 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008299.

591 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes
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18008300.

581 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008301.

575 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008302.

567 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008303.

559 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008306.

539 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008311.

501 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008312.

504 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008313.

510 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008318.

544 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008319.

550 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008320.

556 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008321.

560 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008322.

566 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008323.

574 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008324.

580 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008325.

590 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008326.

600 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008330.

630 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008331.

640 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008332.

650 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18008334.

670 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18008336.

684 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18008337-40

692 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18008629.

593 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008630.

585 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008631.

577 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008632.

567 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008633.

561 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008634.

557 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008635.

551 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008641.

517 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008644.001

201 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008644.002L

221 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

16000057.

5408 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

no

16000064.

4700 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

no

16000116.

5665 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000117.

5671 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000157.

5842 DRIGGS

no

yes

yes

yes
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16000158.

5838 DRIGGS

no

yes

yes

yes

16000164.

5644 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16000165.

5638 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16000170.

5678 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000171.

5672 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000172.

5668 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000173.

5662 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000174.

5654 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000177.

5638 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000178.001

5632 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000178.002L

5620 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000179.

5631 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000188.

5896 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000189.

5890 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000191.

5880 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000193.

5870 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000194.

5864 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000195.

5860 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000196.

5854 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000197.

5846 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000198.

5842 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000199.

5840 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000201.

5830 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000214.001

6026 HUSSAR

no

yes

no

no

16000218.

309 CAVALRY

no

yes

no

no

16000220.

323 CAVALRY

no

yes

no

no

16000221.

6001 GAYNOR CT

no

yes

no

no

16000222.

6011 GAYNOR CT

no

yes

no

no

16000232.

6000 GAYNOR CT

no

yes

no

no

16000246-7

5635 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16000267.

5865 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16010170.

321 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010171.003L

307 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010176.

239 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010180.

209 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010181.

201 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010183.

185 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010184.

177 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no
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16010185.

165 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010186.

161 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010187.

157 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010188.

151 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010190.

143 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010191.

135 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010193.

121 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010439.

221 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010451.

190 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16012770.

451 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012771.

445 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012772.

439 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012777-8

407 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012780-1

341 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012802.002L

332 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013374.

311 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013375.

309 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013376.

301 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013379.

237 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013380.

231 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013381.

225 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013383.

215 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013385.

205 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013389.

5618 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16013401.

418 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

16013404.

446 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

16014155.

347 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014156.

341 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014165.

206 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014167.

214 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014168.

218 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014169.

224 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014170.

228 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014171.

234 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014172.

240 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014173.

244 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014175.

300 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014176.

306 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no
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16014422.

315 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014423.

5822 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16014424.

5816 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16014425.

301 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014426.

127 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014427.

102 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16015848.

302 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16015849.

312 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16015851.

322 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16015852-64

328 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16016493.

317 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

18008075.

579 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008076.

571 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18007534.

611 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

651 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

16015812-3

339 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015814.

331 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015815.

323 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016527.

266 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000278-80

6101 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16016486-8

359 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16000203-9

5685 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16000248-51

5677 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16014177.

314 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014178.

332 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16000042.002L

5824 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015839.001

127 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016922.001

121 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

CLARK, ROBERT E

CLEMENTS, DORIS L

CLEPE, ILIE & LUP, IOAN
18007327.
COCKRELL, EDDIE & SHIRLEY

COCKRELL, SHIRLEY

COMERICA BANK

COMM HEALTH & SOC SERVICES CTR INC

CONSOLIDATED RAIL CORP
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18007214.

320 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

6436 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

16010450.

186 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010456.

224 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16016653.

503 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016654.

501 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

349 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16015215.002

314 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015215.003

322 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015831.003

209 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000243.

5601 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

321 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16000183.

5655 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000212-3

6032 HUSSAR

no

yes

no

no

18007542.

281 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007326.

657 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

16000181.

5645 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

COPELAND, LADONNA
18000246.
COPELAND, STANLEY

CORBETT, ROBIN

COVARRUBIAS, SALVADOR
16013370.
CROSS, ROBERT & VIOLET

DABABNEH, ZAHI

DALRYMPLE, DELORIS I
16014421.
DARRELL, ROGER & HEGGIE, DEBORAH A

DAVIDSON, P C

DAVIS, DENISE

DAVIS, JAMES R & AGNES

DAY, ANN P

DBR NON-PROFIT HOUSING CORPORATION
18007535.

325 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007562.

304 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

16015816.

315 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

5624 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

DELL, JOHNNIE J

DET BOARD OF HEALTH
16000211.002L
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16016673.

301 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016910-3

409 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18000107.

6952 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

18000115.

6728 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000210.

6633 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

6300 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

297 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

101 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

DETROIT LEASING CO

DETROIT EDISON

DETROIT HISTORICAL DEPARTMENT
18000157-61
DETROIT LEASING COMPANY
16016674.
DETROIT UNION DEPOT
16010196.

DETROIT WATER & SEWERAGE DEPARTMENT
16000067.

5637 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000074.

5677 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000101.

5674 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000102.

5672 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000103.

5664 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000104.

5660 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000105.

5654 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000106.

5648 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000107.

5644 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000108.

5638 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000109.

5630 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000113.

5649 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000114.

5653 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000115.

5661 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16010448.002L

168 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010452.

194 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010461.

260 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16012774.

427 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012775.

421 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012776.

415 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012783.

325 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012784.

321 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013398-9

402 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes
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16013403.

436 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

16013405.

502 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

16013406.002L

512 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

16013407.

520 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

16000176.

5642 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16016895.

573 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18000120-5

6640 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000126.

6628 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000127-9

6602 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000134-40

6524 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18007578-81

738 REID

yes

no

yes

no

18007582-90

697 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

18008081.

251 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18007340.

521 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007342.

509 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

16010194.

115 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010195.

107 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18008619.

707 S POST

yes

no

yes

no

18008620.

667 S POST

yes

no

yes

no

18008621.

659 S POST

yes

no

yes

no

18007540.

295 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18000105.

6982 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

16016690.

340 DRAGOON

no

yes

no

no

18007599-600

603 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

DIAMOND FERRAIVOLO

DOMBECKI, JULIUS

DSS #1 LTD PARTNERSHIP

DYTEX CO

EARLS, JOHN

ECONOMIC DEV CORP

EEE HOLDINGS INC

ENGLISH, HENRY C 98834777

EVANS, DOLORES K

EXPRESS SERVICE ENTERPRISES INC

FERFUSON, LEON JR
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16010454.

212 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18008079.

547 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

16000132.

5662 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000133.

5658 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000134-5

5666 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000137.

5648 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

18000108-9

6918 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

18000236.

274 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18007545.

276 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007546-58

282 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007616.

283 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007617.

275 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007618.

271 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007619.

265 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007620-9

253 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007825-6

570 RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16009898-9

105 SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16010168-9

1499 FERDINAND

no

yes

no

no

18007324.

671 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

16012767.

503 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16016525.

254 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000021-7

6100 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000028.

6058 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000029-31

6048 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016532.

310 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016533.002L

320 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016646-8

559 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

FLAKE, W CARNELL

FLEIX, JAIME

FLORES, HECTOR

FORT JEFFERSON COMMERCE PARK LLC

FORT-SUMMIT HOLDINGS LLC

FUENTES, HENRY

FUNDERBURG, ARNOLD

GARLBALDI, AWILDA

GENTRY, CAROL
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16016649.

531 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016650.

525 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000252.

5705 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16012799.

308 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012802.001

330 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16000281.

6131 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16000282.

6155 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16016489.

341 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16016490.

335 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16016491.

329 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16016492.

323 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16016688.

322 DRAGOON

no

yes

no

no

16016689.

328 DRAGOON

no

yes

no

no

16016692.

360 DRAGOON

no

yes

no

no

16016693.

366 DRAGOON

no

yes

no

no

16000148.

5677 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16000149.

5673 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16000150.

5681 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16000161-2

5654 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16000163.

5648 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

221 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007233.

638 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18008310.

511 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000235-6

4735 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16000237.

4737 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16010208.

224 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010209.

230 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010210.

236 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

GEORGE, RAJAN N

GILL, DOTTIE

GIRSH & SLOTNICK

GONZALEZ, DOMINGO

GRAHAM, L & DIABO, B
16015831.001
GRAND LODGE OF F & A M OF MICHIGAN

GRANT, DENNIS

GREATER APOSTOLIC FAITH TEMPLE
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16010211.

244 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18000213.003L

6665 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18008262.

520 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

16014157-8

331 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014159-60

321 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16010171.001

317 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18007323.

675 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007827.

536 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000224.

6023 GAYNOR CT

no

yes

no

no

16016899.

547 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016900.

543 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

692 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

16000259-64

5833 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16000036.

6000 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000084.

5879 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000085.

5883 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000087.

5893 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

660 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

637 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18000111.

6762 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000112.

6752 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000113.

6744 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

GRIFFITH, JOSEPH T

GRIFFITHS, FRANK D

GRIMMETT, JAMES W

GUERRERO, MARIO T

GUIZAR, MARGARET

HAGGARD, TAYLOR

HALINKA, SHIRLEY

HARRINGTON, ARTHUR
18007516.002L
HARRISON & WOODWILDE

HEALD, SCOTT

HEILMAN, ROBERT

HENDERSON, JENEANE
18007572.
HERNANDEZ, HUMBERTO & ARACELI
18008068.
HERNANDEZ, PHYLLIS
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18000114.

6734 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

16016524.

248 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18000247.

6424 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000248.

6420 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000249.

6414 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000250.

6410 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18000251-68

6402 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

18008327.

608 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008328.

614 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008329.

622 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000200.

5838 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16013400.

414 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

16013377.

251 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16014429.

150 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16010465.

298 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

605 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

16010462.

270 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010466.

302 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18007591.

649 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

18007592.

645 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007594.

631 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007501-6

260 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007507.

288 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007508.

294 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

HERNANDEZ, TINA & FRANK, MICHAEL

HEUGEL, ALICE

HINKLE, SHEILA

HIXSON, CHARLES L & LARRY E

HOLMES, CHRISTINE

HORVATH, LOUIS

HOSKINS, BOBBY L

HOWARD, ROSALIA

HSS REALTY SERRA BROS INC
18008622-7
HUBBARD, TERRENCE & ALBERTA

HUDSON, CHERYL OR LEAH

INTERNATIONAL SPECIALTY TUBE LLC
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18007215-8

340 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007543-4

279 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18008305.

545 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

16015215.008

348 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015215.009

352 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015215.007

344 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000258.

5809 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

18008333.

660 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

18007841.

618 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007842.

624 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007845.

642 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007846.

648 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

18008297.

609 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000145.

5649 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

250 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16000139.

5638 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000140.

5630 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000141-3

5637 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16000144.

5645 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16012779.

349 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012782.

335 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012785.

315 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012786.002L

305 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013390-7

318 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

J&L SPECIALTY STEEL INC

JACKSON, GWENDOLYN V

JARRETT, BETTY

JARRETT, CAROLYN

JIMENEZ, ALFREDO

JOHNSON, DON R SR

JOHNSON, MR & MRS DONALD J

JONES, ELIZABETH

JONES, HENRY E & PEARL

JORDAN, OLEN

JUAREZ, RUTH & JOSE A
16014174.
JUNCTION DRIGGS LLC
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519 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000265.

5845 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16000266.

5851 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16010171.002

311 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16000010-2

6266 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

16000013-17

6224 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

16016512.

172 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

430 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

463 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012773.

435 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

18000106.

6970 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

16016896.

567 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

155 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

16000151.

5896 DRIGGS

no

yes

yes

yes

16000152.

5890 DRIGGS

no

yes

yes

yes

16000153.

5886 DRIGGS

no

yes

yes

yes

16000159.

5832 DRIGGS

no

yes

yes

yes

16000160.

5668 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16014164.

175 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014428.

100 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

18007840.

612 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000037.

5894 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

JURKEWICZ, CAROL A
18008309.
K & G PROPERTIES LLC

KAY BEE KAY PROPERTIES LLC

KELLY, BERT

KING, MALCOMB

KIRKWOOD, CHARLES
16013402.
KIRKWOOD, CHARLES E
16012768.
KIRKWOOD, JIMMIE L JR

KOSARIN, RAY

KOVACH, HELEN J

KYRIAZAKOS, DEMETRIOS
18008082.
L THOMS LEASING INC

LANE, BETTY J

LARSEN, NANCY
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16000038.

5880 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000039-41

5840 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000076.

5833 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000079.

5853 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000080.

5857 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000081.

5861 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000082.

5867 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

18008316.

532 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

5621 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

508 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

230 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18008269.

578 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008270.

586 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

16015010.004L

346 CAVALRY

no

yes

no

no

16009885-6

232 FERDINAND

no

yes

no

no

16009887-8

215 SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16009889.

195 SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16009890.

183 SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16009911.002

164 FERDINAND

no

yes

no

no

16009911.003

174 FERDINAND

no

yes

no

no

16009911.004L

184 FERDINAND

no

yes

no

no

18007593.

637 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007847.

654 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

16010437.

235 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

347 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

LAWSON, J B

LEEBOVE, M & KAHN, E & R
16000245.
LONGMIRE, CYNTHIA
18008260.
LOPEZ-MCIAS, DEILA V.
16010457.
LOPEZ, ENEDINA & ROBERT

LUGO, FRANCISCO JAVIER

M & J TRANSPORT

MADDOX, F & C

MADDOX, SAMUEL A

MAINS, GILBERT L SR

MALLIA, LAWRENCE & MIFSUD, JOSEPH
16014418.
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16014419.

341 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014420.

331 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

18007320.

695 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

no

18000186.

6350 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

16000186.

5671 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000244.

5607 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

18007569.

638 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007839.

608 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16016666.

343 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016667.

337 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000042.001

5828 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007213.

300 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007344-56

501 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007500.

100 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18008645-68

157 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

16000155.

5868 DRIGGS

no

yes

yes

yes

16015007.

155 S CAVALRY

no

yes

yes

yes

312 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

16000050-3

5654 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

yes

16000066.

5631 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000068.

5643 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000069.

5651 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000071.

5661 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16000018.

6220 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

16015219.

412 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

MANDUJANO, JOSE L AND DOLORES G

MANUEL, JOSE

MAPSON, AARON JR

MARKET MAKERS INC

MARTINEZ, MARIA

MAY, SHERISE N

MCCRACKEN, THOMAS N

MCRR RAILROAD COMPANY

MELTON COMMUNITY SERVICES
18007563.
METAL PREP TECHNOLOGY

MI LAND BANK FAST TRACK AUTH
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16016521.

232 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18008636.

541 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008638.

531 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

16000190.

5886 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16009891-2

177 SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16009893-4

165 S SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16009895-7

139 S SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16016921.

131 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16000054.

5450 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

no

16000055.

5422 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

no

16000056.

5412 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

no

16010467.

308 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16016655.

399 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007527.

669 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

350 DRAGOON

no

yes

no

no

16010189.

149 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16016662.

367 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

18008062.

677 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

16000086.

5887 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

18008304.

551 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008308.

525 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008307.

533 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000062.

4738 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

no

16000063.

284 S SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

MICH-I-TENN EQUIPMENT CO

MIELE, JULIUS J

MILES, MAY A

MISAKIAN, CHAS MARTIN
16016691.
MITCHELL, JAMES ARTHUR JR

MOCNIK, JOSEPH

MOLNAR, JOHN J

MOORE, PEGGY J & HEILMAN, ROBERT L

MORGAN, ROBERT

MORGAN, RUTHIE M

MORGAN, THOMAS

MOTOR CITY BLDG MATERIALS INC
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13

16009908.

252 S SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16009909.

256 S SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16009910.

261 S SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16009911.001

262 S SUMMIT

no

yes

no

no

16014441.

380 S CAMPBELL

yes

yes

yes

yes

16014442.

410 S CAMPBELL

yes

yes

yes

yes

16014149-51

425 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014152.

407 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16014153.

403 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

18007611.

315 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007613.

301 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007615.

289 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16016670.

319 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

260 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

507 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

100 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015210.

148 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015835.

161 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015836.

157 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015837-8

131 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015839.002L

121 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016505.

124 MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016506.

136 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000061.

4750 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

no

16000019.

6212 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

16000020.

6208 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

yes

MTC PROPERTIES LLC

MULLEN, C

MULLER, KLAUS W

MYNES, LINDA J

NAVA, JOSE LUIS & MARIA CARMEN
16016526.
NEW DAY CHURCH OF DELIVERANCE
18008642.
NEW YORK CENTRAL R R
16016504.
NEWMAN, ALBERT OR PHYLLIS

NORFOLK-WESTERN RR CO

NORTHSTAR CDC
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16015831.004

205 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16010182.

193 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16014154.

351 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

yes

16000182.

5651 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000211.001

5630 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16015010.001

127 S CAVALRY

no

yes

yes

yes

16010197-9

110 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010200-6

186 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16015850.

316 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

18007319.

701 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

no

189 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015211.

156 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015212.

164 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015213.

172 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015214.

298 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016677-8

125 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015008.

147 S CAVALRY

no

yes

yes

yes

16015009.

135 S CAVALRY

no

yes

yes

yes

18000190.

6326 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18000194.

6345 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

290 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

515 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

NUNN, KENNETH

ORR, JAMES E

OSBORN, KYLE AND DIANA

OWENS, NATHAN

PMRR

PACKING MATERIAL CO INC

PAQUETTE, ALVIN

PARSON, YOLANDA

PATINO, DAVID & SALAZAR, MARIA
16015831.006
PEERLESS METAL POWDERS & ABRASIVES

PENICH, CURTIS

PENICK, MICHAEL D

PERALTA, JOSE V & MARCO
16010464.
PHOENIX REAL ESTATE CO
18007341.
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18000163.002L

6357 BUELOW CT

yes

no

yes

yes

16000274-7

6049 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

18008074.

587 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18007525.

685 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

16015221.

424 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015826.

251 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16013378.

245 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16010448.001

162 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010449.

176 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16012787.

125 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16016922.002L

111 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18000116.

6720 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000117.

6710 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

4838 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

no

16016887.

548 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

16016888.

556 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

16010207.

218 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18008335.

676 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

no

16000184.

5661 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000185.

5667 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

18007338.

533 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

PICARD, JANET M

POLLACK, BLANCHE

PONDS, MAGGIE

POWELL, MATILDA

PREVAILING COMMUNITY DEVELOP CORP

PRUITT, MELANIE

PVS CHEMICALS INC

R R PROPERTY

RAMSEY, TILDON

RED ANCHOR PROPERTIES
16000058-9
RICHARDSON, DANIEL J

RIDLEY, PEARLIE M

RIVERS, JOHN & BARBARA

ROBERTSON, PAUL

ROBINSON, JOHN JR
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18007339.

527 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18008069.

629 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008314.

518 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008272.

602 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

16016511.

166 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18000118.

6700 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

16000180.

5637 ANTHON

no

yes

no

no

16000156.

5858 DRIGGS

no

yes

yes

yes

4818 W JEFFERSON

no

yes

no

no

16000110.

5631 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16000268-71

5899 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16016507.

142 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016671.

315 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

18000141-2

6448 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000143.

6440 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18000144.

6414 W JEFFERSON

yes

no

yes

no

18007824.

200 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000167.

5667 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000168.

5671 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000169.

5677 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16000175.

5650 LAUDERDALE

no

yes

no

no

16013382.

221 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

ROBLEDO, MANUEL

RODRIGUEZ, MANUELA & JOSE

RODRIQUEZ, J & B

ROMERO, JOSE CARMELO

ROSADO, MARIA Y

ROSE, RENEE L

RUBACH, STANFORD

RUSSO REVOCABLE TRUST, JAMES A
16000060.
RYS, MARIE & THOMAS

SAAD, HABIB

SAMMUT, ELENO

SANCHEZ, MARK C

SARGENT, DORIS L

SAX REALTY & INV CO
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16013386.

106 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16014166.

210 CAMPBELL

no

yes

no

no

16000136.

5652 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16016509.

152 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007226.

544 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16013371.

341 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

18008071.

611 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008072.

603 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008073.

595 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

558 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008285.

698 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

16016668.

331 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

18008640.

521 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

18008317.

538 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007541.

289 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007528.

661 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007529.

653 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

16000217.

303 CAVALRY

no

yes

no

no

16015215.001

306 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16014433.

306 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16014434.

312 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16014435.

320 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

SEBREE, ALBERTA

SELONKE, JOSEPH C

SELZ, DIANA L

SEREMAK, GLENDA K

SHELTON, VIRGINIA

SHISANI, HASAN & TAAYE, PETIMAT
18008266.
SHOULDERS, NANCY C

SMITH, CARL F

SMITH, GWENDOLYN M

SMITH, JOHNNY

SMITH, KATHY M

SMITH, MARY A

SMITH, PHILLIP S

SOLT INC
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16014436.

326 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16014437.

332 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16014438.

338 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16014439.

344 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16014440.

352 S CAMPBELL

no

yes

yes

yes

16015005-6

301 S CAVALRY

no

yes

yes

yes

18000185.

6356 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

5803 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

5878 DRIGGS

no

yes

yes

yes

18007566.

612 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007567.

620 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007568.

630 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007602.

585 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007603-8

575 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16014443.

428 S CAMPBELL

yes

yes

yes

yes

16014444.

436 S CAMPBELL

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015821.

283 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016657.

391 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016658.

387 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000099.

5840 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000095-6

5854 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000098.

5846 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016531.

304 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015840-7

151 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

SOTO, EMANUEL

SOUTHEND DEVELOPMENT GROUP LLC
16000253-7
SPIVEY, JIMMY LEE & WANDA ROSE
16000154.
ST PAUL AME CHURCH

STATE METAL CO

STEIN, ARTHUR & JUDITH

STEVENS, THOMAS E

STEWART, BOBBY J

STEWART, PHYLLIS

STIMACK, NICHOLAS J

SYBIL INCORP
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16016494-503

111 MILITARY

no

yes

no

no

16000138.

5644 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16016679-87

115 S DRAGOON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000100.

5834 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000119.

5831 HARVEY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000147.

5661 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

16016881.

504 S DRAGOON

yes

no

yes

yes

18008315.

524 SCHROEDER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000070.

5657 REEDER

no

yes

no

yes

16015818.

305 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015825.

259 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007532.

629 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18007538.

307 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

18008643.

245 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

16000242.

5435 W FORT

no

yes

no

no

16010173.001

281 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010440-7

163 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16000035.

6008 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000219.

317 CAVALRY

no

yes

no

no

16000223.

6017 GAYNOR CT

no

yes

no

no

18007848.

660 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

no

18007573.

670 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

SYBILL INC

SZUCS, PETER

TC&WRR

TCS&DRR

TAGGER, BARBARA

TALLENT GROVER VIOLA GERALDINE

TANTON, THELMA

TATARIAN, MATTHEW

TAXPAYER

TAYLOR, BENJAMIN LEE

TAYLOR, BILLIE M

TAYLOR, HAGGARD

TAYLOR, MARY & GLADYS & RUTH

TAYLOR, NARCISSUS
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18000240.

6518 SOUTH

yes

no

yes

yes

16000075.

5825 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015819.

299 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015817.

311 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016893.

585 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016894.

579 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18008061.

685 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18007328.

645 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

16000111-2

5643 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

18007232.

632 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18007834.

576 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18007835.

584 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16012769.

457 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

18008267.

564 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18008279.

650 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

no

18007612.

307 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16000867.

6171 MCMILLAN

no

yes

no

no

160 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

TAYLOR, SADIE M & JONES, CEDRIC J

THOMAS, RICARDO

THORNTON, BILLY L

TODD, HUNTER

TOMPOS, JOSEPH & JOANN

TOTH, ANNA

TOTH, DOLORES M

TOTH, MICHAEL F

TRAN, KATHERINE

TRAPP, JAMES

TUCKER, QUEENIE F

TURY, BILL A

TURY, MARY

URISTA, JULIETA

VALADEZ, JULIO

VALASQUEZ, GERARD
16016510.

1 - 34

Appendix 1: Consolidated List of Parcels

Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

7, 9, 11

13

16010173.002

273 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010173.003L

265 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010174.

257 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16015824.

265 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16015832.

179 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016508.

146 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007577.

700 REID

yes

no

yes

no

16015010.002

334 CAVALRY

no

yes

no

no

16015010.003

340 CAVALRY

no

yes

no

no

16000166.

5632 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

18007833.

572 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

566 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

16012786.001

311 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013372.001

337 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013372.002L

335 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16013373.

321 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16000146.

5653 DRIGGS

no

yes

no

yes

18007823.

194 S RADEMACHER

yes

no

yes

yes

18008083.

81 S WATERMAN

yes

no

yes

yes

18007574.

678 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

16000090.

5886 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000091.

5880 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000092.

5876 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000093.

5870 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

VANCE, CHRISTOPHER

VANCE, JAMES

VANEGAS, MIGUEL & JACINTA

VARGAS, HORACIO

VELOZ, ANDRES

VELOZ, ANDRES A & DIANA B
18007832.
VERA, MARIA DOLORES

VILLEGAS, ARTHUR

W W FAMILY & LIFE SERVICES

WABASH RR

WALLER, BEATERES

WARR, JOHNNIE D
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16013406.001

508 S JUNCTION

no

yes

no

yes

16000043-5

5822 W JEFFERSON

yes

yes

yes

yes

16014450.

466 S CAMPBELL

yes

yes

yes

yes

16014451-3

522 S CAMPBELL

yes

yes

yes

yes

16016520.

226 S MILITARY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007536.

319 REID

yes

no

yes

yes

16010455.

216 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16000083.

5873 REEDER

yes

yes

yes

yes

16000214.002L

6024 HUSSAR

no

yes

no

no

16000215.

6022 HUSSAR

no

yes

no

no

16000216.

6016 HUSSAR

no

yes

no

no

16000118.

5677 HARVEY

no

yes

no

yes

16013384.

209 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16010435.002L

243 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010436.

239 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010438.

229 MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16012788-97

258 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012798.

302 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012800.

316 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16012801.

320 JUNCTION

no

yes

no

no

16010458.

238 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16010453.

208 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

16015220.

418 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

WAYNE COUNTY

WAYNE SCRAP IRON & METAL COMPANY

WEEMS, JEFF

WHEELER, CLARISSA

WHEELER, LEON

WHEELER, VALERIA D

WHITAKER, JOE

WHITE, MARILYN L

WHITEN, MARY E

WIGGINS LAND LLC

WILKERSON, CICERO

WILLIAMS, JOSEPHINE

WILLIAMS, LUEMMA
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Appendix 1: Consolidated List of Parcels

Practical Alternatives
Parcel No.

Address

1–5

6, 8, 10, 12

7, 9, 11

13

16010459.

242 S MORRELL

no

yes

no

no

18008637.

537 S POST

yes

no

yes

yes

16009901-7

211 S FERDINAND

no

yes

no

no

16016897.

561 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16016898.

555 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

18000178.

6327 HOLLY

yes

no

yes

yes

18007231.

626 S LIVERNOIS

yes

no

yes

yes

16015215.010L

356 S CAVALRY

yes

yes

yes

yes

18007331.

627 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007329.

639 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007335.

605 CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

18007334.

609 S CRAWFORD

yes

no

yes

yes

WILLIAMS, MACY

WIMBLEY, GROVER L JR

WINE GROUP

WYLIE, WALTER

WYSINGER, CHARLIE JR

YBARRA, KIMBERLY S

YBARRA, MARIA G

YBARRA, ROBETO A & EUNICE C

YBARRA, SENOBI A
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APPENDIX 2: Windshield survey of Delray Businesses, February 1, 2007
Name
Chase
Comerica
Adelas Place
Black Horse Cantina
International Club
A&L Restaurant
Bobby's Ham Palace
Chicago Style Hot Dog
KFC
Motown Chicken
Motz' Burgers
Nick's Family Restaurant
Oscar's Coney Island
West Fort Bar
Delray Café
Kovacs Bar
Casino Towing
All-American
——— [truck parts]
——— [store]
——— [auto parts]
——— [locksmith]
[something] Canvas & Tent
Bim's Pawnbrokers
Eye Care Optometry
H&A Auto Repair
Los Gallos Tire Repair
Metro Mufflers
Pit Stop Auto Repair
Pitbull Tattoos
Power Wash
Reliable Muffler
Salvation Army Store
Shoe Fair
Small Engines R Us
Talley Insurance
West Fort Appliance
Woodmere Liquor
Lockemans Hdw/Johnson outboard
CHASS Health Center
American Mailers
Arvin Meritor
Bridgewater [interiors]
Anya Pallets
Crown Plating
Edw. Duffy Steel Tubing
Flor Dri Supply
Marine Pollution Control

Street
Fort
Fort
Fort
Jefferson
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Jefferson
Jefferson
Jefferson
Dearborn
Ferdinand
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Fort
Jefferson
Fort
American Way
Fort
Fort
Jefferson
Jefferson
Jefferson
Jefferson
Jefferson

Location

Type

at Junction
at Military
at Clark
b/n Zug Island Rd. and West End
at Cavalry
at Woodmere
b/n Campbell and Junction
at Rademacher
at Livernois
at Green
at Green
b/n Campbell and Junction
at Livernois
at Solvay
at Cary
at Post
at Schroeder
at Fisher Fwy
half block e. of Fort
b/n Cavalry and Campbell
at American Way
at Elsmere
b/n Campbell and Junction
b/n Campbell and Junction
b/n Cavalry and Campbell
nr. Elsmere
nr. Casgrain
at Fisher Fwy
at Dearborn
at Dragoon
b/n Distel and Elsmere
at Waterman
b/n Cavalry and Campbell
b/n Cavalry and Campbell
b/n Cavalry and Campbell
b/n Cavalry and Campbell
at Military
at Distel
at Crossley
b/n Campbell and Junction
at Fort
at Casgrain
at McKinley
at Campbell
at Cotterell

bank
bank
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
bar/restaurant
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
commercial/retail
health
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial

at Junction
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Name
Marine Pollution Control
Metal Prep
MPC Environmental
Detroit Tube Products
Hascall Steel
DTE Energy/EES Coke Battery
Honeywell
US Steel/Great Lakes Div.
St. Mary's Cement
AT&T
Fernandez-Lawrence Construction
——— [wine grapes]
Citgo
Hog Bros. Scale House
BP Oil
Container Port Group
Deroit Produce Terminal
Marathon
Marathon
Renaissance Global Logistics
Sunoco
Rye Gentry Trucking
Triple R Trucking
Truck ferry
Yellow Truck
Delray Connecting RR
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Street

Location

Jefferson
Jefferson
Jefferson
at Morrell
Junction
at Driggs
Junction
at Driggs
Zug Island Rd.
Zug Island Rd.
Zug Island Rd.
off Dbn at Fisher Fwy
Fort
at Wheelock
Fort
at Central
Fort
at Wheelock
Dearborn
at Fisher Fwy
Dearborn
at Fort
Fort
at West End
Fort
at Fisher Fwy
Fort
b/n Green and West End
Fort
at Dragoon
Fort
at West End
Fort
at Clark
Fort
at Ferdinand
Jefferson
Jefferson
at Zug Island Rd.
Jefferson
Springwells Ct.
Jefferson
at Crossley
Zug Island Rd.

Type
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
industrial
office
office
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation
transportation

APPENDIX 3: Deh Cho Bridge
Fort Providence and Northwest Territories, Canada
(CBA ongoing)
What instigated the CBA
Canadian Highway Three connects approximately half of the population of the Northwest Territories to Alberta and points
south. Currently vehicles must cross the Mackenzie River by ferry, which is unsafe at certain times of the year. Fort Providence’s
government and representatives of the indigenous people of the region formed the Deh Cho Bridge Corporation (DCBC), a
public-private partnership to construct and manage a year-round bridge crossing.

Negotiators
Deh Gah Got’ie First Nation, Fort Providence Metis Council, Fort Providence government and Northwest Territories government

Project Cost
Estimated at $140 million (2007)

CBA cost
Based on percentage of profits (see demands below)

Length of CBA
35 years from project initiation
Monitoring and accountability
DCBC is responsible for managing bridge finances and allocating resources according to the agreement. It will undergo annual
independent audits and report to the shareholders, government and communities on the status of the elements of the agreement.

Categories of CBA demands
•

•
•
•

•

Employment and training
• At least 15 local residents hired on project
• DCBC invests up to 15% of profits in long-term employment training plan for community
• Contractors required to commit to hiring more residents if possible and provide training opportunities
• DCBC establishes transition plan for ferry employees who will lose jobs
Local business
• DCBC invests up to 30% of profits in community economic diversification plan and contractors will be required to commit to using local businesses when possible
Social impacts
• DCBC invests $25,000 in a community organization to monitor social impacts and up to 15% in a long-term
social well-being plan
Environment
• DCBC conducts independent environmental impact assessment and will consult with affected communities
Financial returns to community
• DCBC invests up to 20% of its profits in a community trust fund and another 20% will be returned to the Metis
Council and Deh Gah Got’ie First Nation

Other points of interest
•
•

Most benefits are subject to DCBC profits – if the Corporation loses money or the bridge is not operational, they are under
no obligation to follow the agreement.
Project put on hold in September 2006 by the territorial government after construction bids exceeded their earmarked
funds by approximately 50% - efforts are underway to obtain additional funds from federal government.

For more information
Deh Cho Bridge Corporation’s Community Benefits Commitment
http://www.mveirb.nt.ca/upload/project_document/EA03_008/DAR/App.%207%20-%20Draft%20Community%
20Benefits%20Commitment%20Plan.pdf
Canadian government’s overview of project need
http://www.ainc-inac.gc.ca/nr/prs/j-a2004/02486bk_e.html
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APPENDIX 4: Los Angeles International Airport (LAX)
Los Angeles, CA
(CBA 2004)
What instigated the CBA
Residents of the area, already unhappy with the air and noise pollution caused by airport operations, opposed a planned expansion. Community organizations decided to pursue a similar approach as inspired by the results of the Staples CBA negotiations.

Negotiators
LAX Coalition, a partnership of more than 20 community and environmental organizations and labor unions; two school districts; Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA); Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

Project cost
$11 billion

CBA cost
$500 million

Length of CBA
12 years

Monitoring and Accountability

Parties to the agreement will meet monthly to monitor implementation. LAWA will establish a process for city residents to report violations of the agreement. LAWA will pay for a neutral arbitrator in case agreement cannot be reached regarding implementation disputes.

Categories of CBA demands
•
•

•
•

•

Coalition members agree not to take legal action to prevent airport expansion
Employment and training
• Area residents and others from low-income households or with other special needs have priority access to new
jobs;
• LAWA funds job training program;
• LAWA applies the city’s living wage ordinance to all jobs related to the airport, including those provided by contractors, tenants and licensees
Economic development
• Local and minority-owned businesses receive priority in contracting
Environment
• Diesel vehicles are retrofitted to reduce emissions
• LAWA incorporates Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards in the demolition and
construction process
• LAWA expands soundproofing program to protect residences and schools and to reduce plane idling pollution
• LAWA funds an independent study to examine the health impacts of airport operations on area residents
Education
• LAWA funds improvements to local schools

Other points of interest
There were concerns about the willingness and ability of the federal government to fund elements of the agreement that were
not directly related to the airport project. This means contingency plans were developed to ensure these elements would be paid
for. For example, if the FAA refuses to fund the health study, LAWA must work with the Coalition to find other ways to address air quality at a cost of at least $500,000.

For more information

Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy
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APPENDIX 5: Staples Center
Los Angeles, CA
(CBA 2001)
What instigated the CBA
Developer planned to build hotel, movie theater, retail and housing on large site bordering the arena where both of the city’s
National Basketball Association teams play. Area residents, frustrated by changes in the area since the arena was built, opposed
the project.

Negotiators

Figueroa Corridor Coalition: Over 30 community organizations and labor unions - Economic Justice, Strategic Actions for a Just
Economy and Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy; Los Angeles Arena Land Company; Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency

Project Cost
Approximately $1 billion

CBA Cost
Approximately $2 million (not counting the extra cost of living-wage salary or the losses due to affordable housing requirements)

Length of CBA
10 years

Monitoring and Accountability
Agreement established oversight committee which meets quarterly with developers to monitor implementation
Categories of CBA demands
•
•

•

Parks and recreation
• Developer provides at least $1 million for a recreation needs assessment and building facilities to meet those needs
Traffic and parking
• Developer supports Coalition efforts to convince the city to establish a residential parking permit system for the
area
• Developer establishes a traffic liaison to assist residents with concerns
Employment
• Developer sets goal of living wage for 70 percent of project-related jobs, including for employees of tenant businesses
• Developer provides seed funding for a community job training and referral organization
• Housing
• Developer agrees that 20 percent of housing units on-site would be affordable
• Developer agrees to provide interest-free loans for affordable housing developments in the area
• Developer and City agreed to work with Coalition to find affordable housing for those displaced by construction
• Coalition members agreed to support developer during City approval process

For more information:

Report by Good Jobs First, which includes the actual agreement and analysis http://www.goodjobsfirst.org/pdf/
cba2005final.pdf
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APPENDIX 6: Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market
New York, NY
(CBA 2006)
What instigated the CBA
The development of a new shopping mall in the Bronx.

Negotiators (public/private)
Bronx Coalition: Borough President Carrion, Bronx Overall Economic Development Corporation and BTM Development
Partners, LLC.

Project Cost
$394 million
CBA cost
$5 million
Length of CBA
January 2006 to January 2015
Monitoring and Accountability

The Coalition provides oversight monitoring, reporting and feedback. Phase I of the development and quarterly thereafter are
developer meetings to review progress towards implementation of CBA tasks/goals.

Categories of CBA demands
•
•

•

Job development
• Referral and hiring policy which includes notification of job opportunities, long-range planning, union hiring provisions, training and apprenticeships.
Business development
• Small business development, technical and financial mentoring, developer funding obligation ($3,000,000 in equal
annual payments over 5 year period), reservation of retail space for small businesses in the Community. Living
Wage.
Community Design Review
• Green building, environment (monitor particulate emissions, waste management, trees, rodent control, demolition), nutritional programs, Walmart, public amenities (childcare programs & facility, lighting).

Other points of interest
•
•

This CBA is heavily criticized for not representing the community.
Known as “Carrion’s Agreement” because Adolfo Carrion (President of the Bronx), developer, and a “taskforce” created by
Carrion are the final signatories of the CBA. (Please see the CBACriticism for more details.)

For more information

Gateway Center CBA - http://www.momandpopnyc.com/memos/terminalmarket/FinalCBA.pdf
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APPENDIX 7: U.S. 95 Nevada
Federal Highway near Las Vegas, NV
(CBA 2005)
What instigated the CBA
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Nevada Department of Transportation (NDoT) planned to widen and extend the
freeway. Sierra Club filed a lawsuit to block construction because freeway would run too close to a number of public schools
and homes. A number of political leaders intervened to help negotiate a settlement.

Negotiators
Southern Nevada Sierra Club, Nevada Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Clark County Commission, Clark County School District, Southern Nevada Regional Transportation Commission, U.S. Department of Justice, Nevada
Attorney General

Project cost
Estimated at $450 million, but the project will not be complete until late 2007.

CBA cost
Approximately $3.5 million (not including expanded cost of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) study and costs associated with project delays)

Length of CBA

Studies will last five years; there is no end date given for monitoring at schools.

Monitoring and Accountability

All parties can request judicial action to enforce provisions of agreement if they are unsatisfied. FHWA will issue annual reports
on the air quality monitoring studies until they are complete.

Categories of CBA demands
•
•

•

Sierra Club agreed to drop lawsuit and let construction proceed
Air quality monitoring and treatment
• NDoT monitors air quality and install filters at three public schools
• FHWA assists EPA with a nationwide air quality study to learn more about effects from highway location
• NDoT and the school district will relocate parts of two schools to a greater distance from the expanded highway
Environment
• NDoT and the school district retrofit buses to reduce emissions
• NDoT and the regional commission establishes public education campaign to reduce diesel idling times

Other points of interest
NDoT is alleviated of its financial obligations if state or federal appropriations are insufficient to cover those costs

For more information
Sierra Club fact sheet http://nevada.sierraclub.org/sngroup/text/pressrelhw95fs.pdf

7-1

APPENDIX 8: Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal (DIFT)
Southwest Detroit, MI
(CBA ongoing)
What instigated the CBA
The consolidation and expansion of an intermodal freight terminal at the current 300-acre Livernois Junction Yard located in
one of the few growing and vibrant communities in Detroit. The State of Michigan and the region benefit from the industry
expansion with impacts of consolidation falling only on southwest Detroit. The community has tried numerous times to get the
railroads to clean up the viaducts, stop clogging up the catch basins, etc., but no action has been taken. The movement towards
intermodal traffic and the inevitable expansion of the freight transportation industry creates an opportunity for the immediate
affected communities to leverage benefits from the State of Michigan.

Negotiators
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), Southwest Detroit Business Association, ACCESS

Project Cost
$445 million (Alt 4 Modified - which include acquiring 225 acres, 29 single family residences, 4 multiple family units, and 41
businesses/institutions)

CBA cost
To be determined

Length of CBA
To be determined

Monitoring and Accountability
To be determined

Categories of CBA demands
•

•
•
•
•

•
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Roadways
• Roadways repaired and repaved to adequately accommodate traffic, provide traffic calming, streetscape enhancement, and prevent flooding.
• Trucks removed from residential and neighborhood commercial streets.
• Roads resurfaced, curbs replaced and re-graded, streetlights and street furnishings replaced.
• Adjacent sidewalks repaired, replaced and maintained. Surface area of the Junction Yard paved to reduce particulate matter generated by dust.
Railroad
• All railroad viaducts servicing Livernois Junction Yard repaired along with enhancing streetscape. Greenways
implemented to connect neighborhoods.
Housing
• Develop a housing program to assist in the relocation of residents - in partnership with local community housing
organizations.
English as a second language
• Develop programs for target industry, i.e. building trades, construction, health professions, etc.
Economic development
• Develop a program to identify and recruit new transportation and distribution-related businesses to the community, utilizing proximity to intermodal transportation.
• Workforce development training
• Develop a job training program with local agencies to train residents to construct, operate, and maintain the DIFT
project.
• Business Retention
• Create a program to retain relocated businesses within in SW Detroit and Dearborn.
Environment
• All equipment must utilize the best available emission control devices, and compliance will be monitored by a
third party monitor.
• Barrier walls built to mitigate noise from construction and terminal operations.

Other points of interest
CBA is being finalized, but has taken more time than expected due to Coalition disagreements. ACCESS and the City of Dearborn believe in “no action” while the Coalition believes that something should be done to assure community control. Proponents of DIFT argued that changes have been made to the original proposal of 8 gates to 2 that surrounds the DIFT. ACCESS
is opposed to this change because one of the two gates would be located in the City of Dearborn. This conflict of interest led to
the splintering of the coalition.

For more information

www.southwestdetroit.com/Community/cbawhitepaper.pdf
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APPENDIX 9: Front Range Economic Strategy Center
Denver, CO
(2006)
What instigated the CBA?
Private redevelopment of old rubber plant into mixed-use retail, commercial and residential development prompted
residents to advocate for benefits from the development
Project Cost
Undisclosed amount of public financing assistance – tax increment financing
Coalition Member Groups
• Unions – Wanted to guarantee its members get construction jobs
• Low-income housing advocates – Concerned about availability of affordable housing in development
• Working women – Concerned that wages of retail jobs are “living wages”
• Environmental groups – Want to ensure developer’s voluntary clean-up is thorough and complete
Process
City economic development director publicly disagreed that community should be negotiating a CBA with the developer. He put forward that the city should be doing more to guarantee that the community gets what it wants from
developments.
Coalition spent time lobbying city council members to ensure that the city’s agreement with the developer included
the demands that would have been covered in a CBA
Outcome
• Affordable housing plan for the city that includes low-income housing in rubber plant redevelopment project
• City Council adopted an ordinance to mandate that tax increment financing revenues go to prevailing wages for
construction workers and workers living within a certain radius of project
• City leaders have a renewed outlook on needs of community and how economic development projects should
address them
Other points of interest
Unions were integral in helping coalition build political power
For more information
Front Range Economic Strategy Center – www.fresc.org
Carmen Rhodes, Executive Director (303.477.6111 ext. 11)
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APPENDIX 10: Ohio River Bridges Project
Louisville, KY and Jeffersonville, IN
(ongoing)
What instigated the CBA?
The construction of two new Ohio River bridges linking Louisville and Southern Indiana, and reconstructing the
Kennedy Interchange (Spaghetti Junction) where I-65, I-71 and I-64 converge near downtown Louisville spurred
various community groups to get involved with the planning of the project
Project cost
$2.46 billion (KY - $1.67 billion; IN - $790 billion)
Project enhancement costs
$12.5 million
Oversight
The Bi-State Management Team consists of representatives from the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, Indiana Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration. A Bi-State Management Team of these officials will oversee work completed by the general engineering consultant, Community Transportation Solutions
(CTS), and the six design teams on the project.
CTS and the Project Manager will oversee the design work, right of way acquisition, utility relocation and public involvement. CTS has the responsibility to ensure the Record of Decision (ROD) is followed.
The design work on the project is divided up into six sections, which include each of the two bridges and each of the
bridge approaches on either side of the river. Each section design team will focus on the character and needs of the
communities in their section.
Environmental Review Process and Record of Decision
The ROD was the final step in the project's environmental review process (September 2003). It represents FHWA's
final decision as to where and what to build, based upon recommendations from the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet and the Indiana Department of Transportation.
A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was published in November 2001 analyzing nine specific bridge
locations in one- and two-bridge combinations. Public hearings were held in Indiana and Kentucky, and more than
5,000 comments were received on the DEIS.
A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was issued in April 2003. This document identified the preferred
alternative, responded to comments on the DEIS (though many groups did not feel completely satisfied with the
FEIS), and included a plan to minimize impacts to historic properties and other resources. The commitments were
developed in consultation with community representatives who will stay involved and monitor work to help ensure
commitments are fulfilled.
Public Involvement
The public involvement process began in the spring of 1998. The project staff interviewed stakeholders from Kentucky and Indiana about their issues and concerns regarding the bridges project. Concerns brought forward included
the desire to have an open public process and the timeliness of the project. The project staff also researched other
public processes for transportation projects across the country. Based on the interviews and research, 150 groups
were represented as part of the Regional Advisory Committee, four Area Advisory Committees, and Historic Preservation Advisory Teams. The role of the RAC and ACCs is to provide input to the project team on the design and
aesthetic plans according to the needs of their community.
•

The Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) is comprised of representatives from area groups from both sides of
the river and focuses on the regional impacts of the project.
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•
•

The Area Advisory Committees (AAC) are comprised of representatives of community groups and organized
according to where the bridges would be located.
The Historic Preservation Advisory Teams (HPAT) are organized to ensure the bridge project team plans and
designs the bridge in a manner that is sensitive to the historic qualities, landscapes, buildings, and features of the
area impacted by the bridge. The groups that are part of the HPATs were also listed as consultants to the Section 106 process and Memorandum of Agreement – to ensure each building, property, archeological find, etc.
will have a Historic Preservation Plan to minimize the potential impacts from the project.

Project enhancements and mitigation measures
• Most of the mitigation measures in the ROD relate to the preservation of historic structures – in the areas directly and indirectly impacted by the bridge
• The Kentucky African-American Heritage Museum received funds to preserve the historic building and
train and hire minority craftsmen for the project.
• Both the city of Louisville and Jeffersonville received funds for transportation planning in the immediate areas adjacent to the bridge project.
Other points of interest
• FHWA mandates that projects include involvement from disadvantaged businesses (DBEs) – the states set goals
for each project and report that to FHA
• Timeline for decision making – draft EIS, community input process, EIS, ROD
• ROD results in federal spending and includes costs of alternatives and mitigation measures
• The ROD informs everyone of decisions made regarding project and serves as guide to ensure decisions
are followed
For more information
Ohio River Bridges Project – www.kyinbridges.com
Steve Nicaise, Deputy Project Manager (502.394.3841)
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APPENDIX 11: Atlantic Yards – Nets Stadium
Brooklyn - NYC, New York
(CBA 2005)
What instigated the CBA
The development of a new arena for the Nets basketball team
Negotiators
Forest City Ratner Company (arena lead developer) and 8 organizations - All-Faith Council of Brooklyn (AFCB), the
Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN), Brooklyn United for Innovative Local Development (BUILD), the Downtown Brooklyn Educational Consortium (DBEC), the Downtown Brooklyn
Neighborhood Alliance (DBNA), the First Atlantic Terminal Housing Committee (FATHC) now the Brooklyn Endeavor Experience, Inc. (BEE), the New York State Association of Minority Contractors (NYSAMC) and the Public
Housing Communities (PHC).
Project Cost
$4 billion (estimated $1.9 in state and local subsidies)
CBA cost
unknown
Length of CBA
“Either until the developer abandons efforts to acquire or lease from Metropolitan Transportation Authority and to
obtain rezoning of the Project site for large-scale development or 30 years from commencement of construction of
first residential building constructed by Project Developer or its Affiliates at the Project.” – From CBA
Monitoring and Accountability
An Executive Committee is comprised of Developers’ representatives and Coalition representatives – each with one
vote (the Developers shall have non-voting members attend meetings). The Executive Committee shall hire an Independent Compliance Monitor (ICM) and set the scope of its work. The ICM will be paid $100,000 annually by
Forest City Ratner.
Categories of CBA demands
• Housing
• Workforce development – including job development and training, placement, retention and faith-based
referral services
• Small business development
• Community facilities and amenities
• Environment
• Educational and related services
Other points of interest
• Three Community Boards have publicly asked Forest City Ratner to stop using their names as part of the community negotiators of the CBA because they claim at some point during the process they were banned from
meetings and prohibited from participating. They are not signatories of the final agreement.
• An eminent domain case is being heard in federal court – 13 plaintiffs v. city and state officials, the Empire State
Development Corporation (ERSDC), and developer Forest City Ratner
• The city is not part of the agreement and therefore cannot hold the developer accountable to the agreement.
For more information
Atlantic Yards CBA - http://www.atlanticyards.com/html/community/cba.html
Freedman- Schnapp, Michael. “COMMUNITIES: A New Dynamic: Atlantic Yards Challenges Brooklyn Progressive
Politics.” The Next American City. http://www.americancity.org/article.php?id_article=172
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APPENDIX 12: North Hollywood Commons
North Hollywood - Los Angeles, CA
(CBA 2001)
What instigated the CBA
A North Hollywood mixed-use development project with residential, retail, and office space in a low income area of
Los Angeles. Purpose of the CBA is to insure that the benefits of the Development are extended to the community.
Negotiators (public/private)
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, Valley Jobs Coalition (as represented by the Los
Angeles Alliance for a New Economy), J.H. Snyder & Company (developer).
Project cost
The Project received over $31 million in public subsidies and loans.
CBA cost
n/a
Length of CBA
n/a
Monitoring and Accountability
Agency may assess a penalty of $10,000 for each applicable period if Developers fail to meet the 75% Living Wage
Proportion for two consecutive years. The Developer will provide a bi-annual report to the Agency on the percentage of living wage jobs.
Categories of CBA demands
• Child Care Center
• Developer agrees to plan an on-site location for a child care center that provides affordable child care
for employees on site. The child care provider with developer in its lease shall require that a minimum
of 50 spaces will be made available to very low- , low- and moderate-income families.
• Workforce development
• Developer provides funds for pilot programs that will facilitate training and employment of low-income
individuals in the North Hollywood Redevelopment Mixed-Use Project by establishing a mechanism for
the provision of job training and job referral.
• Developer maximizes living wage jobs in the development and agrees to at least 75% living wage commitment for employment in the development.
• Establishment of a first source hiring system for employers in the development, including rent-free
space for staffing the referral system, a system for tailoring job training to needs of employers in the
development; seed money for a job training program for day laborers; and developer and contractor
compliance with city worker retention and responsible contracting policies.
Other points of interest
As part of the CBA requirement, the Developer will notify Coalition before selecting tenants. Developer will let the
Coalition know before entering into a contract with a prospective tenant and if Coalition requests, the developer will
allow members to meet with the prospective tenant regarding his/her impact on the 75% Living Wage Proportion.
For more information
NoHo Commons CBA -- Los Angeles 2001
http://www.communitybenefits.org/article.php?id=571
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APPENDIX 13: Oak to Ninth
Oakland, CA (waterfront)
(2004)
What instigated the CBA
A large-scale 3,100 condominium development proposed and passed in old Oakland’s waterfront on public land.
Negotiators (public/private)
City of Oakland Redevelopment Agency and Oak to 9th Community Benefits Coalition (Asian Pacific Environmental Network, Bay Area Construction Sector Intervention Collaborative, DataCenter, East Bay Alliance for a Sustainable Economy, East Bay Asian Local Development Corporation, East Bay Asian Youth Center, East Bay Housing Organizations, Eastlake Merchants Association, Just Cause Oakland, Oakland Coalition of Congregations, Oakland Community Organizations, Oakland Green Party, PolicyLink, SEIU 1877, Urban Habitat, Urban Strategies
Council)
Project Cost
$2 Billion
CBA cost
n/a
Length of CBA
Seven years
Monitoring and Accountability
Developer will provide quarterly reports on implementation of agreement to the City and Coalition. The City of
Oakland will investigate complaints and if the provisions of the agreement are not followed, it will negotiate a resolution. If the issue is not resolved, the City may pursue legal action.
Categories of CBA demands
• Housing
• Agency shall ensure that all units shall be provided at no greater than an “Affordable Rent” to households earning from 25% to 60% of Area Median Income for at least 55 years from first occupancy.
• There shall be no more than 25% of all units provided as senior housing. No less than 30% of all units
must be three-bedroom units, and no fewer than 20% of all units are two-bedroom units.
• Open Space and Recreation
• Pedestrian links connecting Oak to Ninth site to provide recreational opportunities and access to the
waterfront.
• Workforce development
• Assistance for adult immigrants in the area moving from training to a job and a career in the building
trades. Permanent jobs, after project is constructed, will offer living wages and preferences for hiring
local residents.
Other points of interest
The Oakland waterfront is considered Port land which is not supposed to be sold to private housing developers.
The “Tidelands Trust” law has the Port of Oakland holding the land for public use, restricting it from being sold.
However, State Senator Don Peralta arranged for the necessary legislation and SB 1622 was passed and approved by
Governor Schwarzenegger in 2004.
For more information
Oak to Ninth Benefits Coalition
http://www.urbanstrategies.org/programs/econopp/oaktoninth.html
FAQ
www.abetteroaktoninth.org/FAQ.pdf
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APPENDIX 14: Peace Bridge Capacity Expansion Project
Buffalo, NY and Fort Erie, Ontario.
(ongoing)
What
The 5,800 ft long Peace Bridge crosses the Niagara River between Buffalo, New York and Fort Erie, Ontario.
Opened in 1927, the annually. As a response to the increase in vehicular/truck traffic from the expanding trade activities across the border, the Buffalo and Fort Erie Public Bridge Authority started to plan for the building of a second Peace Bridge beside the existing Bridge.
Project Cost
$115 Million (1999 with original estimated completion date of 2002)
Project Developments
There was public debate in 2005 regarding the justification of a six-lane rather than a four-lane signature bridge. If a
six-lane bridge is put into place, the old Peace Bridge will either be taken down or converted into a pedestrian and
bicycle bridge.
The Environmental Impact Statement process is expected to be completed by 2008, subject to the federal governments of Canada and the US agreeing upon where the new US Customs plaza will be located. Final design and construction will ensue immediately thereafter.
Government Input
In August 2005, the US Congress passed a transportation bill signed by the President which included $25 million for
Peace Bridge and Customs and Border Protection (CBP) present security requirements to the Bridge Authority.
CBP completed Shared Border Management Agreement with Canada in January 2006.
The Peace Bridge Authority and City of Buffalo reached an agreement on three shared border plaza design alternatives to include in draft EIS. Under the agreement, all three project plans include neighborhood improvements in
the area surrounding the plaza and historic Front Park.
Project Enhancements and Mitigation Measures
In addition to funding for the Peace Bridge, the Transportation Bill included the following benefits:
• $6 million for roadway, streetscape, pedestrian, transit, and parking improvements to the Buffalo Niagara Medical Campus in addition to ~$3,200,000 included by the House for a total of ~$9,200,000.
• $2 million for road improvements that will help restore vehicle traffic to Main Street in downtown Buffalo in
addition to ~$4 million included by the House for a total of ~$6 million.
• $8 million for Southtown Connector Improvements on NY Route 5 from the Coast Guard Base to Ohio Street.
• $9.25 million for the University of Buffalo’s Multidisciplinary Center for Earthquake Engineering Research
(MCEER). This will be an economic generator in Western NY and will keep the U of B at the forefront of this
research.
• $9 million for I-86/Route 17 Upgrades for Broome, Delaware, Chemung, Orange, Sullivan, and Cattaraugus
Counties and $1 million for I-86/Route 17 Upgrades for Tioga County. The upgrade and designation of NYS
Route 17 as Interstate 86 will make the Southern Tier, the Catskills, and the Lower Hudson Valley more competitive and able to attract substantial growth in business, industry, and tourism.
• $5 million for the expansion and improvements to Route 219 in Cattaugus and Erie counties.
• $1.5 million in additional funding for construction of pedestrian and bike trail campus improvements at St.
Bonaventure University.
• $1 million for Erie Community college road improvements. Funds will go towards the development of an intermodal facility to be located on a parcel adjacent to the proposed expansion of Erie Community College. The
facility will consist of local bus terminus, a structure parking facility and ground level commercial/retail space to
complement the operations of the college.
• $1 million for the design and construction of the Jamestown Connector Trail. The adaptive re-use of the historic former Erie- Lackawanna Railroad Station into a new, multi-modal, visitor and civic center called Jamestown Gateway Station.
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Other points of interest
The new bridge will be a 17 story tall, 600 ft long, 170 foot tall arch spanning the Black Rock Canal on the US side.
The new Bridge will increase traffic by 33%. The project ran into legal difficulties and court challenges which delayed bridge construction. As of 2005, NY Senator Schumer established a 6 month timeline for Peace Bridge Progress and announced $25 million in federal funds.
Maroun of Detroit International Bridge Company has been trying to intervene in the planning process because the
Peace Bridge ($3.00/roundtrip) is seen as a rival to the Ambassador Bridge ($6.50/roundtrip).
For more information
Peace Bridge Q & A
http://www.acsu.buffalo.edu/~bjackson/43autumnalQ&A5oct.html
Peace Bridge web site
http://www.peacebridge.com/index.php
Bridge Background
http://www.iaw.com/~falls/bridges.html
Government support for Peace Bridge: http://www.senate.gov/~schumer/SchumerWebsite/pressroom/
record.cfm?id=260501
Peace Bridge Expansion Project Background
http://www.peacebridgex.com/project_bg.html
Buffalo Report
http://buffaloreport.com/allbridge.html

14-2

220 Bagley · Suite 900
Detroit, Michigan 48226
(313) 964-4130 x226
(313) 964-1192 Fax
klocker@michiganlegal.org

DATE:

July 20, 2005

TO:

Working Group for a DIFT CBA

FROM:

Katy Locker
Director of Policy Projects

Erica Eisinger
Wayne State University Law School

RE:

Recommended Process for Establishing a Community
Benefits Agreement

Abed Hammoud
Wayne County Prosecutor’s Office

At your request, I have surveyed the literature on community benefits agreements
(CBAs) and I have begun conversations with some of the organizers and
attorneys associated with successful CBAs in other parts of the country.
I have attempted to identify “best practices” and “lessons learned” in order to be
able to recommend an approach for the groups in Southwest Detroit to take as
they embark upon the DIFT CBA. Where possible, I have drawn on my
experience with Southwest Detroit community groups in order to tailor the
approach to the realities of community organizing in Southwest Detroit.

Board of Directors
Timothy Carless
DaimlerChrysler Services

Vicki R. Harding
Pepper Hamilton
Joel D. Kellman
Dykema Gossett
Rochelle Lento
University of Michigan Law School
Jerry Loeser
Comerica Bank
Robin Luce
ButzelLong
Mitch Meisner
Honigman Miller Schwartz & Cohn
Marilyn Mullane
Michigan Legal Services
Sally W. Schwartz
Business Law Section
American Bar Association
Rosa C. Sims
RCS & Associates
Steve Tobocman
MI House of Representatives
Damon L. White
General Motors Corporation

Regardless of the process chosen by the Working Group, the key element is
unity of vision. All community groups engaged in the DIFT CBA process must
have a common understanding of the goal and the method of reaching that goal.
I describe below a possible method for approaching the development of the DIFT
CBA. Obviously, changing circumstances and/or new information could change
the approach.
Recruitment
The larger and more influential the coalition of community partners engaged in
the negotiations for the CBA, the better chance the Coalition has in succeeding in
(a) establishing a CBA, and (b) gaining significant community benefits. 1
Most coalitions that enter into CBAs are not incorporated as stand-alone
nonprofits. Rather, they are simply groups of organizations and individuals
working together. The recommended approach is for each organizational
member of the Coalition to sign the CBA on its own behalf. (Individual
persons who are Coalition members generally should not take on the legal
benefits and burdens of a complex contract like a CBA.) This makes clear to
each organization the legal reality that it must live up to the CBA’s commitments.
For this reason, it is appropriate to ask all organizations to demonstrate that they
have board support for proceeding in good faith with a CBA approach.
Eventually, the Working Group must identify those who are willing to engage in
CBA negotiations within a framework of collective vision and priorities. The
establishment of a collective vision and the collective priorities must be done by
those groups who are committed to engaging in good faith negotiation and to
signing a CBA once an acceptable agreement is reached.

1

I am assuming that the informal Working Group for a DIFT CBA will eventually
establish a “Coalition” of named organizations.
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Note that no group should at any time be considered obligated to sign the CBA – only to
participate in the process in good faith.
Agreed Vision
Coincident with recruitment, the Working Group should begin to draft a “vision statement” for the Coalition
so a shared vision for the CBA may be understood by all who join the Coalition. Such a vision for a DIFT
CBA could include the rejection of a “no action” choice for the DIFT, a commitment to good faith
negotiation, a commitment to prioritize community benefits based upon the collective decisionmaking of
the Coalition members, etc. Once the Coalition is established, the Coalition should formally adopt a
vision statement that can then be shared amongst the Coalition and with interested parties who will be
observing the CBA process – MDOT, City leaders, County leaders, etc.
Meetings & Decisionmaking of the Coalition
Ongoing communication and inclusive opportunities to express priorities, preferences and concerns will
be key to a successful CBA process. All meetings should be scheduled and publicized to Coalition
members in advance – preferably with at least a two week notice so Coalition members can prioritize
attendance. An agenda that clearly states the topics of discussion and decisions to be made at the
upcoming meeting should be released in advance of any meeting. Any significant decisions of the
Coalition (e.g., vision, priorities, priority elements) should be made over the course of at least two
meetings so if a Coalition member is unable to attend one of the meetings, it will have an opportunity at
the other meeting(s).
In order to stress the importance of meeting attendance and collective decisionmaking, a Coalition
member who fails to attend a meeting should be assumed to agree with the actions taken at the meeting.
Establish CBA Priorities
The establishment of the Coalition’s CBA priorities is a critical element of the process. A carefully crafted
set of facilitated meetings must be held to identify these priorities. Only Coalition members should be
allowed to participate in the development of these priorities. These “Priorities” should be broad in order to
establish the boundaries of the issues that will be a part of the CBA. Examples include: Infrastructure
Improvement, Improved Traffic Flow, Environmental Issues, Community Services, Accountability and
Community Involvement, Good Jobs, Affordable Housing, etc.
If a list of Priorities is established at one meeting those Priorities should be circulated in advance of the
next meeting and an opportunity must be provided at the second meeting for additional discussion before
the Coalition commits to the list of Priorities.
As stated above, once the Priorities are selected the Coalition should commit to those Priorities as the
universe in which the CBA will be negotiated. The process has the potential to be bogged down in
constant revisiting of issues if the Coalition is unwilling to commit to a strategy that will continually
advance the discussion toward a defined set of goals for negotiation.
Once the Coalition has established a Vision and Priorities, the Coalition will have a tool for promoting the
value of the CBA to a broader audience. There’s an excellent example of the use of such a promotion
from the Milwaukee CBA. See: www.wisconsinsfuture.org/workingfamilies/econdev/GJLNbrochure.pdf
Define Priority Benefits
Once the Coalition agrees to a set of Priorities, the Coalition will likely need to break into subgroups to
define the benefits desired within each Priority area. The information that these subgroups provide will be
the basis for negotiation.
Organizations and individuals should be able to select which and how many subgroups they participate
on. Failure to participate on a subgroup means that an organization is assumed to defer to the subgroup
participants on that Priority – although the Coalition as a whole will later get an opportunity to review and
consent to the results of each subgroup’s meetings. A chair or chairs should be selected by each
subgroup so there is one person to call meetings of the subgroup and to be responsible for reporting back
the results of the subgroup meetings.
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The subgroup will need to describe the reason for the Priority, the needed benefit(s) within the Priority
area, and any additional information necessary to assist the negotiators in discussing the Priority. For
example, if a subgroup was handling the “Improved Infrastructure” Priority, the subgroup would:
(a) provide a summary of the existing problems with infrastructure (e.g., roads flooding, potholes);
(b) describe the desired infrastructure fixes and, if possible, the mechanism for those fixes (e.g.,
resurfacing of Main Road – provision of X dollars to Main Road Commission); and (c) attempt to weight
the importance of each of the identified benefits desired within that Priority area.
There are examples available from a number of CBAs negotiated in other communities. Of note, the LAX
CBA has provisions related to PM 2.5, Limits on Diesel Idling, Designated Truck Routes, Implementation
Meetings, and Annual Progress Routes.
The subgroups will need to meet over a period time to flesh out the Benefits desired within their Priority
area. Upon completion of each subgroup’s meetings, the subgroup should be asked to report back to the
Coalition and the Coalition as a whole will need to consent to the desired Benefits identified by the
subgroup.
Identify Negotiators
The Coalition will need to appoint a steering committee or negotiating team of workable size to conduct
negotiations with MDOT. Trust and confidence are key elements of this appointment.
Inclusion of Legal Counsel
Because the CBA is an enforceable contract, legal counsel will have to become involved at some point in
the negotiation process. Ideally the Coalition’s appointed negotiating team will lead the actual
negotiations and the attorney will primarily serve to memorialize, in a legally enforceable manner, the
substance of the agreement. It can be anticipated that MDOT will require its attorneys to be part of the
negotiation. Therefore, the Coalition should be represented by an attorney at any time MDOT’s
attorney(s) are present. When the Coalition is prepared for negotiations, Community Legal Resources
will make every attempt to find a volunteer attorney to participate in the drafting of the CBA on behalf of
the Coalition.
Each organizational member of the Coalition should involve their own legal counsel in the review of the
CBA before the organization signs on to the CBA.
Negotiation
The Priorities and Priority Benefits established by the Coalition will be used to provide a framework for
negotiations. At some point, the negotiating team will have to identify the “deal points” which will cause
the Coalition to reject or accept a CBA.
Transparency is an important element of any CBA process. However, there must also be some level of
trust built among the participating community groups as Priorities are established because negotiation
inherently requires that “some cards are kept close to the vest.”
A good CBA will contain answers to the following questions:
• What commitments are being made by the Developer/MDOT and the Coalition’s members?
• What is the time frame for each commitment to be fulfilled?
• Who will monitor performance?
• How and when will information on performance be made available?
• What will happen if a commitment is not fulfilled?
It should be assumed that the negotiation will be an arduous and lengthy process and that the Coalition
will likely not get all that it desires.
Commitment by All Parties
Time must be allowed for all parties to the CBA to go through their own internal approval process.
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A community group should not sign a CBA unless (1) it believes that offering its public support in
exchange for the negotiated community benefits is a good trade-off; and (2) it understands its
commitments under the CBA and is willing and able to abide by them.
Incorporate Additional Government Entities
If the CBA is, as envisioned, an agreement between MDOT and the organizational members of the
Coalition, the City of Detroit and Wayne County will not be parties to the agreement and therefore will not
have enforcement rights. However, if the City or County incorporates the CBA into a land use or funding
approval associated with the DIFT, the City or County would then have the legal right to enforce the
provisions of the CBA. It is obviously desirable to have the significant legal teams of the County and City
available as enforcement tools. Therefore, once a CBA is negotiated between MDOT and the members
of the Coalition, the Coalition should consider a strategy to get that CBA incorporated into City and
County approvals that may be associated with the DIFT.
Enforcement
A CBA is a legally binding contract, it can be enforced only by a party that has signed it. Every
community group that signs the CBA will be entitled to force compliance with its provisions (and obligated
to perform any community group obligations provided for in the CBA).
CBAs should contain some correction period, allowing each party a chance to correct problems once put
on notice. In addition, CBAs should contain some dispute-resolution system, giving parties an ability to
come together and work out solutions, thereby avoiding litigation. Court action or arbitration is an
important last-resort enforcement option, however.
A good CBA will ensure the right to ask for a court order requiring the developer to honor commitments
contained in the CBA.
Many CBAs provide for some form of an “oversight” or “implementation” or “advisory” committee to
establish a regular meeting schedule to monitor implementation, receive updates, and discuss community
concerns. Such a committee provides an ongoing, regular accountability mechanism. In between
meetings with the developer/MDOT, various subcommittees of the Committee could work on specific
implementation issues. In addition, the committee as a whole may convene prior to a meeting with the
developer/MDOT, to update all members and prepare.
Organizations that bond together to win a CBA should understand that they will need to be working
together for years in order to assure strong implementation of the benefits they obtained. Many
community benefits require ongoing communication between community groups and the developer for a
period of years after the opening of the development.

APPENDIX 16: Contact List for Potential Coalition and Advisory Group Members
16a: Potential Coalition Members
Potential CBA Coalition Contact Person
Member Groups

Phone

Email

Group Description

Bagley Housing

Vince Murray

313-964-5942 vmurray@bagleyhousing.c Non-profit housing develom
oper: Supports DCC through
the Gateway Collaborative.

Delray United Action
Council

Jackie Brown Collins 313-297-7921

Non-profit housing developer: Will support DCC advocate for new housing near
Delray

Detroiters Working For
Environmental Justice

Donele Wilkins

313-833-3935

Environmental group: Supports DCC if it considers
relocation options for residents

Greening of Detroit

Monique Torbert

313-237-8733

Environmental group: Will
support DCC with landscape
improvements

Mexicantown Community Margaret Garry
Development Corporation

313-967-9898

Business development: Supports DCC and MDOT's
DRIC public process

People’s Community
Services

Tom Cervernak

313-554-3111 tcervenak@pecose.org

Social service org: Supports
DCC

Sierra Club

Rhonda Anderson/
Dolores Leonard

Southwest Detroit
Environmental Vision

Lisa Goldstein

Environmental group: Supports DCC's efforts to mitigate impacts to Southwestern
High School
313-842-1961 lisa_swdev@flash.net

Environmental group: Supports and already works with
DCC. Willing to collaborate
in the future, very supportive
in general.
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16b: Potential Advisory Board Members
Potential Advisory Board
Members

Contact Person

ACCESS
Commissioner Ilona Varga,
Wayne County

Kathryn Savoie

Detroit City Council

Ken Cockrel, Joann
Watson

Detroit City Planning Commis- Marcel Todd
sion
Gateway Collaborative
Local Initiatives Support
Victor Abla
Corporation (LISC)
Representative Hoon-Yung
Dan Rock
Hopgood
Represetative Steve Tobocman Karen Kavanaugh
Senator Debbie Stabenow
Southwest Detroit Business
Association
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Kathleen Wendler

Phone
(313) 216-2255
313-224-0886

Email
ksavoie@accesscommunity.org
ivarga5@yahoo.com

313-224-4505
CockrelK.CNCL.Council@kcockrel.ci.detroit
(Cockrel); 313-224- .mi.us; WatsonJ@cncl.ci.detroit.mi.us
4535 (Watson)
(313) 224-6225

313-596-8222 x17
517-373-0852

cc-cpc@ci.detroit.mi.us

vabla@liscnet.org
hoon-yunghopgood@house.mi.gov

517-373-0824 (lansing); kkavanaugh@house.mi.gov
313-841-2240 (detroit)
313-961-4330
313-842-0986

senator@stabenow.senate.gov
Anny

16c: Other Contacts
Organization/Affiliation
Contact Person
Michigan Department of Mohammad Alghurabi
Transportation

Phone
Email
517-373-7674 alghurabim@michigan.gov

MDOT Real Estate

Doug Fishell

517-335-2408 fishelld@michigan.gov

Heidi Mucherie

248-799-0140 southfield@corradino.com
313-964-4130 clr@michiganlegal.org
x225

The Corradino Group
Community Legal
Resources

area code (517) for
all numbers below

House
Appropriations Transportation SubCommittee
Marsha Cheeks
Pamala Byrnes
Richard LeBlanc

373-0844
373-0828
373-2576

marshacheeks@house.mi.gov
pambyrnes@house.mi.gov
richardleblanc@house.mi.gov

373-0852
373-2575
373-6990
373-1008
373-2617

hoon-yunghopgood@house.mi.gov
phillajoy@house.mi.gov
gabeleland@house.mi.gov
colemanayoungii@house.mi.gov
KateEbli@house.mi.gov

373-3815
373-0844

morrishood@house.mi.gov
marshacheeks@house.mi.gov

373-1707

glennanderson@senate.mi.gov

Irma Clark-Coleman
Martha Scott
Michael Switalski

373-0990
373-7748
373-7315

SenIClark-Coleman@senate.michigan.gov
SenMScott@senate.michigan.gov
SenMSwitalski@senate.michigan.gov

Raymond Basham

373-7800

SenRBasham@senate.michigan.gov

Michael Switalski
Irma Clark-Coleman
Martha Scott

373-7315
373-0990
373-7748

SenMSwitalski@senate.michigan.gov
SenIClark-Coleman@senate.michigan.gov
SenMScott@senate.michigan.gov

Transportation
Hoon-Yung Hopgood
Philip LaJoy
Gabe Leland
Coleman Young
Kate Ebli
Outlay - reviews Capital Improvement Projects
Morris Hood
Marsha Cheeks
Senate
Appropriations: Transportation Subcommittee
Glenn Anderson
Appropriations

Transportation

Outlay
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At least 15 local residents
will be hired on project;
DCBC will invest up to
15% of profits in long-term
employment training plan
for community; contractors
will be required to commit
to hiring more residents if
possible and provide training opportunities; DCBC
will establish transition plan
for ferry employees who
will lose jobs

Deh Cho
Bridge, Fort
Providence,
Northwest
Territories,
Canada
(ongoing)

year period), reservation of
retail space for small businesses in the Community

Deh Cho Bridge Corporation
(DCBC) will invest up to 30%
of profits in community economic diversification plan and
contractors will be required to
commit to using local businesses when possible

Jobs for local residents
with good wages

Referral and hiring policy
which includes notification
of job opportunities, longrange planning, union hiring provisions, training and
apprenticeships

Fund for community improvements or housing or
small businesses

Bronx Gate- Small business development:
way Center, technical and financial mentoring, developer funding
New York, NY obligation ($3,000,000 in
(2000)
equal annual payments over 5

Case Study

Housing for displaced Trucks kept out of neighborresidents
hood

Delray Community Council Priorities

DCBC will conduct independent environmental
impact assessment and
will consult with affected
communities

Improved air quality

DCBC will invest $25,000 in
a community organization to
monitor social impacts and
up to 15% in a long-term
social well-being plan; Up to
20% of DCBC profits will be
invested in a community
trust fund and another 20%
will be returned to the Metis
Council and Deh Gah Got’ie
First Nation

Community Design Review:
Green building, environment
(monitor particulate emissions, waste management,
trees, rodent control, demolition); nutritional programs,
Walmart, public amenities
(childcare programs & facility, lighting).

Other relevant items

APPENDIX 17: Delray Community Council Priorities

Nets Arena,
New York, NY
(2005)

Other relevant items

Environmental mitigaHealth care clinic; intergention: on- and off-site
erational senior and youth
rodent abatement proclinic
grams; a staging plan for
construction that mitimizes the impacts of
idling trucks; a vehicular
and pedestrian plan; and
encouragement of all
contractors to use low
sulfur in trucks operating
in the project

Priority housing in new
development for residents being displaced by
project

Improved air quality

Affordable housing - 50% of Workforce development –
4,500 units will be set aside for including prefamilies in a certain income
apprenticeship and job
range (developed by Coalition development and training
and developer); Goals set to programs; placement, retenprovide priority contracts to tion and advancement iniminority and women-owned tiatives
business during planning and
construction phases of project

Trucks kept out of
neighborhood

LAWA will expand
LAWA will fund improvesoundproofing program ments to local schools
to protect residences and
schools; reduce plane
idling pollution; retrofit
diesel vehicles to reduce
emissions; incorporate
Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design
(LEED) standards in the
demolition and construction process; and fund an
independent study to
examine the health impacts of airport operations on area residents

Housing for displaced
residents

Los Angeles World Airports
(LAWA) will fund job training program; Area residents
and others from lowincome households or with
other special needs will have
priority access to new jobs;
LAWA will apply the City’s
living wage ordinance to all
jobs related to the airport,
including those provided by
contractors, tenants and
licensees

Fund for community
Jobs for local residents
improvements or housing or
with good wages
small businesses

Los Angeles Local and minority-owned
International businesses will have priority in
contracting
Airport, Los
Angeles, CA
(2004)

Case Study
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Oak to Ninth,
Oakland, CA
(2004)

North Hollywood Commons, Los
Angeles, CA
(2001)

Case Study

Housing: Agency shall ensure
that all units shall be provided
at no greater than an
“Affordable Rent” to households earning from 25% to
60% of Area Median Income
for at least 55 years from first
occupancy. No more than
25% of all Units are provided
as senior housing. No less
than 30% of all Units must be
three-bedroom units, and no
fewer than 20% of all Units
are two-bedroom units.

Fund for community improvements or housing or
small businesses

Initiate movement of adult
immigrants in the area from
training to a job and a career in the building trades.
Permanent jobs, after project is constructed, will offer
living wages and preferences for hiring local residents

Establishment of a first
source hiring system for
employers in the development, including rent-free
space for staffing the referral system, a system for
tailoring job training to
needs of employers in the
development; seed money
for a job training program
for day laborers; and developer and contractor compliance with city worker retention and responsible contracting policies.• Maximize
living wage jobs in the Development and agree to at
least 75% living wage commitment for employment in
the development with
monetary penalities if not
met

Jobs for local residents
with good wages

Housing for displaced Trucks kept out of neighborresidents
hood
Improved air quality

Pedestrian links connecting
Oak to Ninth site to provide
recreational opportunities
and access to the waterfront

Child Care Center: Program
and Facility where Developer
agrees to plan an on-site
location for a child care center that provides affordable
child care for employees on
site. The child care provider
with developer in its lease
shall require that a minimum
of 50 spaces will be made
available to very low, low and
moderate-income families.

Other relevant items
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U.S. 95, Las
Vegas, NV
(2005)

Traffic and parking: Developer agreed to support
Coalition efforts to convince the City to establish a
residential parking permit
system for the area; Developer established a traffic
liaison to assist residents
with concerns
Nevada Department of Transportation (NDoT) will monitor air quality
and install filters at three public
schools; The Federal Highway Administration will assist the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency with a
nationwide air quality study to learn
more about the effects of highway
pollution; NDoT will pay school
district to retrofit buses to reduce
emissions and will partner with the
regional planning commission to
establish a public education campaign
to reduce diesel idling times.

Other relevant items

NDoT and the school district
will relocate parts of two
public schools to reduce
student exposure to air pollution.

Parks and recreation: Developer agreed to spend at least
$1 million for a recreation
needs assessment and building facilities to meet those
needs

Developer set goal of living
wage for 70 percent of project-related jobs, including
for employees of tenant
businesses; Developer provided seed funding for a
community job training and
referral organization

Improved air quality

Developer agreed that 20 percent
of housing units on-site would be
affordable; Developer agreed to
provide interest-free loans for
affordable housing developments
in the area; Developer and City
agreed to work with Coalition to
find affordable housing for those
displaced by construction

Trucks kept out of
neighborhood

Staples Center, Los Angeles, CA (CBA
2001)

Housing for
displaced
residents

Roadway, streetscape, pedestrian, transit, and parking
improvements to the Buffalo
Niagara Medical Campus;
funds for the University of
Buffalo’s Multidisciplinary
Center for Earthquake Engineering Research (MCEER);
funding for construction of
pedestrian and bike trail campus improvements at St.
Bonaventure University

Jobs for local residents
with good wages

Funds will go towards the development of an intermodal facility to be
located on a parcel adjacent to the
proposed expansion of Erie community College. The facility will
consist of local bus terminus, a
structure parking facility and
ground level commercial/retail
space to complement the operations of the college; design and
construction of the Jamestown
Connector Trail. The adaptive reuse of the historic former ErieLackawanna Railroad Station into a
new, multi-modal, visitor and civic
center called Jamestown Gateway
Station

Fund for community improvements or housing or small businesses

Peace Bridge,
Buffalo, NY
and Fort Erie,
Ontario
(ongoing)

Case Study

Gary Brieschke
Anny Chang
Luke Forrest
Cassia Heron
Kelsey Johnson
Rebecca Mark
Mariana Orloff
Joe Shultz
Logan Winston
Advisors
Eric Dueweke
Larissa Larsen
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