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ABSTRACT

DETROIT RIVERFRONT REDEVELOPMENT

BY

Robert Gorden Brown

American cities are facing many severe problems such

as a shrinking tax base, high unemployment, inadequate educa-

tional facilities and increasing crime rates. Paramount among

these problems is the decay of the city's physical structure.

Very often at the center of such physical decadence is

the urban riverfront. Because many cities were originally set—

tled along river banks, riverfront developments in such cities

are typically the oldest developments in the entire urban cen-

ter. Accordingly, it is such developments which are often in

the worst physical state in the entire urban center.

Despite the fact that the Ford Motor Company is embark-

ing upon a major redevelopment project on Detroit's Riverfront

much of the riverfront in Detroit is in disrepair. Much of it

is abandoned and underutilized. The Ford Development could

serve as a spark for redevelopment of Detroit's Riverfront but

inorder for a program or redevelopment to be successful it is

necessary that a formal redevelopment structure be created to

implement such a program.
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The many structures which have been created to imple-

ment redevelopment throughout the United States are as varied

as the number of redevelopment programs themselves. The alter-

native organizational structures and implementing organizations

are as varied as the number of interests, public and private,

which can conceivably interact with each other. In some cases,

riverfront redevelopment has been successful because of initia—

tive on the part of the federal government. In other cases in-

itiative has come from state or local government, from public

spirited individuals or from various segments of the private

sector. Regardless of the interests which initiate redevelop-

ment activity, however, it is essential that the potential of

various interests to contribute to the redevelopment process be

examined and that a workable redevelopment coalition be formed.

In Detroit no coalition of interests can be clearly

identified as initiating action for riverfront redevelopment.

There is definitemgoncern from many segments of society; gov-
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ern ent, civic and private, with respect to the city's image

and general support for revitalization of the downtown sector.

It is generally acknowledged by representatives of these groups

that the DetroitRiverfront is a key factor to such revitali-

zation. It is acknowledged that the riverfront is presently

in a poorly utilized state and that the potential for river—

front redevelopment is great. Despite the acknowledgement of

the riverfront as a key resource, however, little redevelopment

has occurred. ‘A dynamic and coordinated approach to riverfront
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redevelopment is definitely needed of the City of Detroit is

'to remain as one of America's great cities.
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INTRODUCTION

Urban Waterfront Perspectives

Because water has historically been of great importance

to urbanized America, the nuclei of our sprawling metropoli

are often located on waterfronts adjacent to urban rivers. In

America, populations first centered adjacent to our nation's

major waterways during colonial times because control of pri-

mary transportation routes yielded trade advantages. As in—

dustrialization expanded, waterways remained important because

they provided a source of power, a means of importing raw ma-

terials and of exporting finished products. As America urban-

Iized, demands upon water grew because of a greater demand for

consumption, demand for water used in industrial processes,

demand for electrical power, and a greater demand for the im-

portation of food, clothing, and other necessary commodities.

Just as technology drew masses of people to the urban

center, advances in technology also permitted masses of the

new working class to migrate from the crowded urban center ad-

jacent to our nation's waterways. Such out-migration did not

have an immediate adverse effect upon urban waterways. On the

contrary, urban waterways remained an essential part of the

urban scene on an expanded scale. Water requirements contin-

ued to exist but for greatly enlarged service areas.
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Eventually, however, the exodus from the water centered

urban core began to have an influence upon the water resource.

As Robert E. Mendelson states with reference to American urban

rivers in his publication, East St. Louis--The Riverfront Char-

ade:

. . . very early in their histories, most American

river cities allocated prime frontage for industrial

and transportation purposes. Within the past twenty-

five years, most of these original uses have ceased to

function efficiently, and the productivity of river-

front land has declined rapidly.1

This does not mean that the importance of urban waterfronts

should be discounted. As long as the urban core represents

the center of the American metropolis urban waterways will re-

main at the center of many of our major concentration of popu-

lations. As Mendelson concludes:

Because many riverfronts are located near the con-

centrated office and retail functions of downtown bus-

iness districts, their reuse potential is great. They

lend themselves to the placement of housing, parks, of-

fice buildings, and rapid transit terminals.

As large tracts of prime waterfront property became

available, the reuse potential of such tracts of land must be

considered. In many cases, it may become necessary to evalu-

ate the urban river as a resource of great importance in terms

of its role as part of the contextual fabric of the city and

not necessarily as a resource which can be exploited for pro-

fit.

 

1Robert E. Mendelson, East St. Louis-~The Riverfront

Charade, Regional Urban Development Studies and Services, Re-

port No. 6, (University of Southern Illinois, 1970), p. 26.

 

2Ibid.
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Detroit Riverfront Redevelopment Study

Objectives--A Political Planning Approach

Planning for the use of a physical resource cannot be

approached as a purely objective scientific allocation of that

resource based upon the demands for that resource. As re-

sources become less available, there exists a wider variety

of demands for use of these resources. In order to avoid the

conflict inherent in allocation of physical resources between

various factions, planners have traditionally used their pro-

fessional expertise in defense of planning without the input

of interests affected or concerned with the use of a resource.

Therefore, planners have typically employed two planning tech-

niques to avoid opposition to their plans: 1) completing the

entire plan for the use of a resource before letting anyone

know of the plans, and 2) gaining support during the planning

process by feeding bits and pieces of planning proposals as

planning proceeds. In this study of redevelopment of the De-

troit Riverfront, an attempt will be made to integrate the

priorities of various interest groups into the planning pro-

cess and, therefore, face the issues of planning for the use

of the Detroit Riverfront in context of the political atmos-

phere in which that resource exists.

This study will first attempt to determine the impor-

tance of urban waterfronts in terms of their relationship to

water centered urban areas. The present physical condition of

urban waterfronts and their uses and misuses will be examined

as well as their potential for reuse. A review of waterfront

renewal attempts in other urban centers will be made in order

to identify those variables affecting waterfront redevelopment.
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Those factors identified as affecting redevelopment

of waterfronts in other urban areas will be discussed in rela-

tionship to the Detroit Riverfront. Moreover, the significance

of each of these factors will be considered within the context

of the political decision making arena existing in Detroit.

This study is not designed to examine a physical approach to

planning but to identify a political decision making process

and determine how that structure will affect riverfront rede-

velopment. The study will attempt to identify those interest

groups concerned with the redevelopment of the Detroit River-

front as well as how the physical resource itself is related

to this process. Through identifying the attitudes and opin-

ions of interests in the redevelopment process it is intended

that the potential of redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront

will be revealed as well as those factors which may enhance or

impede redevelopment. This study will attempt to identify the

riverfront redevelopment priorities of involved interests and

those political structures which will affect the scale of re-

development. Having identified these structures and the con-

cerns of involved interests an approach to redevelopment of

the Detroit Riverfront will be synthesized.



CHAPTER I

Urban Waterfronts

The Centers of Urban Decadence

Despite the fact that the potential of urban water-

fronts for varied types of use is great, many American urban

waterfronts exemplify urban obsolescence and decadence. As

stated in the study done by Clare A. Gunn, David J. Reed, and

Robert E. Couch which examines the cultural benefits of metro—

politan river recreation in San Antonio:

Along with general urban decay came wanton abuse

of a resource vital to the initiation and growth of

most cities--the waters.

Guy J. Kelnhofer, Jr., in his book, Metropolitan Plan-
 

ning and River Basin Planning, correlates the degradation of
 

America's river resources to the drive for industrialization:

In the motivational drive for industrial develop-

ment, the river was used by city builders as callously

and wrecklessly as other natural resources . . . The

river of urban America, carelessly exploited, became

unlovely to look at and unpleasant to be near.

Kelnhofer used the following description to characterize the

general conditions of America's urban waterfronts as "disrepu-

table":

 

3Clare A. Gunn, David J. Reed, Robert E. Couch, Cul-

tural Benefits from Metropolitan River Recreation, San AfiEEElo

Protot e, Texas Water Resources Institute, Technical Report

No. 43, (Texas A & M University, June, 1972), p. 7.

 

4Guy J. Kelnhofer, Jr., Metropolitan Planning and River

Basin Plannin : Some Interrelationships, Water Resources Cen-

ter, IGeorgIa Institute of TechnoIOgy, 1968), p. 168.

5
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Shorelines frequently are lined with railroads,

warehouses, storage yards, petroleum tanks and indus-

trial buildings. Frontage not suitable for commercial

and industrial uses commonly is left undeveloped. The

unutilized portions of many metropolitan riverfronts

are low, poorly drained and overgrown with brush. Al-

ternatively, they may be used by public and private

parties as handy dumping places for construction de-

bris, discarded automobile bodies and worn out house-

hold appliances.5

The fact that the urban riverfront many times repre-

sents the center of urban decadence should not be interpreted

to mean that urban blight is unique to the riverfront. Urban

blight is a disease common to many sections of many of our cit-

ies. The urban riverfront represents only one example of land

available for redevelopment as previous demands upon such lands

diminish. The key to redevelopment of the urban structures

lies in wise reuse of such available urban lands; the key to

decadence the failure to use such lands wisely.

Although decadent urban riverfronts are not synonomous

to urban blight, riverfronts many times display the symptoms

of blight much earlier and emphatically than other urban areas.

Donald F. Wood, in an article entitled "Waterfront Renewal in

Metropolitan Areas", points out that waterfronts are commonly

singled out as a cause of urban blight. Wood, however, empha-

sizes the fact that they are a symptom of blight and not a

cause as:

. . . the area (waterfront) is the oldest in a

city and that the main causes of blight are the de-

ficiencies of age.

 

51bid., p. 164.

6Donald F. Wood, "Water Renewal in Metropolitan Areas",

Journal of the Urban Planning and Development Division, (Ann

Afbor, December, I967), p. 199:
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In that waterfront areas commonly symptomize urban

blight earlier than other urban areas because of age, Wood out-

lines several causes which lead to decadent waterfronts. These

are:

1. Lack of use of a part;

a. disappearance of waterborn shipment;

b. inability of a port to handle new larger

freighters;

c. loss of traffic to better ports;

Inadequate land transportation systems:

a. piers and roads outdated;

b. the existence of a freeway parallel to the

waterfront severing it from the rest of the

community;

Abandonment and lack of maintenance of shoreline

structures such as;

a. piers:

b. shoreline retention structures;

Floods and water pollution;

Poor uses of waterfront areas;

a. parks converted to residential areas, etc.

In contrast to Wood, Guy Kelnhofer emphasizes four less

tangible, yet very valid reasons for waterfront decadence. All

four of these, according to Kelnhofer, point out unconcern on

the part of metropolitan residents which allows for the degra-

dation of the urban water resources. These underlying causes

are:

1.

2.

Inaccessability to the resource by the general

public;

Low visability of the resource to the residents:
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3. The historical legacy of the urban river: and

4. The fact that the value of the river resource is

unknown to the residents.

In summary, whether due to tangible or intangible fac-

tors, degradation of our urban waterfronts represents one of

the earliest symptoms of urban blight in river oriented Ameri-

can cities.

Renewing the Urban Core—-

Riverfront Redevelopment

Recently attention has been drawn to the deteriorating

status of our urban centers. All levels of American government

(federal, state and local) have begun to emphasize programs in-

tended to deal with the greatest illness of our cities--urban

blight. Such emphasis should be drawn to the very center of

the problem, the urban core. As Charles Abrams summarizes in

his publication, The Cipypis the Frontier:
 

Although urban renewal started as a measure to

clear the city's slum towns, its emphasis has steadily

veered toward rebuilding the city's downtowns . . .

And since regenerating a city's downtown is a vital

part of its medication, this phase of the renewal pro—

gram is one of its more important contributions.

Just as the redevelopment of the urban core is of cen-

tral importance to urban renewal, the redevelopment of the ur-

ban waterfront is essential to the revitalization of water or-

iented urban centers. Such redevelopment does not necessarily

depend directly upon economic benefits. As stated in the con—

clusion of the publication, Cultural Benefits from Metropolitan
 

River Recreation--San Antonio Prototype:
 

 

7Leo Adde, Nine Cities: The Anatomy of Downtown Renew-

.Elr The Urban Land Institute, (Washington, D.C}, 19697, p. 157.
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The recovery of urban river areas for recreation,

education, esthetics and other amenity reasons is be-

coming a stronger argument for redevelopment.8

Thus, redevelopment and utilization of urban waterfronts should

be viewed as a goal in itself important to the renewal of the

urban core irrespective of monetary benefits to be derived from

such utilization.

On Other Fronts

In many instances, riverfront redevelopment has become

a primary consideration with respect to urban renewal. The

President's Council on Recreation and Natural Beauty reported

in 1968 that 50 cities were involved in programs to renew their

waterfronts. In 1971, the number of cities involved in such

programs had grown to 100. The following accounts of water-

front redevelopment efforts attempt to indicate the emphasis

of recent riverfront renewal efforts and the various approaches

to such redevelopment.

The St. Louis Dichotomy

The following comparison of the twin cities—~East St.

Louis, Illinois and St. Louis, Missouri--was chosen to show a

distinct dichotomy in waterfronts. The extent of riverfront

redevelopment which has occurred within these opposing Missis-

sippi centered cities revolves around one distinguishing fac-

tor; the federal government as a stimulus to development. As

Robert B. Mendelson points out in his publication, East St.

Louis--The Riverfront Charade:
 

 

8Gunn, Op.Cit., Conclusion.
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While the St. Louis riverfront acquired a $37

million memorial and a spinoff in additional devel—

opment . . . the East St. Louis riverfront became

the home of writhing, spaghetti-shaped interstate

highway system which displaced hundreds of families

and which became a high speed raceway through desir-

able riverfront property and through the city as a

whole.9

As Mendelson points out, despite continued efforts by various

groups to redevelop the East St. Louis riverfront, the impe-

tus has never reached the development stage:

New Proposals and riverfront improvement com-

mittees have kindled temporary bids of excitement,

and planner and development consultants have come

and gone. Nothing has happened.

The result:

St. Louis development has meant little to East

St. Louis except that the view of the St. Louis

skyline has become Tagnificant from the Illinois

side of the river.1

One consideration with respect to East St. Louis' in-

ability to redevelop its waterfront is the fact that most of

its waterfront is controlled by the Terminal Railroad Associ-

ation. Even an attempt by the State Attorney General in the

years 1937-39 failed to release riverfront lands for public

use. Several other attempts have failed. But although this

is an important consideration, it is not the principal factor

which differentiates between the success of the twin cities.

The real difference between St. Louis and East St.

Louis which has resulted in the redevelopment of St. Louis'

waterfront and lack of development of the riverfront of East

 

9Ibid., p. 3.

lolbid.
 

llIbid.
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St. Louis, is the impetus for redevelopment as a result of the

investment of federal funds. The investment of $37 million by

the federal government for the Jefferson National Expansion

Memorial has provided the impetus necessary for the redevelop-

ment of the St. Louis riverfront. Since the federal govern-

ment provided such a spark to redevelopment:

. . . nearly $300 million in new construction--

mostly for apartments, offices, a new civic center,

and Busch Memorial Stadium has poured into the City's

downtown area.

All East St. Louis received was more federal highway monies to

further clutter its riverfront with expensive interchanges and

make it no more than an access point to St. Louis.

The "Sudden" Need to Redevelop

the Little Rock Riverfront

In many cases, redevelopment of urban riverfronts oc-

cur in response to a change in the nature of the urban water-

way. In Little Rock and N. Little Rock, Arkansas no effort

was made to enhance the waterfronts of either city until action

was taken to improve the navigability of the Arkansas River.

There was no great demand for the use of these riverfronts when

navigability was hindered by sand bars and the water was turbid

and saline. There was no conflict or dispute. Soon after the

Army Corps of Engineers embarked upon a project to provide

flood control, hydroelectric power and restore the Arkansas to

a navigable river, however, the attitude of the residents of

the Little Rock Metropolitan region change.

 

12"St. Louis Spruces Up Down on the Levy: Renewal of

Mississippi Riverfront", Business Week, (New York, May 31, 1969),

p. 46.
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At the present time the officials and residents

of the Little Rock Metropolitan Area are definitely

interested in using the river and its abutting lands

in ways that are consciously designed to advance the

economy and enhance the appearance of the area.13

Although the metropolitan Little Rock area is not un-

ified in its developmental objectives, improvement of the river

resource has spurred interest in redevelopment. Park areas, a

scenic drive and industrial belts have been planned for the

riverfront. Such plans have, however, been formulated by the

Little Rock Metropolitan Area Planning Commission which has no

legal power to develop the riverfront. Therefore, optimism

for the Little Rock Metropolitan Area lies with state govern—

ment to provide a decision making structure to incorporate

plans to accommodate various redevelopment interests. Guy

Kelnhofer suggests that all proposed plans can only be tenta-

tive without an active development agency because:

Some are eager to exploit the scenic recreation

potential by building walks, parks and ponds along

the river's edge, particularly in the downtown area

. . . Still others are concerned with the image that

the City projects to tourists and other visitors who

approach their communities over the bridges. Then

there are those who are thinking about the commer-

cial and industrial opportunities that might be real-

ized by local property owners whose land will be

fronting on a navigable waterway.14

Thus, the realization of the redevelopment of the riverfront

of the Little Rock Metropolitan Area depends upon the formu-

lation of an agency with development authority with regard to

their water resources. Until such time incorporation of the

prospective uses of the riverfront into a workable plan are

only speculative.

‘_‘

13Kelnhofer, Op.Cit., p. 129.

14Ibid., pp. 128-9.
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Atlanta--Action by Public

Spirited Individuals

Atlanta is a rather unusual case. It was not founded

upon a river and thus the Chattahoochee River, which does not

run through the heart of Atlanta, does not represent the typ-

ical urban river. The only redevelopment has been carried out

by the Army Corps of Engineers in an effort to build dams and

canals to improve the river's navigation potential.

The Corps of Engineers has threatened to stop its im-

provement program on economic grounds. Little reaction has

come from the general public.

Instead, a relatively small, but organized group

of people have pressed for the development largely in

response to their own special views and interests.

Guy Kelnhofer describes this group of individuals as:

. . . public spirited citizens who firmly believe

that the improvement works will help to upgrade the

economy and promote the general welfare of the basin.16

In Atlanta a definite power structure has formed to

promote navigation upon the Chattahoochee. In this situation

a group of individuals are seeking to persuade the federal

government to embark upon a river improvement program, as op-

posed to former cases where action followed federal government

involvement. Spearheaded by the Atlanta Journal, Atlanta Cham-

ber of Commerce, Atlanta Water Works, one Senator and one Army

Corps of Engineers engineer, a River Development Committee was

formed to push for river improvement. There is no organized

opposition, yet the general public is unconcerned and

 

15Ibid., p. 96.

lGIbid.
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uninvolved. Thus, in Atlanta the future of the Chattahoochee

is dependent upon a "power structure" which Kelnhofer states:

. . . is solidly behind the proposal that Con-

gress authorize the Corps of Engineers to make the

improvements that are necessary to extend naviga-

tion to Atlanta.17

Cincinnati Redevelopment——A Joint

Venture of Planning Agencies

Many times there is little input by local groups with

respect to redevelopment of a community's riverfront. Such is

the case in Cincinnati where redevelopment of the Ohio River-

front appears to be a joint venture of the Army Corps of Engi-

neers and Local Planning Agencies. As Guy Kelnhofer states:

In the Cincinnati area, as in Atlanta, plans for

development and use of the River are made without

participation of local representatives in the formu-

1ation of the planning recommendations.18

At times, public participation is perhaps not all that

important. In the Cincinnati Metropolitan Area strong and co-

operative planning agencies exist for both Cincinnati and Ham-

ilton County. These agencies have worked very successfully

with the Corps of Engineers and existing riverside parks, roads

and businesses as well as boat ramps and marinas make the river

reasonably accessible physically.

As Guy Kelnhofer points out, the dangers to riverfront

redevelopment may be in the fact that:

At this point in time . . . the Cincinnati Metro-

politan Area has not yet adopted a method of determin-

ing its overall interests in the development and use

of the area's water resources . . . it has not yet

 

17Ibid., p. 100.

13Ibid., p. 106.
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devised a system whereby it would be able to repre-

sent its collective interests in water resources,

if it were able to define them . . . there is no

organization charged with the responsibility for

the management of the regions water resources to

which the Area could send representatives to repre-

sent its interests.19

Perhaps such a system of citizen representation is not

yet needed or wanted, or local planning agencies are providing

input in keeping with the interests of the metropolitan citi-

zenry. It is highly unlikely, however, that the best inter-

ests of a county, tri-state urban area can continue to be best

served by such a structure indefinitely.

Denver--Strong Local Lead-

ership for Redevelopment

Denver is a case of a deteriorating riverfront saved

by catastrophe and strong local leadership. At the time the

Platte River flooded its banks causing $325 million damage to

the City of Denver, its deteriorating condition was under study

by the Colorado Public Health Department, private conservation

clubs and the Army Corps of Engineers. Thus, following the

flood the Mayor of Denver launched a planning study using $540

thousand of HUD money to "determine the feasibility of a mas-

sive redevelopment of the Platte River Valley through Den-

ver."20 Under the leadership of the Mayor of Denver:

A wide spectrum of the civic, business and polit-

ical leadership of the community participated in the

preparation of the plans outlined in the Mayor's pro-

gram of redevelopment for the South Platte River. 1

191bid., p. 107.

201bid., p. 111.

21Ibid.
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The program, which was to cost $628 million over twenty years

includes:

. . . thirty-five urban renewal, four open space,

and five specific beautification programs in addition

to others necessary to provide street and highway im-

provements, channel construction, educational com-

plexes and recreational facilities.

Because of a strong mayor form of government, an effective

planning board, widespread and organized public support, and

a sympathetic federal government, redevelopment of the Platte

River looks very promising for Denver.

San Antonio--Citizen

Pressure for Aesthetics

In 1921 the City fathers of San Antonio sought to cover

the San Antonio Riverfront with concrete making the top a

street, the interior a large sewer. This action was in re-

sponse to massive flooding of the San Antonio River which

caused $3 million damage and took 51 lives. The citizens of

San Antonio who had seen their River misused for many years,

however, resisted the City father's proposal and defeated it.

Instead, a flood prevention program was initiated for the City

of San Antonio.

The idea to save the downtown riverfront grew and local

citizens formed a San Antonio Conservation Society in 1924,

which later led to the creation of the San Antonio Improvement

District. In 1928, a $75,000 bond was passed and by 1939 work

was started to redevelop the riverfront. The real impetus for

the now famous San Antonio River Walk did not come until 1962,

however, when a River Walk Commission was established.

 

22Ibid.
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The River Walk Commission was the real impetus for re-

development for the San Antonio River. As Clare A. Gunn states

in the publication, Cultural Benefits from Metrppolitan River
 

Recreation--San Antonio_Prototype:
 

By creating a River Walk Commission, the City

government provided a mechanism for guiding and con-

trolling development along the river in a way deemed

desirable for the entire city.

Since the origin of the Commission, other improvement bonds

have passed, offshoot organizations have materialized, and the

San Antonio Riverfront has become one of the most beautiful in

the world.

Factors Influencing Redevelopment

The preceeding six case studies in riverfront redevel-

opment are unique from each other in many aspects. Several of

the case studies point out that investment on the part of the

federal government in improving urban waterways many times

acts as a catalyst to riverfront redevelopment. In St. Louis

the impetus for redevelopment was a national monument; in Lit-

tle rock it was improvement of navigation. Whatever the pro-

gram, however, federal dollars in both cases served as the

spark for riverfront redevelopment.

Other cases show that specific interest groups play an

important part with respect to initiation of riverfront rede-

velopment projects. The lack of such interests in part ex-

plains the failure of East St. Louis to redevelop its river-

front. In Atlanta redevelopment involving federal funds was

 

23Gunn, Op.Cit., p. 15.
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promoted by public spirited individuals; and the success of

Denver and San Antonio can in part be attributed to the action

of local interest groups.

In some cases, local government can be singled out as

the main interest influencing riverfront redevelopment. In

the case of Cincinnati, riverfront redevelopment primarily

grew out of the work of local planning agencies. In Denver,

redevelopment would have probably never been an issue if it

weren't for the organizing efforts of the Mayor of Denver.

At times, riverfront redevelopment was more dependent

upon an act of nature than the action of any particular person

or group of people. Denver and San Antonio experienced consid-

erable flood damage, wiping out the riverfronts of their Cen-

tral Business Districts. Atlanta and Little Rock sought to

rejuvenate their riverfronts along with improvements of their

rivers' channels for navigation. Thus, in many cases the phys-

ical state of the resource itself may serve as the inspiration

of riverfront redevelopment.

The Riverfront Redevelopment Process

By examining the riverfront redevelopment process, it

becomes apparent that three basic components are involved in

this process.

The most basic component involves the physical resource

itself. Not only is the urban river the focus of the redevel-

opment process, but it also exhibits attributes which serve to

impede or enhance this process. Such attributes include the

river's positive and negative potential as well as physical

barriers to the redevelopment process.
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The second component of the riverfront redevelopment

process is the role of government. Government, either fed-

eral, state or local, can be of central importance to the re-

development process. Government's decision to support, ini-

tiate, resist or remain inactive in the redevelopment process

can in many instances determine the success of the program.

Likewise the involvement of interest groups, the third

component of the redevelopment process, can be a key factor in

the redevelopment of riverfront resources. Interests, whether

they direct their attention to influencing government, inde-

pendently acting to redevelop riverfronts, or remaining unin-

volved can effect riverfront redevelopment much the same as

government.

Component I: The Role of the Urban

River as the Physical Resource

The urban river is the central component of the river-

front redevelopment process, as it is the use or non-use of

this physical resource which determines the need for redevel-

opment.

Four basic uses of the urban river many times directly

influence the decision to redevelop urban riverfronts. Three

of these are very common to urban rivers; consumption, waste

disposal and industrial processing. Any decision to develop

these potential uses of an urban river, at the same time, af-

fects the use of the riverfront as the value of the water re-

source increases or decreases. Another use of the urban river

affecting the use of the riverfront is the physical relation-

81:11p of the urban river to the urban core. Various other
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factors actually determine the physical relationship between

the river and the urban center, but it is important to note

that this relationship may affect the development of the riv-

erfront.

Negative aspects of an urban river may also affect riv-

erfront redevelopment. Flood damage and impeded nvaigation are

two negative influences of an urban river, which bring atten-

tion to the river resource and frequently to the river's front.

Therefore, programs to combat these two problems many times

yield programs to redevelop the riverfront. Two other poten—

tial negative influences of the urban river resource are the

lack of access to the river resource, and the lack of use lead—

ing to abandonment and physical deterioration of the urban riv-

erfront. These factors oppose the potential use of the river

resource so that at times it is difficult to ascertain whether

redevelopment arises out of recognition of positive potential

of the riverfront or out of recognition of the negative effects

of neglect.

Component II: The

Context of Government

Riverfront redevelopment decision making normally takes

place within the context of government. Redevelopment plans

are many times made exclusively by the federal, state or local

level. Because of the proximity of riverfront redevelopment,

.however, such plans most commonly involve a joint venture of

«aJJ.three levels of government. C. F. Kindsvater, in the pub-

lication Organization and Methodology for River Basin Planning,
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points out the primary reason behind the need for a joint gov-

ernmental approach to planning:

. . . in the early days of our country water de-

velopment was primarily concerned with the provision

of mechanical power and navigation facilities on

quite a limited basis, whereas now we have systems

of regional development in which flood control, irri-

gation, hydroelectric power, waste disposal, outdoor

recreation, and fisheries management are taken into

account.24

Simply because decision making for riverfront redevel-

opment most commonly occurs within the context of government

does not mean that the governmental arena is necessarily effi-

cient in dealing with the redevelopment process. For example,

the weaknesses of states to act is pointed out by Roscoe Mar-

tin in the publication Riyer Basin Administration and the Del-
 

aware 3

Handicapped by outmoted constitutions, ineffec-

tual administrative organization and procedure, and

inexperienced and part—time legislatures, states

have failed to confirm their positions through pos-

itive action and so many fields have lost the ini-

tiative to the federal government by default.25

And as Kelnhofer points out, the federal government is not

necessarily concerned with the best utilization of a resource

with respect to local preferences:

Planners reported consistently to the author that

the Corps (Army Corps of Engineers) sought data from

them and not opinions, advise or planning assistance.26

 

24C. F. Kindsvater, Organization and Methodology for

River Basin Planning, Water ResourcesCenter, (Georgia Insti-

tute of TecthIogy, 1964), p. 69.

 

 

25Roscoe Martin, River Basin Administration and the

.Delaware, (Syracuse University Press, 1960), p. 51.

 

26Kelnhofer, Op.Cit., p. 185.
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Furthermore, Kelnhofer points out that the third governmental

alternative, the local level, is usually not equipped to han-

dle projects of the magnitude of riverfront redevelopment.

What generally escapes notice is that, with few

exceptions, the metropolitan area has not developed

the political and institutional means for making de-

cisions about what it wants to do about its areawide

problems.

Thus, as all levels of government display various weak-

nesses with respect to the redevelopment process, alternative

courses of action are taken. One possible alternative, of

course, is a combined effort of the various levels of govern-

ment. Many times, however, such efforts are also ineffectual

and other alternatives are explored. Kelnhofer suggests met—

ropolitan-wide decision making as an alternative.

Without collective decision making on the metro-

politan level that is capable of dealing decisively

with these problems on a metropolitan scale, develop-

ment will continue to occur without being subject to

the critical scrutiny of an informed public and with-

out the overt and prior concurrence on the part of

the general public in the results that emerge from

these development activities.2

In the publication gpen Land for Urban America, Joseph

J. Shoman suggests the need for a strong national governmental

framework:

What is lacking in America is a strong land pol-

icy and some central coordination of land use. A

national planning authority with powers to buy or

otherwise acquire future public urban land is what

is called for.29

 

27Ibid., p. 170.

281bid., p. 191.

29Joseph J. Shoman, 0 en Land for Urban America--Ac-

sition, Safekeeping and Use, Baltimore and Maryland, 1971),

p. 54.
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The private sector, according to Shoman, would work within

such a framework to provide the best possible developmental

mix.

The private sector could best provide the local

development, management and safekeeping of these

areas planned by the government, which in essence is

very much what we see in England, Sweden, Finland

and France.30

The approaches of both Kelnhofer and Shoman have ob-

vious potential as applied to redevelopment of urban river-

front properties. These two approaches represent one extreme

as they involve reorganization of previously existing govern—

mental bodies or creation of new government bodies. At the

other extreme Leo Adde, author of Nine Cities (The Anatomy of

Downtown Renewal), and Donald F. Wood, author of Waterfront
  

Renewal in Metrppolitan Areas, suggest softer approaches which
 

do not require major reorganization. Through existing govern-

mental structures they make suggestions such as:

1. Government encouragement of an orderly transition

of uses and discouragement of new non-conforming

uses;

2. Education of riparians;

3. Vigorous enforcement of codes;

4. Rearrangement of waterfront uses utilizing urban

renewal;

5. Planning which regards the entire central city as

entity;

6. The use of eminant domain; and

7. The active participation of a small group of a

community's most influential citizens.

 

3OIbid., p. 57.
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The suggestions of Adde and WOod are obviously considerations

worthy of attention in the redevelopment process. They repre—

sent, however, dependence upon presently existing governmental

structures which at times have proven to be ineffectual. The

approaches of Kelnhofer and Shoman, on the other hand, are per-

haps more favorable in those situations where an alternative

to the existing decision making structure is required.

Component III: Interests--

The Motivating Forces

One suggestion Leo Adde makes with reference to bring-

ing about redevelopment of urban areas which deserves special

attention, is his suggestion to amass the active participation

of a small group of the city's most influential citizens. In

many instances, the actions of community influentials have

been essential to the redevelopment process. Such influen-

tials, whether they are members of the private sector, civic

organizations or governmental sector, constitute a viable con-

stituency. As Guy Kelnhofer emphasizes with respect to metro-

politan river basin planning:

Every large community, however its government may

be ordered, is composed of a variety of competing and

conflicting interests. These conflicts affect every

facet of community life where people from many back-

grounds must share a limited supply of land, air,

water, space and community facilities.

Joseph J. Shoman, in order to insure representation

of those concerned with the quality of the American urban en-

vironment, encourages interests' involvement in the decision

making process. Shoman suggests that:

 

31Kelnhofer, Op.Cit., p. 3.
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Whether they represent planning groups, archi—

tects, zoning boards, government agencies, or pri-

vate conservation groups, organizations and indivi-

duals who seek the preservation and wise use of

natural environments in urban America must involve

themselves in biopolitics.32

Such involvement is essential for as C. E. Kindsvater points

out in his publication, Organization and Methodology for River
 

Basin Planning:
 

Most of the decisions in resource management

have been, and will continue to be, made privately

by business firms, organizations and individuals. 3

To put resource decision making theory into a func-

tional framework we must direct our attention first of all to

a variety of interests competing within any specified decision

making context. In general, these interests represent members

of government, the private sector, civic organizations and the

nebulous general public; with the primary conflicting inter-

ests represented by the private sector and the general citi-

zenry.

The strength of the business and industrial sector is

well known, and they many times exhibit their strength with

respect to water resource decisions. Roscoe Martin makes men-

tion of the power of the private sector:

It is obvious without further exploration that

many of the demands for government action in the

water-resource field come from business and indus-

try, and that many of the associations supporting

or seeking state and federal programs represent

commercial interests exclusively or in part.

 

32Shoman, Op.Cit., p. 59.

33Kindsvater, Op.Cit., p. 429.

34Martin, Op.Cit., pp. 52-53.
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Because commercial interests are a strong factor in water re-

source decision making is not to say they represent at all

times a united front. Neither should it be assumed that this

sector's actions are necessarily deleterious to the resource

as Martin also points out:

Private enterprise has a further significance in

the water field, private business not only originates

demands for water uses, but may also serve as the

means to carry on and provide services demanded.35

At times, however, the private sector does utilize re-

sources in a manner which is interpreted as being in opposi-

tion to the well being of a community's general citizenry.

Such conflict many times evolves as the general citizenry has

difficulty in representing their interests in water resource

decisions in advance. At best, the public interest is an un-

identifiable conglomerate as Kindsvater points out:

In the broadest sense, the public interest could

be considered essentially the aggregate of various

groups or individuals interests. 5

Thus, the public interest becomes a weak factor in most deci—

sion making processes, for it is only when interests organize

around a specific goal or objective that they become a viable

force. Because, as Kelnhofer points out, river resource de-

cision making seldom represents an identifiable concern of the

general public, the public interest seldom forms a strong in-

terest in the decision making processes:

 

35Ibid.

36Kindsvater, Op.Cit., p. 436.
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River development plans and programs tend to

receive little direct attention from the general

public in our metropolitan areas. Few people are

likely to become concerned about a river whose re-

lation to their welfare is not readily evident to

them.37

This lack of concern directly contrasts the interests of the

private sector whose goals, objectives and orientation are

typically well defined. Therefore, except in those cases where

the general public rally around a common issue which represents

a threat to their welfare, representation of the public inter-

est is most commonly entrusted to civic organizations and pub-

licly elected officials. Roscoe Martin attempts to point out

a conscientious effort by those involved in the decision making

process to keep the interests of the general public in mind:

Each individual and group is interested in maxi-

mizing the satisfaction of his own desires; the in-

terests of the public as a whole lies in recognizing

desirable additional objectives, in ensuring that the

less important segmental interest does not triumph

over the more siginificant whole.38

Unfortunately, such a conscientious effort often be—

comes at best an afterthought, or at times it is more exped-

ient to sacrifice the appraised desires of the general citi-

zenry for the better identified goals of the private sector.

Therefore, a dramatic inequilibrium often exists with respect

to the representation of a community's general citizenry in

contrast to the private sector. A possible solution to dis-

sipating such an inequilibrium must involve more research to

 

37Kelnhofer, Op.Cit., p. 5.

38Martin, Op.Cit., p. 55.
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determine the interests of the general citizenry. To expect

the general public to unite as a viable interest is certainly

unlikely as well as impractical, except in those cases where

their well being are directly threatened.



CHAPTER II

Component I: The Physical Resource

Detroit and Its River

Not only is it now recognized that much of

Detroit's riverfront has been allowed to fall into

a state of marginal land uses and into a general

condition of blight, but it is also recognized that

the areas bordering the riverfront, along with sev-

eral thousand additional acres of advanced blight

in the central city, generally represent an unpre-

cedented opportunity for Detroit to build in its

central areas and along its waterfront the most ex-

citing and beautiful part of the future city, appro-

priately most accessible to the entire metropolitan

population by reason of a well thought out and clear-

ly articulated pattern of freeways supporting major

thoroughfare routes.

The above quotation is taken from the summary of a 1963

Study of the Detroit Riverfront by the Detroit Planning Commis-

sion. Such a statement reinforces the importance of careful

examination of the first component of the riverfront redevel-

opment process identified in Chapter I-—The Physical Resource.

The Detroit Riverfront represents a resource of great

potential which can benefit the people of the Detroit Metropol-

itan region if properly utilized. Because the Detroit River-

front represents a major resource of great potential, this

segment of the Study will examine the history of resource

planning and analyze physical data with respect to the river-

front.

 

39City of Detroit Planning Commission, City of Detroit

Riverfront Study, (Detroit, 1963), p. 95.
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A Chronology of Riverfront

Planning: 1944-1973

1944-1949: The first study of the Detroit Riverfront

was made in 1944. Prior to then, there was little concern over

riverfront uses except for industrial use and its supporting

services. Up to the time of the depression, port facilities,

rail yards and industry controlled the riverfront as priority

uses. The depression, however, brought on wholesale foreclo-

sures and "scavenger" properties reverted back to the State

or to the City of Detroit.

Years later, war time industries brought new prosper-

ity to Detroit. Due to a severe shortage of building mater-

ials, however, little new development took place on Detroit's

Riverfront. The Detroit Planning Commission, therefore, hired

a consultant to make recommendations for redevelopment of the

riverfront and in 1945 approved his plan. Among these recom-

mendations were:

1. Providing additional port facilities;

2. Extension of Riverfront parks;

3. Alternative uses for residential areas;

4. Relocation of existing industries;

5. Providing facilities for pleasure craft; and

6. Alignment of the proposed riverfront Park Drive.

At this point in the Riverfront's history, it looked as though

redevelopment would become a reality. Common Council author-

ized the Planning Commission Report and citizen reaction indi-

cated overwhelming approval. Final approval was deferred un-

til 1947, however, because of revisions which had to be made
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in the original plan. Nonetheless, the Common Council was not

inactive during the interim, securing 12 parcels of riverfront

property from the State Land Office Board in 1946.

tinue in 1948. 62 acres of land for the development of the

riverfront1were acquired. 66-1/2 acres of foreclosed and scave

enger property was assigned to the Department of Parks and Rec-

reation‘on the recommendation of the Excess Properties Commit-

tee with the approval of CommonCouncil. 33 acres were de-

leted from the riverfront plan by the Common Council.

The riverfront was the seventh of nine priority items

in Detroit's 1948 appropriations for capital improvements.

Although this appears to be a relatively low priority, it

should be pointed out that additional funds were obtainable

indirectly through the redevelopment and parks and recreation

appropriations which were ranked second and fifth, respective-

ly. Furthermore, plans for a riverfront civic center were un-

derway, and appropriations for such a civic center ranked

ninth among all capital expenditures. Thps, it was apparentw

that in 1948 riverfront development was becoming a priority

item:" I

By the close of 1949 the City of Detroit held title to

60 percent of 371 acres of the areas shown for public develop-

ment in the riverfront plan. The days of obtaining unwanted

excess lands and wide public support were, however, drawing to

an end. Public hearings had to be held to respond to riparian

owners' contentions that riverfront parcels were needed for

industry and port facilities. The Planning Commission was

Progress in developing the riverfront appeared to con-I /

’.

7/
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forced to recommend condemnation proceedings to Common Council

to safeguard areas for riverfront recreational uses before

building permits were granted for construction of buildings

not suited to the overall riverfront plan. By far, the great-

est obstacles to riverfront master plans were legal ones. par-

ticularly with reference to the riverfront civic center plan.

Obscure provisions of the Michigan Home Rule Act for Cities

restricted closing of streets leading to the waterfront and

sale of park and waterfront properties without a vote of the

people. Through the efforts of the City Planning Commission,

these provisions were repealed in the 1949 session of the State

Legislature and such provisions were removed from the City

Charter in November by passage of a charter amendment. Thus,

by the end of 1949, at least one major obstacle to riverfront

development plans had been removed.

1955-1962: Little information concerning riverfront
 

development exists for the period 1950-1955. Little was ac-

complished during that period as many obstacles continued to

impede riverfront development. A 1955 study made by the De-

troit Metropolitan Area Regional Planning Commission, Progress

Report . . . Waterfront Land Use Plan, emphasized three major
 

obstacles to riverfront development plans:

1. Pressures of an expanding economy upon the water-

front;

2. Non-water using industries and services located

upon the waterfront; and

3. Limited size of usable acreage.

The opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway had a dramatic

effect upon the riverfront as it was a major factor in



33

expanding the economy of Detroit. Soon after the Seaway

opened many industries sought riverfront parcels upon which to

relocate, and the demand for port facilities increased. Such

demands were not considered as a factor of the original river-

front development master plan and called for adjustment of

that plan.

According to the 1955 study, the greatest obstacle to

developpment of the riverfront was that non-water oriented in-

dustry and transportation services still occupied much of the

waterfront. The study points this out with particular refer-

ence made to the section of waterfront between Belle Isle and

Fort Wayne:

Here are situated many industries which do not

make use of their waterfront potential; here also are

many feet of frontage being used as railroad yards.

In many cases these firms made use of the water at

their door in past years, but the changing economy of

the nation made such uses obsolezs as far as these

particular firms were concerned.

Unfortunately, this obstacle to redevelopment of the riverfront

still exists today. It appears as though complete obsolescence

is a necessary pre-condition to relocation of industry and

transportation facilities.

Closely related to the obstacle of waterfront control

by non-water oriented industry and transport facilities is the

problem of limited usable acreage upon which such industries

are located. Just as their need for water may become obsolete

many such industries are of a physical scale which is

 

4oDetroit Metropolitan Area Regional Planning Commis-

sion, Progress Report . . . Waterfront Land Use Plan, (Detroit,

1955), p. 5.
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considered obsolete by modern standards. Thus, as parcels are

acquired, planners are faced with the problem of how to develop

such parcels. As pointed out by the 1955 study:

As the land holdings are usually short in depth,

they represent a problem in redevelopment into usable

acreage according to today's standards.41

Despite the obstacles alluded to in the 1955 Riverfront

Progress Report, some riverfront development progress was made.

During the period 1955-1963, Detroit's harborline was extended

and a bulkhead constructed, the Civic Center Marina was con-

structed and four new major buildings were constructed on the

riverfront or in close proximity to the riverfront. All of

these buildings, Cobo Hall, Ford Auditorium, the City-County

Building, and the Consolidated Gas Company Building, are note-

worthy as all of them focus upon the civic center area located

at the foot of Woodward. Not only is this area an integral

part of the Detroit Riverfront, but it is also the true center

point of the City.

1963-1973: The Detroit Riverfront Study of 1963, a
 

major effort of the Detroit City Planning Commission, repre—

sents the most significant effort ever to plan for the rede-

velopment of the riverfront. This Study, although thirteen

years old, constitutes the greatest source of riverfront data

available and the basis for subsequent riverfront development

master planning. Furthermore, this document goes beyond a

simple economic and physical statistical appraisal as pointed

out in page two of the preface:

 

411bid.
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The plan covers all riverfront uses and for the

first time in a major comprehensive planning report,

has given consideration not only to economic and

physical requirements but to significant site plan-

ning and visual design aspects of the ultimate devel-

opment of Detroit's Waterfront.42

Recommendations of the Study

In keeping with the overall objectives of the 1963

riverfront study and plan, recommendations for redevelopment

of the riverfront were incorporated into several separate

plans as categorized below:

1. Industrial Port Terminals;

2. Land use;

3. Trafficways;

4. Public Facilities; and

5. Riverfront Development.

The essence of these plans are summarized below. Greater de-

tail with respect to areas of special interest will follow

later.

1. Industrial Port Terminal Proposals: In general,

this plan calls for the expansion of existing for hire port

terminals and creation of one new such terminal. All such

terminals are to be located at the extreme western part of

Detroit near the heavy industrial complexes of Zug Island and

River Rouge.

2. Land Use Proposals: The land use proposals of the

1963 Study constitute the bulk of the report. The major recom-

mendations of this proposal include: new industrial develop-

ment near the heavily industrialized western edge of Detroit,

 

42Detroit City Plan Commission, Op.Cit., p. 2.
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a new residential park complex east of the civic center, addi-

tional recreational areas for the west side of the City and

expansion of east side recreational areas, completion of the

long proposed Parkway, development of special commercial areas

adjacent to each side of the Civic Center which would include

motels, hotels, apartments and marina facilities, new and ex-

panded shopping centers, and development of a special commer-

cial area near the Ambassador Bridge.

3. Traffic Proposals: This plan calls for a coordin-

ated system of trafficways relating riverfront vehicular traf-

fic to the City and region as a whole. The system includes

four types of roads; a) limited access freeways, b) major thor-

oughfares, c) secondary thoroughfares, and d) parkways between

parks and other community facilities.

4. Public Facility Proposals: This plan provides for

necessary public facilities such as the new and expanded parks

mentioned above, passenger boat docking facilities, a new ele-

mentary school, and other neighborhood community and city-wide

facilities.

5. Riverfront Development Proposals: This plan pro-

vides for alternative arrangements of buildings and open space

for the riverfront, and allows for further adjustments as the

need arises.

The 1963 Riverfront Study incorporates a great volume

of physical data. Some changes in the riverfront have, of

course, affected some of this data. Much of the data, however,

is still accurate by today's standards and even that data which

has been altered by new developments upon the riverfront is
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still meaningful as a guide to general characteristics of the

riverfront. Furthermore, this data represents the only large

accumulation of data without having to compile such physical

data piecemeal through annual Planning Commission reports.

Physical Data

The total length of the Detroit Riverfront from its

northern extremity at Lake St. Clair to its southernmost point,

Lake Erie, is twenty-seven miles. For the purposes of this

Study, however, only the stretch of riverfront included with-

in the incorporated City limits of Detroit was examined. This

stretch of riverfront represents 10.7 miles of riverfront.

The riverfront's inland limits were further circumscribed by

those traffic arteries most immediate to the riverfront, Fort

Street and Jefferson Avenue. (See Appendix A)

There are many characteristics of the river other than

length, however, that should also be noted. The river links

Lake St. Clair and Lake Erie, and serves as the international

boundary between Canada and the United States. The river links

the Great Lakes with the St. Lawrence Seaway, making it an in-

ternational shipping lane and making Detroit an important in-

ternational port. Despite great concern over the quality of

the water, the Detroit River supports a fine sport, fishery.

This is primarily due to the fact that the River's strong cur-

rent completely flushes the River approximately every 24 hours.

Thirty-seven percent of the 10.7 miles of river front-

age being considered in this Study is privately owned. Another

thirty-two percent of the Detroit Riverfront is used for public
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and institutional purposes. The remaining land along the riv-

erfront is used for various purposes such as private and pub-

lic utilities, right of way, or is owned by railroad companies.

Table I represents the ownership of the riverfront by length.

 

 

 

   

TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF RIVER LENGTH BY OWNERSHIP

Detroit River

(feet) %

56,400

Private property 37

Private utilities 6

Public utilities 6

Railroad property 17

Public & institutional 32

Right of way 2

100%

10.7 miles

Source: City of DetroitIRiveffront Study; 
1963.

A very important consideration with regard to redevel-

opment of the Detroit Riverfront is the existing land use.

Tables 2 and 3, taken from the 1963 Riverfront Study, give a

breakdown of existing land use at that time. Since that time

there have been some changes in land use as a result of new

riverfront developments, most notably the HEKEEQIQIPrOj§CLzz

Renaissance Center. For the most part, however, the data pre-

sented in Tables 2 and 3 gives a fair approximation of exist-

ing land use. Special attention should be paid to the small

amount of land devoted to residential and commercial
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DISTRIBUTION OF EXISTING LAND USE IN RIVERFRONT AREA

(acres, not including streets or railroads)
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Residential 420 0 10 580‘ 1,010 24

Commercial 200 20 20 50 290 7

Industrial 1,020 150 250 400 1,820' 43

Institutional 130 50 10 90 280: 7

Recreation 20 10 10 260 300- 7

Vacant 350 30 60 80 510T 12

Area Totals 2,140 250 360 1,460 4,210 100%

_§ource: City 0 Detroit RiVerfront Study, 1 63.

TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF EXISTING RIVER LENGTH BY LAND USE

 

 

     

Detroit

River

(feet) %

Residential 3,470 6

Commercial 1,790 3

Industrial 18,880 34

Institutional 6,580 12

Recreational & Open Space 12,480 22

Railroads 9,830 1?

Vacant 2,450 4

Right of Way 900 2

Total 56,380 100%

”Source: City of Detroit Riverfront Study, 196 .
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development.- The City of Detroit hopes to increase the amount

of riverfront used for these purposes.

The importance of the pattern of land use takes on more

significance when the distribution of such uses are graphically

represented as in Appendix A. It is important to note that

most residential property is located at the extreme eastern and

western edges of the city. Another significant factor is that

87 percent of all recreational lands are east of East Grand

Boulevard. 56 percent of all industrial land is located west

of Grand Boulevard. (Two-thirds of all industrial land is west

of WOodward.) At first glance, such data indicates an imbal-

ance in land use distribution. After further consideration,

however, such an imbalance serves as a justification for seg-

regation of non-compatible uses. The 1963 Study, which in part

supports such a philosophy, does, however, point out that there

is a demand for more commercial and recreational lands in res-

idential areas located west of Woodward.

With approximately 50 percent of the Detroit Riverfront

being used for industry or railroad yards it is important to ex-

amine the status of these uses. Shipping of cargo and passen-

ger traffic by rail has been steadily declining in recent years.

Thus, many of the railroad yards located along Detroit's river-

front receive little or no use. Such land could obviously be

made better use of. Many industrial sites, especially those

to either side of the Civic Center, could also be better util-

ized. Until very recently, this area, the focus of the City

of Detroit, was generally the oldest section of the City and

many of the buildings located there were obsolete. As the

1963 Study points out:
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Generally, inspection of information on the gen-

eral industries of the entire city in previous in-

dustrial studies show that the greatest concentra-

tion of factors indicating industrial obsolescence

and poor condition are close to the riverfront.4

Factors indicating obsolescence included long and short term

vacancies, lack of floor space, and buildings over 60 years

old which had not been remodeled to meet existing standards.

Such structures, by any standards, represent a poor use of

valuable riverfront parcels.

One important result of the 1963 Study was the recom-

mendation of the Planning Commission to effect a transition in

riverfront uses. A comparison of Tables 3 and 4 examplifies

this transition. Table 3 presents data showing the existing

land use at the time of the 1963 Study and recommendations of

the Commission. Table 4 presents the proposed distribution of

land use according to the recommendations of the Study and as

incorporated into the proposed plan of land use. A comparison

of the data previously presented in Table 3 and that in Table

4 show significant proposed increases in the length of river-

front used for residential, park and commercial development

and only a very slight increase in the amount used for indus-

trial purposes. At the same time, the proposed changes in

land use would utilize riverfront now vacant or occupied by

railroads. The proposals of the Commission indicate that a

general increase in parklands should occur in the stretch of

riverfront extending from West Grand Boulevard to Albert Road.

The Plan proposes that commercial development occur between

 

43Ibid., p. 30.
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East and West Grand Boulevard, primarily around the Civic Cen-

ter area. The Plan also calls for increased residential devel-

opment for the western and eastern sectors of the riverfront,

with a slight decline along the far eastern edge.

Based upon the analysis of the physical resource and

resource planning presented, it is apparent that the potential

for redevelopment is great. A high degree of obsolescence and

less than best alternative uses of riverfront land are justifi-

cation for reuse of these lands. The recommendations of the

City Plan Commission as stated in the 1963 Study are a step

toward correcting this situation.

Relationship of the Physical Resource

to Riverfront Planning in Detroit

The preceding discussion of the Detroit Riverfront was

given to present an overview of utilization of that resource

from the period 1940 to 1972. In analyzing the planning ef-

forts of that era and the physical characteristics of the riv-

erfront some very interesting insights into the political plan-

ning process of Detroit emerge.

The review of the planning efforts to redevelop the

Detroit Riverfront indicated obvious changes in emphasis over

the thirty year period examined. When redevelopment of the

riverfront first became an issue in the early 1940's, Detroit

Common Council and the Detroit City Plan Commission acted as

the initiators for active redevelopment through gaining con-

trol of tax reverted riverfront parcels, through purchase of

parcels and by implementing a major study to create a redevel-

opment plan for the riverfront. Although public support of
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the Council's plans for redevelopment was overwhelming for

nearly a decade, a segment of the public interest came forth

in 1949 in opposition to the plans of the City Plan Commission.

Representatives of this segment pressured Common Council to al-

locate more riverfront for industry and port facilities. In

an attempt to preserve riverfront lands for institutional

facilities, recreation, parks, and facilities for pleasure

craft, the City was forced to use condemnation procedures in

response to the advice of the City Plan Commission. The State

Legislature became a participant in the riverfront redevelop-

ment process in 1949 when it assisted the City in furthering

its plans for the Detroit Civic Center by repealing provisions

of the Home Rule Act for Cities which restricted closing of

streets leading to the riverfront without a vote of the people.

By this time, opposition to the City Plan Commission's plans

by industrial interests were so vocal that public hearings had

to be held in order to secure parcels of land.

It appears that the strength of the private industrial

segment of the public interest became more vocal as time went

on. The opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway lent more credence

to their argument for more port and industrial use of the riv-

erfront. The strength of this sector is evidenced by the fact

that major industrial and port facilities have developed along

the western edge of the riverfront since the late 1940's. Dur-

ing the same time, the City had developed their plans for the

Civic Center and expanded some of their park areas, most of

them along the eastern edge of the riverfront. Competing de-

mands upon the riverfront for industrial and port facilities
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in contrast to the City's plans for public use of the water-

front created a situation where little redevelopment occurred

during the 1950's and 1960's. As an example, the riverfront

parkway proposed in the 1948 riverfront redevelopment plan is

still not yet a reality. Likewise, except for the River Rouge

Industrial Complex along the western edge of the city limits,

little new industrial development has occurred along the river-

front. Instead many parcels are occupied by obsolescent indus-

trial structures and rail transportation spurs. The major con-

tribution of the City of Detroit during this period would pro-

bably have to be the 1963 riverfront study, the most comprehen-

sive study of the riverfront to date.

It appears that the period of stagnated redevelopment

plans may be coming to an end. The Ford Motor Land Development

Corporation, using its strong political and financial clout,

has begun construction of a major commercial residential devel-

opment on Detroit's central riverfront. In order to accommodate

such a development the City Plan Commission and Common Council

were willing to change zoning restrictions governing the height

of buildings located along the riverfront. Detroit Renaissance,

a civic organization who has as it's governing board the major

business interests of Detroit, is planning residential redevel-

opment west of the civic center and the Michigan State Housing

Development Authority is finalizing plans for a moderate income

high-rise housing development upon the riverfront. It appears

that the 1970's may become an era of redevelopment of the De-

troit Riverfront brought on by those with the political clout

to make their demands for riverfront use known.
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The Detroit Riverfront, as the review of physical data

points out however, still represents many obstacles to redevel-

opment. For example, the physical size of the resource makes

planning on a small scale impossible. The river itself repre-

sents a major recreational asset, an international boundary and

major shipping lane. It's riverfront represents a prime indus-

trial port, residential and commercial site. Because the riv-

erfront must represent all of these uses, many varied demands

are placed upon it. Another major obstacle to redevelopment

is that approximately 65 percent of the total riverfront is

privately owned or in the ownership of railroad companies and

public or private utilities. With the City only controlling

32 percent of the riverfront, it will be difficult for them to

control the use of the riverfront even if they develop the most

elaborate redevelopment master plan conceivable. Without land

ownership, the City will have to depend upon zoning to control

use which, as it has been shown, is subject to change if the

interested party has strong political and financial resources.

The review of the physical data also pointed out that

there is potential for redevelopment in that many of the indus-

trial and transportation facilities located on riverfront par-

cels have become obsolete. Again, however, land use control of

these properties is a potential problem. The study also pointed

out that it is possible, because of past redevelopment patterns,

to isolate industry from other uses and to concentrate redevel-

opment of the downtown section of the riverfront for commercial

and public use. The problem of integrating the priorities of

all segments of the public interest into planning for the rede-

velopment of the entire riverfront, however, remains.



CHAPTER III

Government and Interests:

The Second and Third Components

of The Riverfront Redevelopment Process

Defining "Interests"

The riverfront redevelopment case studies formerly

presented indicated that an inventory of the physical compon-

ents of a water related resource does not necessarily dictate

successful development of that resource. It is for this rea-

son that an attempt must be made to examine the effects that

government and interests may have upon the use of such re-

sources. As Spencer Havlich points out:

Water centered decisions in an urban river basin

are seen as emerging from a continuous political so-

cial process, made up of many smaller acts over time,

and carried out by various people over different per-

iods of time.

In the previous discussion of the riverfront redevel-

opment process, as it occured in several case examples, the

role of government and other interest groups were presented as

two separate components of the redevelopment process. The pri-

mary difference between government and other interest groups

which sometimes warrants identification of government as a sep-

arate component of the redevelopment process is that because

various divisions of government are often entrusted with

 

44Spencer Woodworth Havlich, Attitudes Heldiby Water

Influentials About Major Obstacles in EstafiliEhing Institu-

tional Arrangements in an Urbanzied River Basin} (University

SIMichigan, 1967), p. 2.
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decision making responsibilities, they are sometimes considered

as the arena into which interest groups attempt to translate

their concerns or priorities. Such a distinction is borne out

with regard to the redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront when

considering the various planning efforts of the City Plan Com-

mission endorsed by Common Council and implemented by various

departments of the City. This particular role of government

was previously explored in the examination of the physical re-

source.

If, on the contrary, an interest is defined as an indi-

vidual or group of individuals who become involved in a deci-

sion making process in order to present their priorities re-

lated to a specific issue, the role government plays in the

riverfront redevelopment process can be assumed to be very sim-

ilar to other interests. Therefore, for the purposes of this

Study, the influence of government with respect to their func-

tion with the similar roles of other interests was examined,

keeping in mind the distinctive characteristics of each.

In order to ascertain the affects that government and

other interests might have upon the redevelopment of the De-

troit Riverfront, it was necessary to identify those indivi-

duals, groups and sectors of the community who exhibit an in-

terest in such redevelopment. In addition to identifying such

interests, it was particularly necessary to determine the rea-

sons for their involvement, the nature of their involvement,

their priorities for redevelopment, and their proposed ap-

jproaches to redevelopment in order to determine the effects

“these interests may have upon redevelopment of the Detroit
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Riverfront. The remainder of this Study will deal specifi-

cally with such issues. By so doing, it may be possible to

determine in what direction redevelopment of the Detroit Riv-

erfront will proceed.

Identifying Riverfront

Redevelopment Interests

A major objective of this phase of the Detroit River-

front Redevelopment Study was to identify those interests which

may be involved with such redevelopment. In order to accom-

plish this objective three identification approaches were em—

ployed: the intuitive approach, through association with pro-

posed redevelopment projects, and through identification by

other involved interests.

The intuitive approach involved listing several organ-

izations which, by nature of their existence, were likely to

be involved with riverfront redevelopment. Such an approach

identified primarily units of government, particularly plan-

ning agencies, as potentially involved interests. The second

approach utilized, identification through association with pro-

posed projects, necessitated investigation of proposed redevel-

opment projects to determine those interests who are involved

with them. This approach successfully identified interests

from the private sector, government and civic organizations.

The third approach to identfying interests utilized a question-

naire which asked respondents to name individuals whom they

felt were involved with riverfront redevelopment. This ap-

proach, much like the former, identified interests from the

private sector, government and civic organizations.
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From the above methods employed to identify interests

a list of twenty-five potential interests was compiled. These

interests were classified as representing the private sector,

governmental organizations or as civic organizations as shown

in Appendix B.

Surveying the Attitudes and

Opinions of Involved Interests

As stated earlier, it is essential to go beyond a

simple identification of potentially involved interests and

attempt to estimate the effects such interests involvement

will have upon the redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront.

Several components of interest involvement were considered

very important considerations with respect to this redevelop-

ment process. Such considerations included:

1. The nature of interest involvement;

2. Motives for becoming involved;

3. Favored approaches to redevelopment;

4. The evaluation of redevelopment potential;

5. Favored redevelopment proposals;

6. Coordination between interests; and

7. Approaches to promote redevelopment proposals.

Because the sample to be surveyed was small, consist-

ing of only twenty-five individuals, the personal interview

was employed. The interview format was structured to provide

answers to the specific areas of concern indicated above.

(See Appendix C - Question Format.) The following discussion

explains in greater detail several of the major areas of con-

cern the question format attempted to survey.
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The Nature of Interest Involvement

Identification of the nature of interest involvement

in redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront is important for two

reasons. First, because the sample surveyed included three

major classifications of interests--private, civic, and govern-

mental--it is likely that the nature of their involvement in

the redevelopment process will vary. Secondly, because rede-

velopment of the Detroit Riverfront is an endeavor of massive

scale, it is likely that those interests capable of involvement

on the physical redevelopment level will need support from

other interests. Based primarily upon this second assumption,

the Question Format attempted to identify two major types of

interest involvement--active and supportive.

Supportive interest was defined as thos types of ac-

tions which make redevelopment possible without actually phys-

ically redeveloping specific riverfront parcels. Such actions

might include publicly voicing support for redevelopment or

endorsing changes in zoning ordinances. Active redevelopment,

on the other hand, was construed to include actions such as

investments of land, labor or capital.

With respect to the various interests surveyed, it was

anticipated that the nature of their involvement would vary in

keeping with the nature of the interest. Except in those cases

where governmental agencies were entrusted with parcels of riv-

erfront property it was expected that their involvement would

be supportive in nature. Likewise, the same assumption was

made with respect to civic organizations. In contrast, it was

felt that the private sector, although capable of supportive
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actions, were more likely to exhibit the characteristics of

active involvement if they were to become involved at all.

Motives for Interest Involvement

The motives for becoming involved in the riverfront

redevelopment process are varied as there are a number of po-

tential uses of a riverfront and a number of varied interests

who become involved in the redevelopment process. It was ex-

pected that several motives for redevelopment of the Detroit

Riverfront would be identified by the sample surveyed, and fur-

thermore, that a pattern of motives would develop by nature of

the type of interests surveyed--governmental, civic, or private.

Profit as a motive for redevelopment was expected to be

a major concern of the private sector but of very little con-

cern to governmental interests. Civic organizations, on the

other hand, were expected to exhibit at times a concern for the

profit motive and at other times very little concern for profit

depending upon the constituency of their organization.

Although "civic pride" is a phrase which is difficult

to define in exact terms, it was expected that because the City

of Detroit has a poor image as a city which is physically and

socially deteriorating many interests would identify as a motive

for redevelopment the need to remove this stigma of the City of

Detroit. In doing so, such interests are exhibiting a need to

instill a feeling of civic pride in the City of Detroit. It

was, therefore, felt that irregardless of the type of interest

being surveyed (governmental, civic, or private) civic pride

would be a motive for redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront.
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A third possible motive for involvement in the river-

front redevelopment process relates to community goodwill by

those interests which become involved. Governmental agencies,

because their actions are exposed, must constantly consider

their public image and act in a manner which is in the best in-

terests of the community in order to establish goodwill in the

community. Increasingly, however, attention has been drawn to

the actions of the private sector to the point that they must

also consider their public image as exhibited by the great num-

ber of public spirited private businessmen who serve on Boards

of many civic organizations. Keeping this in mind, it was ex-

pected that improving their public image through establishing

goodwill throughout the City would be a motive for all inter-

ests who become involved with the redevelopment of the Detroit

Riverfront.

Attitudes and Opinions About the

City of Detroit and Its Riverfront

In discussing civic pride as a motive for interest in

redevelopment it was pointed out that present opinions about

physically and socially deteriorating state of the City of De-

troit are factors influencing civic pride. More specifically,

however, opinions and attitudes with respect to the City of

Detroit and its riverfront can also be considered key indica-

tors as to whether redevelopment will occur and in what direc-

tion it will proceed. The questions form, therefore, surveyed

the attitudes and opinions of involved interests with respect

to the present image of the City of Detroit, the future of De-

troit, the present condition and potential use of the Riverfront
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and what role the Riverfront will play in Detroit's future.

In this particular case, no assumptions were made to correlate

these attitudes and opinions to particular types of intereSts.

Alternative Redevelopment Uses

In order to further ascertain the direction in which

riverfront redevelopment might proceed it was necessary to go

beyond the opinions of interests with respect to the redevelop-

ment potential of the Detroit Riverfront. The sample surveyed

was, therefore, presented with specific redevelopment uses in

an attempt to determine what form of redevelopment use is most

favored. The potential uses presented to the sample included

housing, transport facilities, industry, commercial develop-

ment, recreational and open space, and tourism, as well as an

"other" category for any uses not listed but felt to be impor-

tant. It was anticipated in this instance that there would be

differentiation in redevelopment alternatives based upon the

type of interest being surveyed. It was expected that the pri-

vate sector would favor income producing uses such as indus-

trial, commercial, transport and tourist related uses as op-

posed to more public oriented uses. Governmental organizations

were expected to favor public oriented uses such as recreation,

open space and housing. Civic organization alternative choices

were expected to be difficult to predict, again depending upon

the nature of their constituency.

The Scale and Approach to

Riverfront Redevelopment

To redevelop the 10.7 miles of riverfront considered

in this Study would require massive amounts of planning,
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cooperation, coordination and finance. An integral part of the

survey was, therefore, to attempt to determine the scale of re-

development likely to occur as well as what approach to redevel-

opment would be most successful. The survey presented the in-

terests involved with a choice of massive or incremental river-

front redevelopment and proceeded to survey their Opinions as

to what approach they most favor and what approach they feel is

most likely to be taken. Respondents were then also surveyed

in an attempt to determine why they felt riverfront redevelop-

ment would proceed at the scale they indicated. In this case,

no differentiation in response was expected based upon the na-

ture of the interest being surveyed.

Identifying a Power Structure With

Respect to Riverfront Redevelopment

In many of the previously presented riverfront redevel-

opment case studies a group of individuals were identified which

could be considered as a "power structure" with respect to such

redevelopment. Therefore, a major concern of the survey was to

first identify any interests in the Detroit Riverfront Redevel-

opment process not previously identified and to determine if

particular individuals were considered essential to that pro-

cess. In addition, the survey attempted to analyze the corre-

lation between decisions made by staff and those made by chief

administrators and boards of directors to determine if key in-

dividuals are repeatedly making key decisions.

Coordination Between Involved Interests

In order to effectively implement a program of river-

front redevelopment, a great deal of cooperation between
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involved interests is necessary. The Question Format utilized

attempted to evaluate the coordination between involved inter-

ests in two ways. The first method employed was to determine

whom the surveyed interests felt should take the responsibility

for leadership of the riverfront redevelopment process. A lack

of consensus might indicate a lack of coordination. The second

approach attempted to determine if communication between in-

volved interests was adequate and if involved interests were in

fact working with other interests on proposals for riverfront

redevelopment. A lack of communication might also indicate a

lack of coordination.

Methods of Achieving

Redevelopment Alternatives

A method of effectuating riverfront redevelopment al-

ternatives by an interest is as important as the alternative

redevelopment use advanced by that interest. Involved inter-

ests were, therefore, surveyed to determine the alternative ap-

proaches each interest would take to establish their favored

uses of the riverfront. The survey suggested six possible meth-

ods: the use of publicity, formation of a coalition of inter-

ests, use of personal influence over decision makers, use of

master planning for the riverfront, the use of zoning and ordi-

nances, and interaction with other agencies or officials and

asked respondents for other possible methods. It was expected

that governmental agencies were more likely to use conventional

techniques such as planning and zoning while the private and

civic sector were more likely to use personal influence, coali-

tions of interests, and publicity.



CHAPTER IV

Survey Results

Of the twenty-five organizations selected for the sur-

vey, only eighteen were interviewed as seven organizations in-

dicated no interest in riverfront redevelopment. The eighteen

organizations interviewed represented ten governmental units,

five civic organizations, and three private organizations.

(Appendix D)

Fifteen of the eighteen respondents surveyed indicated

they were presently involved with specific riverfront redevelop-

ment projects. From the fifteen respondents who indicated that

they were involved with specific projects and planning endeav-

ors, five specific riverfront redevelopment projects were iden-

tified. These projects and those respondents who indicated

that they were involved with them are listed below:

Project

Ford, Residential Commer-

cial Complex, Renaissance

Center

Cadillac In Town-New Town

Riverfront Stadium

Boardwalk Riverfront Park

Open Space & Recreation

Plan

57

Involved Interests
 

Ford Motor Company

Detroit Renaissance

Chamber of Commerce

Metro-Fund

Detroit Renaissance

Chamber of Commerce

Wayne County Stadium

Authority

MUCC, HCMA, BOR,

DNR-Recreational Services

SEMCOG, Metro Fund

Department of Parks

and Recreation
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All Projects Wayne County Plan. Comm.

Detroit Common Council

City Planning Commission

Mayor's Office

The Nature of Interest Involvement

For the purposes of this Study, it was essential to go

beyond a simple correlation of interests to specific redevelop-

ment proposals and attempt to determine the nature of interest

involvement. The survey, therefore, attempted to determine if

interests were actively involved in redevelopment (investing

land, labor or capital) or if their interest was supportive in

nature (voicing public support for redevelopment or endorsing

changes in zoning ordinances or land use plans).

Three representatives of the eighteen organizations in-

terviewed indicated that the nature of their involvement was

active only. Nine indicated that their involvement was suppor-

tive only and six indicated that the nature of their involve-

ment was both active and supportive.

Responses to the questionnaire did not conclusively in-

dicate a relationship between the nature of an organization's

involvement with riverfront redevelopment and the type of organ-

ization surveyed. The responses did indicate, however, that

civic and governmental organizations very often played suppor-

tive roles in the riverfront redevelopment process. Four of

ten governmental respondents and three of five civic organiza-

tions surveyed said the nature of their involvement was suppor-

tive only. In addition, five governmental and one civic organ-

ization respondent indicated that their involvement was both

active and supportive in nature. Two of the three private
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organizations surveyed indicated that their involvement was

supportive and the third active. Because the number of private

organizations surveyed were so few, however, no conclusions

were drawn with respect to the nature of their involvement.

In that it was anticipated that governmental and civic

organizations would exhibit primarily supportive roles in river-

front redevelopment, it is worthy to note the reasons for excep-

tions to this assumption. First, several governmental respon-

dents felt that their involvement in riverfront redevelopment

should be considered active in that they are entrusted with the

ownership of many riverfront parcels. Secondly, because several

units of government exert land use restrictions over much of the

riverfront and are involved with land use planning for the riv-

erfront, they felt that the nature of their involvement should

be considered active. It should be pointed out that such inter-

ests felt very strongly that land use planning and zoning con-

trol should be considered active involvement whereas prior to

administering the survey such actions were assumed to be indi-

cations of supportive interest involvement. Civic organizations

who indicated that their participation in riverfront redevelop-

ment was active in nature did so because they were presently

involved in activities such as acquiring options on riverfront

parcels or acting as development agents. As was pointed out

earlier, however, the majority of both governmental and civic

organizations did see their involvement as being supportive in

nature supporting the original asssumption made concerning the

nature of interest involvement.
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Motives for Interest Involvement

Because the sample surveyed included representatives

of private, civic and governmental organizations it was anti-

cipated that motives for becoming involved in redevelopment of

the Detroit Riverfront would cover a wide spectrum. Three spe-

cific motives for involvement that were tested for in the sur-

veyincluded 1) monetary gain, 2) civic pride, and 3) estab-

lishment of community goodwill. It was anticipated that the

latter two motives would probably apply to all categories of

respondents, but that monetary gain would probably be restricted

mo-W—J 1..

tothe private sector or civicorganizations representing the

. "

private sector. |

‘7 All of the respondents surveyed feltthat the private

sector would participate in redevelopment primarily for profit.

8653 of the respondents indicated that they felt monetary gain

would be a motive of redevelopment by either civic organizations

or agencies of government. One-half, or nine respondents, felt

that civic pride was a motive for participation in redevelop-

ment by all categories of interests. Twelve respondents felt

that community goodwill was a motive for involvement in river-

front redevelopment by all who participate. It is important to

point out, however, that several respondents emphatically indi-

cated that community goodwill should be correlated to commit-

ment to the enhancement of the City of Detroit and not to a

superficial commitment employed to improve their public image

as was originally anticipated.

The fact that respondents felt a real commitment to the

City of Detroit was supported by the fact that two-thirds of
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all respondents added providing social benefits as an additional

motive for involvement with redevelopment of the Detroit River-

front. Several of theéépgial benefits) it was felt, would

H—V'iq-Q n..H _

evolve as a result of riverfront redevelopment included: 1)

allowing access to the river for the general public, 2) provid-

ing new jobs, 3) increasing the City's tax base, 4) changing

‘"the social fabric and lifestyles of the City's residents, 5)

bringing pride back to the central city, and 6) enhancing com-

mercial development by private investors. The twelve respon-

dents who indicated that providing social benefits should be

included as a motive for involvement in riverfront redevelop-

ment also indicated that such a motive was one shared equally

by government, civic organizations, and the private sector.

Attitudes and Opinions About the

City of Detroit and Its Riverfront

The attitudes and opinions of respondents concerning

the present physical state of the City of Detroit and specifi-

cally its riverfront and the future of both was a primary con-

sideration of the Study. Such attitudes and opinions may have

a major effect upon the direction in which riverfront redevel—

opment will proceed.

All eighteen respondents felt that the City of Detroit

had a negative image although one respondent felt that the

City's image was improving rapidly. Some of the reasons re-

spondents offered as an explanation for Detroit's poor image

were :

1. Detroit as an "unknown" to non-residents; a lack

of knowledge concerning the good points of the

City;
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2. "big city" problems such as;

a. a high percentage of residents receiving pub-

lic assistance and high unemployment;

b. a high crime rate;

c. a decaying physical structure;

d. the stigma of "big city" aesthetics;

e. a high percentage of non-white residents; and

3. negative coverage by out-of-town press leading to

an increased misunderstanding and fear of Detroit

by non-residents.

Despite the negative image that respondents felt was

held for the City of Detroit, fourteen of the eighteen respond-

ents indicated optimism with respect to the City's future. The

other four respondents were not fatalistic with respect to the

City's future but were more cautious and uncertain in their

opinions. Several of the more optimistic respondents indicated

that they were enthusiastic about the City's future and antici-

pated an "awakening", "revitalization", "regeneration", or "re-

naissance" in the City's future.

Seventeen of the eighteen respondents surveyed indi—

cated that they felt the Detroit Riverfront would become a

focal point in the "revitalization" of the City. Some of the

phrases used with reference to the potential of the riverfront

in the City's future included; main asset, key to the central

business district, prime area, center of the City, catalyst to

redevelopment, and environmental plus. Although one respond-

ent felt that the riverfront could represent either the back

or front door to the central city depending upon what action

was taken, optimism was the prevailing attitude with respect

to the future of the riverfront.
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Such an opinion with respect to the riverfront's poten-

tial as an asset to the City of Detroit is in direct contrast

to the Opinions held by respondents regarding the present condi-

tion of the riverfront. All eighteen respondents unanimously

agreed that the riverfront was presently underutilized. Several

respondents referred to the riverfront in its present state as

a wasted resource, as being unplanned, prostituted, mis-used, a

non-revenue producing resource, a mess, pitiful, and an eyesore.

Alternative Redevelopment Uses

Having determined that respondents felt that the Detroit

Riverfront is an underutilized resource of great potential to

enhancing the future of the City of Detroit, the survey pro-

ceeded to attempt to determine what alternative uses of the

riverfront respondents considered most important. Respondents

were asked to rank from among seven alternative uses (housing,

transport facilities, industry, commercial development, recre-

ational and open space, and tourism), the three uses they felt

were most important in the order of their importance.

Recreation and open space, housing and commercial de-

velopment were overwhelmingly selected as the best potential

uses of the riverfront. Use of the riverfront for industry,

transportation and tourism were ranked very low by all respond-

ents. A summary of respondents' favored redevelopment uses

are presented in the Table below.
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TABLE 5

Ranking of Potential Riverfront Uses
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The above Table clearly indicates that recreation and
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open space was considered the most important potential use of
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the riverfront. _Housing and commercial development were ranked
..._-

H

yery closely as second priority uses. By applying weighting

factors to the rankings of the respondents (ranked lst, factor

= 3; ranked 2nd, factor = 2; ranked 3rd, factor = 1) it was

found that recreation and open space was chosen as the first

priority use of the riverfront (weighted ranking = 22), hous-

ing the second priority use (weighted ranking = 19), and com-

mercial development third (weighted ranking = 18). Use of the

riverfront for transportation facilities was ranked fourth by

using the weighted ranking method, tourism fifth, and use for

industrial development last.

Such rankings of priority uses for the riverfront di-

rectly corresponds to the comments of several respondents who

felt that they could not rank potential uses in any particular

order. In such cases, almost all respondents indicated that
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recreation and open space, housing and commercial development

represent the best possible uses of the riverfront even though

they were not able to rank these uses in the order of their

importance.

Prior to surveying respondents it was anticipated that

redevelopment priorities would vary in relationship to the type

of interest surveyed, private, governmental, or civic. The as-

sumptionthatprivate organizations would support income produc-
',_..---~—-

inguses of theriverfront in contrast to governmental agencies
5...-

’flwwv‘

which would favor public oriented uses could not be supported

by the survey in that there was a general consensus among all

interests that recreation and open space, housing and commer-
a'w‘

J

’1'"

cial development should be priority uses of the riverfront.

The Scale and Approach to

Riverfront Redevelopment

The scale of riverfront redevelopment which occurs in

Detroit may determine the success of such an endeavor. Thus,

respondents were surveyed to determine which approach, large

or small scale redevelopment, was likely to occur and which

approach they felt would prove to be most successful.

Fifteen of the eighteen respondents surveyed felt that

redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront would proceed incre-

mentally. It is interesting to note that all ten governmental

organizations surveyed felt that redevelopment would proceed

on an incremental scale. This particular response is specified

because it was anticipated that governmental organizations

would anticipate large scale redevelopment in keeping with

their efforts toward master planning and zoning. The results
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of the survey indicate, perhaps, a more practical realization

of the redevelopment process. The responses sought by this

particular segment of the survey were intended to indicate the

scale of redevelopment most likely to occur.
 

In conjunction with the scale of redevelopment likely

to occur, respondents were also asked to indicate the approach

to redevelopment they favored or that they considered to be most

successful in bringing about riverfront redevelopment. The sur-

vey indicated that ten respondents favored massive redevelop-

ment and that eight favored an incremental approach. Such re-

sponse would indicate that many respondents who feel riverfront

redevelopment will occur at an incremental scale would in fact

like to see redevelopment occur on a larger scale. This is

true of several of the governmental organizations who, as pre-

viously pointed out, felt riverfront redevelopment would pro-

ceed incrementally, but when asked which approach to redevelop-

ment they favored indicated that they favored large scale rede-

velopment. The responses to a favored approach to riverfront

redevelopment indicated that four of the ten governmental or-

ganizations surveyed favored massive riverfront redevelopment.

It is also important to note that four of the five civic organ-

izations surveyed preferred a large scale approach to redevel-

opment, as well as two of the three private organizations who

indicated interest in the redevelopment of the Detroit river-

front.

Probably as important as the contrast between the ap-

proaches to redevelopment favored and those expected to prevail

are the reasons the respondents feel such approaches should or
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will be taken. Several reasons were given to support the opin-

ion that redevelopment would proceed incrementally:

l. Caution with respect to investment in such projects;

2. Lack of resources, principally finance;

3. Lack of commitment to redevelopment;

4. Absence of a multi-jurisdictional coordinating

agency; and

5. The need for supply to follow demand, assuring river-

front projects provide marketable commodities.

The only reasons supporting massive redevelopment given

by the three respondents who felt that redevelopment would oc-

cur on a large scale were related to present projects under-

way--the Ford Renaissance Center and Civic Center West--which

the respondents felt were massive endeavors.

With respect to favored approaches to riverfront rede-

velopment those interests who favored large scale redevelopment

did so because they generally felt that such an approach would

yield coordinated comprehensive planning of the riverfront.

Such an approach if coordinated by a multi-jurisdictional de-

veloppment agency, it was felt, would insure the optimal use

of the riverfront without political interference.

Although a larger number of respondents favored large

scale redevelopment, several sound reasons were given in sup-

port of an incremental approach to riverfront redevelopment:

l. The need for a programmed approach of incremental

stages of development which would yield the deci-

sion timing needed in redeveloping the riverfront;

2. Increased flexibility of redevelopment uses;

3. A lack of resources to support large scale redevel-

opment;
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4. The belief that the economy and social and physical

environment affected by such redevelopment can only

adjust to incremental changes; and

5. A wider variety of riverfront uses will be realized

through incremental redevelopment.

In addition to the opinions offered by respondents con-

cerning the scale of redevelopment they favored and which they

felt would occur, the survey attempted to correlate four spe-

cific factors--the amount of available finance, interest in

riverfront redevelopment, leadership in the riverfront redevel-

opment process by the public sector, and success of present re-

development proposals, to the scale of redevelopment likely to

occur. It was anticipated that all of the above factors would

affect the attitudes of respondents and their degree of involve-

ment with riverfront redevelopment and, hence, the scale or ap-

proach to redevelopment.

With respect to available finance for riverfront rede-

velopment, respondents indicated that they were uncertain if

there was sufficient finance available. Nine respondents felt

there was sufficient finance available to increase the scale

of redevelopment presently occurring and eight did not. One

respondent indicated that he simply did not know.

Some respondents indicated that lending institutions

are apprehensive and that unless riverfront redevelopment showed

the prospect of succeeding there would be no financing avail-

able. It was indicated more specifically that an indication

that there will be profit to be made must be present before the

private sector would become financially involved. On the other

hand, some respondents felt that redevelopment of riverfront
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parcels represents a sound investment and that the private sec-

tor would invest in such endeavors.

The attitudes of respondents with respect to financing

by governmental agencies were as varied as those indicated with

respect to the private sector. Some respondents felt that local

governmental agencies did not have funds available to direct

toward riverfront redevelopment but that perhaps state and fed-

eral units of government might later financially support rede-

velopment. Some respondents felt that such support was forth-

coming and others did not. Thus, much as was the case with the

opinions regarding the private sector's financial invOlvement

with riverfront redevelopment the opinions of the respondents

were mixed as to whether governmental agencies would lend finan-

cial support to redevelopment. Based upon the uncertainty of

financial support to redevelop the riverfront, it is likely

that such redevelopment will proceed incrementally.

The attitudes of respondents with respect to the degree

of riverfront interest involvement present were again varied.

Twelve of the eighteen respondents surveyed felt there was suf-

ficient interest for large scale riverfront redevelopment. Two

respondents felt that such interest was spotty, and several re-

spondents felt that the interest was potentially present but

simply had not surfaced or was presently being cautiously exer-

cised. From these results, it appears that there is sufficient

interest available for large scale redevelopment but that at

present it has not solidified.
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Only one-third of the respondents surveyed felt that

the public sector was providing leadership or generating the

public support necessary to increase the scale of riverfront

redevelopment. Eight respondents felt that such leadership

was weak and four felt that the public sector was ignoring

its leadership responsibility.

Those six respondents who felt that the public sector

was providing a leadership role pointed out that local, state

and federal agencies such as Common Council, the Detroit City

Plan Commission, Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority, Michi-

gan Department of Natural Resources, the Governor's Office,

and Department of Housing and Urban Development had all indi-

cated some interest in riverfront redevelopment.

The majority of those respondents who felt that river-

front redevelopment leadership was not what it should be by the

public sector related to a lack of leadership within governmen-

talunits and weaknesses in basic governmental structures. Some

other very interesting points were brought out with respect to

the lack of leadership by the public sector. It was stated by

one respondent that the public sector simply was not enthusias-

tic about riverfront redevelopment. Another indicated that

there were other priorities such as a crisis in the educational

system and transit problems which must be met first. One local

governmental respondent indicated that other levels of govern-

ment identify redevelopment as exclusively Detroit's problem.

Irregardless of the reasons for a lack of leadership by the pub-

lic sector to bring about redevelopment it appears that redevel-

opment will not be a large scale endeavor until some form of

coordinated leadership evolves.
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It was anticipated that success of proposed redevelop-

ment projects may have an affect upon the scale of riverfront

redevelopment. Seventeen of the eighteen respondents surveyed

felt that success of presently proposed redevelopment endeavors

would increase the scale of redevelopment for one primary rea-

son. Because redevelopment of riverfront parcels requires a

considerable financial investment, great caution is used before

action is initiated. If other redevelopment endeavors are a

success, however, other interests are likely to invest in such

endeavors.

In conclusion it appears that at present redevelopment

of the Detroit Riverfront is expected to proceed incrementally

even though a large scale approach is favored by most respond-

ents of the survey. It also appears that the scale of redevel-

opment will not increase until such time that interest in rede—

velopment is strengthened and coordinated leadership is mani-

fest. Even then, the scale of riverfront redevelopment may not

expand if financing does not become more available and this may

depend upon the success of present riverfront redevelopment en-

deavors.

Identifying A Power Structure With

Respect to Riverfront Redevelopment

In many cities the success of major redevelopment pro-

posals are many times dependent upon the influences of a com-

munity power structure. One concern of the Detroit Riverfront

Redevelopment Study was to determine if such a power structure

existed with respect to the individuals surveyed and if there
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exists major organizations or interests not suveyed who may in

fact be members of such a power structure.

The respondents of the survey were able to identify

eleven additional organizations, not included in the original

survey, which might have an influence upon redevelopment of

the Detroit Riverfront. They were:

1. The Metropolitan Detroit Citizens Development

Authority; -4r

2. The Detroit Model Cities Agency;

3. The Urban Design and Development Group;

 4. The Economic Development Corporation of Detroit;

5. The Mayor's Economic Survey Commission;

6. The Governor's Commission on Population and

Housing;

7. The Water Resources Commission (Department of

Natural Resources);

8. The Michigan Historical Commission;

9. The Detroit Convention Bureau;

10. The South East Michigan Tourist Association; and

11. The State Housing Authority.

No inference was made that these organizations are instrumental

to a community power structure in that they were not surveyed,

nor did those respondents who indicated that such organizations

should be considered as potential interests indicate that they

were part of a community power structure. Two organizations,

however, were repeatedly mentioned as organizations to which

involved interests belonged. Fifty percent of all respondents

had membership in New Detroit Incorporated and Detroit Renais-

sance which might indicate that these two organizations are of
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primary importance to community activities within the City of

Detroit and perhaps riverfront redevelopment.

The survey also attempted to identify individuals who

might be considered key individuals to the riverfront redevel-

opment process. Many respondents did name individuals whom they

felt were concerned with enhancing the quality of the City. A

list of the individuals named and the organizations they repre-

sent is presented below:

  

Individual Organization

Walker Cisler Detroit Edison

Max Fisher Detroit Renaissance

Kent Mathewson Metropolitan Fund

Dr. Bernard Kline University of Michigan

Dearborn Extension

Dwight Havens Greater Detroit Cham-

ber of Commerce

Frank Bennett Wayne County Planning

Commission

Mel Ravitz Detroit Common Council

Bob Hoffman Detroit Planning Comm.

Joe Hudson J. L. Hudson Company

Henry Ford Ford Motor Company

Stan Senecker Ford Motor Company

Ralph L. McElvenery Consolidated Gas

Larry Carino TV-2 News

Tom Adams Wayne County Stadium

Authority

Lynn Townsend Chrysler Corporation

Mayor Gribbs City Hall

Larry Doss New Detroit, Inc.

Diane Edgemonds Detroit Central Businss

District Association

Only a few of the above individuals were named by respondents

as key community influentials more than once. Among these,

Henry Ford, Max Fisher, Walker Cisler, and Joe Hudson, only Max

Fisher, Chairman of Detroit Renaissance, was repeatedly named.

Another approach to identify key individuals who make

decisions which might effect riverfront redevelopment was em-

ployed. This method involved a correlation of organizational
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decisions to staff, chief administrators and boards of direc-

tors. Four key decision making patterns were identified: 1)

staff made decisions, 2) decisions made by chief administrators,

3) decisions made jointly by staff and chief administrators, and

4) decisions made by council or boards of directors. Six organ-

izations felt that they could not respond to this part of the

survey in that they 1) did not have staff, or 2) were not in-

volved in making decisions concerning riverfront redevelopment.

The majority of respondents indicated that key decisions

within their organizations were made by boards of directors or  
by councils in keeping with the traditional form of organiza-

tional decision making. Two respondents felt that key decisions

were made by staff and two felt that chief administrators made

key decisions. It is important to note, however, that irregard-

less of who makes the key decisions of an organization that all

respondents felt that such decisions are consistent with the

viewpoint of the organization.

Because of the small sample surveyed and the varied re-

sponses to the above discussed sections of the survey, it was

felt that no community power structure could be identified.

Coordination Between

Involved Interests

The survey attempted to evaluate the coordination be-

tween interests involved in redevelopment of the Detroit River-

front through two methods. One method involved an evaluation

of coordination based upon responsibility for leadership and

the other an examination of communication between involved

interests.
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With respect to the responsibility for leadership in

the riverfront redevelopment process there were no less than

seven different suggested sectors named as being responsible

for providing such leadership. In considering leadership for

redevelopment on a supportive level many combinations of gov-

ernmental organizations were named as responsible for providing

leadership. On an active redevelopment level, however, many

respondents changed their opinions as to who should provide

leadership and indicated that the private sector should provide

leadership. Nine respondents indicated that leadership for ac-

tive redevelopment should be equally shared between the private

and public sector. Irrespective of who provides the leadership

role for riverfront redevelopment, it is apparent that there is

a lack of consensus concerning leadership responsibility which

may be indicative of a lack of coordination.

When asked if communication was adequate between in-

volved interests, ten respondents indicated that in their opin-

ion it was not. Despite the fact that the majority of respond-

ents felt that communication between involved interests was not

adequate, all respondents indicated that they had worked with

other interests involved in riverfront redevelopment. In the

first case evidence exists indicating a lack of coordination

whereas the second would indicate good coordination. It should

be pointed out, however, that in most cases cooperation with

other groups was on a limited basis. Few respondents have

worked with a great number of other organizations and commonly

interests also indicated that they worked with organizations

which either had similar points of views or were unavoidable,
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such as city, state and federal agencies. Overall, because

leadership and communications were felt to not be adequate for

riverfront redevelopment it was concluded that, despite the

fact that surveyed interests indicated that they had worked

with other interests on a limited basis, coordination between

riverfront redevelopment interests was estimated to be poor.

Methods of Achieving Redevelopment Activities

The survey asked respondents which of six approaches;

1) the use of publicity, 2) forming a coalition of interests,

3) exerting influence over decision makers, 4) formulating mas-

ter plans, 5) use of zoning ordinances and building codes, or

6) interaction with governmental agencies and officials, they

felt would be most successful in achieving the alternatives

for riverfront redevelopment that they favor. It was expected

that governmental agencies would favor more conventional meth-

ods such as master planning, zoning and building codes, where-

as the private and civic sector would be more prone to using

publicity, exerting influence over decision makers and coali-

tions of interests to achieve their redevelopment choices.

The results of the survey indicated that each of the

eighteen respondents favored a different combination of methods

in order to achieve their riverfront redevelopment alternatives.

This, in itself, is important as it indicates that it is felt

that there is no established method of effectuating one's pri-

orities and that the method selected may in fact depend upon

the individual, the time of the action, or the nature of the

priorities to be effectuated. Respondents did unanimously

agree, however, that a combination of methods must be used.
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The combination of methods chosen to achieve riverfront

redevelopment alternatives were varied but one method appeared

to divide respondents into two separate groups with respect to

methods of effectuating their priorities. Eight respondents

felt that the use of master planning as a method of achieving

riverfront redevelopment priorities was essential. The remain-

ing ten respondents rated master planning low as a method of

effectuating their priorities and in some cases discredited the

use of master planning altogether. Of the ten respondents who

felt master planning was not an effective method of achieving

their redevelopment alternatives, interaction with governmental

agencies, direct influence over decision makers, or an approach

less structured than master planning was favored.

Just as the use of master planning to achieve riverfront

redevelopment alternatives was the primary factor differentiat-

ing the approaches of the interests surveyed, the use of master

planning was the only method which indicated a correlation be-

tween the function of organizations and methods employed to

achieve their redevelopment priorities.

Seven of the eight organizations favoring master plan-

ning as a method of achieving their priorities for redevelop-

ment were organizations very much involved with the planning

process. These organizations included the Detroit City Plan

Commission, Wayne County Planning Commission, Detroit Depart-

ment of Parks and Recreation, Bureau of Outdoor Recreation,

Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority, South East Michigan Coun-

cil of Governments, and Wayne County Stadium Authority. The

eighth organization, Detroit Edison, was not expected to be
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deeply involved with the planning process. The involvement of

this organization with the Wayne State University for Urban

Studies and the fact that Detroit Edison had contracted Doxi-

ados and Associates to do a study of the Detroit Metropolitan

Area, however, indicated that this particular organization was

involved in the planning process.

The ten organizations which favored other methods of

achieving their priorities for riverfront redevelopment were

organizations generally not involved in the planning process.

Two organizations which did not support master planning which

are normally involved in that process were the Metropolitan

Fund and the Bureau of Recreation Services of the Department of

Natural Resources. In both cases, these organizations felt that

there was a need to coalesce a group of interests before plan-

ning could proceed. The other eight respondents represented

civic, private and governmental organizations who would not be

considered as having planning as one of their primary functions.

These included:

1. The United Auto Workers of America;

2. The Ford Motor Company;

3. The Greater Detroit Chamber of Commerce;

4. New Detroit Incorporated;

5. Michigan United Conservation Clubs;

6. Detroit Renaissance;

7. The Mayor's Office; and

8. The Detroit Common Council.
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Significant Interrelationships;

Interests and the Planning Process

The influence of various interests on the political

planning process which evolves for the redevelopment of the

Detroit Riverfront will ultimately determine the redevelopment

of that resource. In order to integrate the responses of the

surveyed interests into the riverfront political planning pro-

cess, it is first necessary to gain a basic understanding of

the structures of these interests.

The Governmental Framework

The structure of city government in Detroit is centered

around the strong mayor form of government. Within this struc-

ture, the Mayor's office is the chief executive office having

control over all other departments of city government. The

Mayor typically employs department heads and a staff of spe-

cialists to aid him with his administrative and decision mak-

ing responsibilities. For example, in this study it was the

Executive Assistance in charge of planning who had the respon-

sibility of representing the Mayor's views on redevelopment of

the Detroit Riverfront.

In Detroit, the Detroit Common Council represents the

legislative arm of government. Common Council, because it is

primarily the policy making body, often represents a more for-

midable power than a check upon the power of the Mayor. In

fact, it is mere speculation as to which arm of government--

executive or legislative--is the most formidable power in the

City of Detroit. It appears that the power vacilates between

the two depending on the issue at hand. Both branches are
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also subject to change as new public officials are elected

every four years. The power relationship between the two is

subject to change as new personalities are elected.

Among the departments of City government in Detroit,

the Detroit City Plan Commission probably is the strongest.

Unlike most other departments within the City governmental

structure, the City Plan Commission has a semi-autonomous pol-

icy board. Theoretically, the Mayor's Office has executive

control over the City Plan Commission and the Common Council

has the final say regarding policy governing the Commission.

In practice, however, the semi-autonomous commission oversee-

ing the technical staff of the City Plan Commission and exerts

great influence over both the Mayor's Office and the Common

Council in setting their own priorities for their staff of

technicians. The great influence of the City Plan Commission

is also evidenced by the fact that, although all departments

of City government must compete for the same budget dollars,

all other departments of the City government must have their

land-use proposals incorporated into the City's Master Plan

by the City Plan Commission. Therefore, the success of other

City departments, such as the Department of Parks and Recrea-

tion, in incorporating their development plans depends upon

their effectiveness in dealing with the City Plan Commission.

The structures of government presently existing on the

county level appear to lack the power necessary to have an af—

fect upon the decision making process in Detroit. The Wayne

County Planning Commission represents a policy board which is

intended to coordinate planning for the county. The Commission,
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however, has no technical planning staff and no jurisdiction

over local units of government. The only way the wayne County

'Planning Commission can exert any authority is through trying

to manipulate political power and it appears that, generally,

it is not capable of doing so. At the time of this study, an

ad hoc county quasi-governmental unit existed--The Wayne County

Stadium Authority. This particular agency was formed strictly

to promote and develop a riverfront stadium in Detroit. The

courts later ruled that the Stadium Authority could not sell

bonds to finance a stadium and the Wayne County Stadium Author-

ity ceased to exist.

On the metropolitan-wide level, there exists the South

East Michigan Council of Governments which was originally

formed to coordinate the actions of local governmental bodies

in the Detroit Metropolitan Area. The SEMCOG is a weak assem-

blage of governments which, much like the Wayne County Planning

Commission, has no legal authority over local jurisdictions of

government. The Council which does have its own staff of plan-

ners and technicians is a step towards comprehensive metropoli-

tan planning, but until such time that local governments are

willing to relinquish some of their authority, it is unlikely

that the Council will be a very effective influence in metro-

politan Detroit.

Also, on the metropolitan level there exists an agency

with the authority to acquire and develop lands for the purpose

of providing regional parks. The agency, the Huron-Clinton

Metropolitan Authority, is a single purpose agency and admin-

isters parks over a five county area. Because the HCMA has
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been effective in accomplishing its development goals for the

past twenty—five years, it may represent an agency which might

have an influence upon the Detroit decision making structure.

On the state and federal level only two organizations

were identified as potentially affecting the riverfront rede-

velopment political planning structure in Detroit. The Divi-

sion of Recreation Services of the Michigan Department of Nat-

ural Resources acts as the state agency responsible for approv-

ing local comprehensive park plans in keeping with state guide-

lines for bond money available through the DNR. They have no

authority over local governments, but exert considerable in-

fluence through their distribution of funds. Very similarly,

the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation of the Department of Interior

is responsible for approving state comprehensive recreation

plans and for the distribution of Land and Water Conservation

Funds. Again, the BOR exerts its greatest influence upon local

governments through distribution of funds. Because of avail-

ability of funding, both the BOR and Division of Recreation

Services must be considered potential influential interests

in the redevelopment planning structure in Detroit.

Civic Organizations

Civic organizations, although they do not have any jur-

isdictional power, are many times key influences upon the de-

cisions of those who do govern. One such organization, the

Greater Detroit Chamber of Commerce, represents the interests

of the business sector of Detroit in pursuing those programs

which are most beneficial in promoting the growth of business
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in the Detroit area, as well as providing advantages to exist-

ing business enterprises. The Chamber of Commerce appears to

be very active in the decision making process in Detroit and

appears to be very influential.

Detroit Renaissance, a civic organization which devel-

oped as an outgrowth of the Greater Detroit Chamber of Commerce,

represents an organization made up primarily of business inter—

ests, but with a much more specified goal. Detroit Renaissance

was formed to bring about a revitalization of Detroit; a revi-

talization in terms of a stronger economy, controlled growth,

and creating an image of Detroit as a great city. Detroit Ren-

assiance also appears to be politically very active and an in-

terest whose views must consistently be considered by the gov-

~_ernmental decision making body in Detroit.

New Detroit Incorporated is a very politically active

civic organization which was born out of the smoke and debris

of the 1967 Detroit Riots. New Detroit came into being upon

recommendation of a special Mayor's exploratory commission

formed shortly after the riots of 1967 to determine the causes

of the riots and propose programs to combat social unrest in

Detroit. New Detroit, which is supported by the major busi-

ness and financial institutions of Detroit, has as its major

objectives the formulation of programs aimed at diminishing

racial tensions and improving the human environment of all

Detroiters. Because New Detroit is very active and because

they represent a segment of the public interest which City

government receives little input from, they have become a for-

midable influence in the City decision making arena.



84

The Michigan United Conservation Clubs represents a

collective organization which is also concerned with the so-

cial fabric of Detroit, as well as human environment through—

out the state. Although the MUCC has a more specified concern,

that of providing recreational opportunities for its member-

ship, it must also concern itself with larger proposals such

as riverfront redevelopment as such projects may provide oppor-

tunities in the realm of recreation. MUCC is not a well known

political force in Detroit politics and the input it is cap-

able of contributing may go unnoticed unless its concerns are

publicly very vocal.

The last civic organization to be examined has a for-

midable political base but because of its objectives may face

considerable resistence in the Detroit political structure.

Metropolitan Fund is a private organization representing gov-

ernmental groups, financial interests, and private citizens

concerned with metropolitan growth and a metropolitan form of

government for the Detroit region. Based upon their planning

proposals for the Detroit metropolitan area, such as the in-

town new-town twin cities concept, they cannot be excluded

from any group of interests concerned with development in De-

troit. They may face considerable opposition, however, in

promoting metropolitan government in Detroit.

The Private Sector

The private sector plays a very critical part in the

structure of decision making in Detroit. Detroit is facing,

among other problems, a shrinking financial base of support.



85

The decision of members of the private sector to leave the

City or to invest in the City is critical to the public offi-

cials of Detroit. It is because of this that concessions are

often made to businesses in order to get them to invest in the

central city as was examplified by the change in zoning approved

to permit the Ford Land Development Corporation to finalize

plans for Renaissance Center. There is another reason the pri-

vate sector is influential in the decision making structure of

Detroit. Although the private sector is typically not credited

with attempting to serve the public interest, civic oriented

divisions within business organizations are becoming common.

Whether such a division is called the division of special pro-

grams, community affairs, or public and civic affairs, has

relatively no bearing upon the motives for their concern. In-

creasingly, the private sector is making an investment in the

community of which it is part. Based upon such community in-

terest and upon potential as investors and developers, the pri-

vate sector is a major influence upon the decision making struc-

ture in Detroit.

Relationship of Interests

to Survey Results

Much of the survey was administered for the sole pur-

pose of obtaining candid opinions by various interests concern-

ing Detroit, the Detroit Riverfront, and redevelopment alterna-

tives. Various parts of the survey, however, directly relate

to the political planning structure likely to occur with re-

spect to redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront. The survey

Supports the interrelationships drawn between participants of
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the political planning process discussed in the previous sec-

tion and serves to point out other relationships with respect

to these participants.

In Detroit it appears that as yet no solidified fac-

tion of interests has evolved to support riverfront redevelop-

ment. Many interests are concerned with redevelopment of the

riverfront but no one wants to be assigned the leadership role.

It seems as though the private sector is waiting for the City

to take a leadership role in promoting riverfront redevelopment

and that the City is unwilling to move forward with plans for

redevelopment until they gain commitments from public and the

private interests capable of investing funds towards redevelop-

ment. The City Plan Commission has a beautiful master plan for

redevelopment of the riverfront but the financial resources to

redevelop the riverfront or a group willing to secure such

funds have not materialized.

Redevelopment of the riverfront will probably proceed

incrementally unless strong leadership soon materializes. The

Ford Motor Land Development Corporation has made a considerable

commitment to the riverfront in Renaissance Center. In this

particular case, the Common Council yielded to the pressure of

Ford by changing zoning in order to get the commitment for Ren-

aissance Center, but it is my opinion that unless the City is

willing to bend to bring commitments to redevelop the river-

front such redevelopment will continue to proceed incrementally

for several reasons. First, those interests with the financial

and political clout to contribute to redevelopment of the river-

front are waiting to see how successful other attempts will be.
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Secondly, many of those interests which have grandiose plans

for redevelopment of the riverfront do not accompany their pro-

posals with a commitment for funding. In the first case, it

appears that the private sector is waiting to see if Renais-

sance Center succeeds and governmental agencies such as the

BOR and Division of Recreation Services are waiting to see a

coalition of interests assuring a major redevelopment effort

before committing their financial resources to redevelopment.

In the second case, several organizations such as the Wayne

County Stadium Authority, SEMCOG, and MUCC have made public

their proposals for riverfront stadiums, major recreation areas

and even riverfront boardwalks. None of these organizations

have at the same time presented commitments for financing such

plans. The City of Detroit is unlikely to actively support

proposals which lack funding considering the financial problems

the City is currently facing. In cases such as these, the City

is more likely to uphold the City Plan Commission's master plan

to redevelop the riverfront to discourage such planning when

it appears it is willing to change the master plan in order to

obtain financial commitments.

In terms of the ambiguous "public interests" it is dif-

ficult to determine what portion of the public sector will be

served by riverfront redevelopment. It is my feeling that

those segments of the public interest who have considerable

political or financial clout will see their interests served.

Those segments of the public interest who are less unified and

have less political and financial clout may not see their in-

terests in riverfront redevelopment become priorities. This
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is not to say, however, that the public sector's well being

will be sacrificed for money making endeavors. It should be

kept in mind that recreation, open space, housing and commer-

cial uses of the riverfront were considered most important by

the surveyed interests. It should also be pointed out that

most interests felt that social benefits were a primary benefit

of any riverfront redevelopment likely to occur. Riverfront re-

development projects are likely to bring pride back to the City,

improve the City's tax base and provide jobs for the people of

Detroit.

Ascertaining which priorities of various segments of

the public interest are more important when choosing between

priorities such as public use of a resource and re-establishing

a strong tax base for the City of Detroit is difficult. I feel

the real issue is not to decide which is most important, but to

insure a decision making structure which considers the priori-

ties of all segments of the public interest. The private busi-

ness sector is vocal in their demands individually and collec-

tively. The City of Detroit has established guidelines to re-

development which attempt to represent the general citizenry as

well as other interests but we have seen that their guidelines

are subject to change. Other peripheral organizations such as

MUCC and SEMCOG have submitted proposals which will benefit the

general citizenry by preserving access to and use of riverfront

parcels by the public but they have not devised methods of fi-

nancing such redevelopment proposals. A political planning

structure is now needed to integrate all these interests into

the planning process, secure funding and publicly support riv-

erfront redevelopment.



CHAPTER V

Summary and Conclusions

Many of our urban centers are at a critical point in

their continuing effort to survive. Many of our cities face

issues critical to their existence and to the welfare of their

citizens. Deterioration of the physical structure of the city

is one such issue. Great attempts, some successful some not,

have been made by individuals and various levels of government

to address themselves to the problem of the physical decay of

the American city.

For those cities which, as a result of the historical

development of our country, were built upon our Nation's water-

ways, the urban river represents an integral part of the urban

center. The riverfront represents the birth of such cities as

it was upon the banks of these rivers where settlements origi-

nated. It was upon the banks of these rivers where transporta-

tion facilities and industry chose to locate. It was upon the

banks of these rivers from which corridors of population spread

constantly linking people to the resources necessary for their

survival and well being. Now, it is upon the banks of these

rivers where the physical decay of the urban center is most em-

inant. That the riverfront should be the most critical symptom

of the physical decadence common to many of our cities is only

logical. Typically, development adjacent to the urban river

89
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represents the oldest within the urban center. Subsequently,

the physical structures found upon these parcels are often very

old and in disrepair. Because of changes in modes of transpor-

tation, industrial processes, and changes in life styles and

housing requirements, riverfront parcels are commonly occupied

by underutilized facilities or vacated structures. Other par-

cels are left undeveloped and due to restrictions or early

transportation routes, are too small to develop for industrial,

transportation or housing purposes.

Despite the fact that many former uses of riverfront

parcels are outmoded and that many of our nation's riverfronts

are in a deplorable physical condition, these same riverfronts

represent great potential as factors in renewing the urban core.

Urban riverfronts represent potential ecological, environmental

and financial assets to many urban centers. Its potential uses

ranging from undeveloped open spaces to downtown commercial and

cultural centers, represent possible catalysts to the renewal

of the urban center. Just as the riverfront represents the

birth place of many of our nation's cities, the riverfront can

now become the focal point and symbol for the "rebirth" of

these same cities.

In keeping with the riverfront as the focal point for

redevelopment of our nation's cities, the Detroit Riverfront

represents great potential as a key asset to improving the im-

age of Detroit. At present, much of the Detroit Riverfront is

poorly utilized and many of the physical structures are out-

moded and in disrepair. With these factors in mind, this study

was initiated not only to delineate the resource base and
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examine plans and proposals now under consideration, but to

isolate those uses best suited for redevelopment of Detroit's

riverfront and indicate possible approaches to accomplishing

such redevelopment.

A Conceptual Plan for Redevelop-

ment of the Detroit Riverfront

In examining the Detroit Riverfront as a physical re-

source, several factors were identified which will affect re-

development. First, the mere physical size of the Detroit

Riverfront represents a challenge to formulating a redevelop-

ment plan capable of integrating many varied uses of the river-

front into the plan. Secondly, as pointed out earlier, the

pattern of land ownership of the Detroit Riverfront makes it

difficult for the city to fulfill its planning and development

responsibility. More than comprehensive planning is needed as

many interests become involved in riverfront redevelopment by

nature of land ownership regardless of their interests in re-

development. Land ownership patterns also have a profound ef-

fect upon land use patterns in Detroit. Approximately fifty

percent of the entire riverfront is presently being used for

industry and railroads and an additional four percent is va-

cant. Because the importance of rail transportation has de-

clined and because many older industries have become obsolete

by today's standards, there are many potential areas for rede-

velopment.

Other characteristics of existing riverfront land use

are also significant in relationship to redevelopment. Eighty-

seven percent of all recreational lands are east of East Grand



92

Boulevard whereas fifty percent of all industrial lands are

west of West Grand Boulevard. (Refer to Appendix A) Such dis-

proportionate distribution of land use could be justified on

the basis of segregation of non-compatible uses were it not

for the fact that the prime residential areas lie at the east-

ern and western extremities of the Detroit City Limits. There-

fore, it appears that the residents of the west end are being

deprived of recreational opportunities.

Based upon these observations, it is apparent that cer-

tain redevelopment efforts should immediately be made. Obso-

lete industrial and transportation structures should be demo-

lished, or if advantageous, rehabilitated and converted for

special commercial, historical, cultural or recreational pur-

poses. It is also apparent that there is a need to increase

recreational opportunities adjacent to residential areas along

the western portion of the riverfront. Because industry is al-

ready concentrated along the western edge of the Detroit River-

front adjacent to the Rouge River and Zug Island, it would also

be advisable to restrict all new industrial development to that

area and thereby segregate industrial development from other

forms of development. This would also have the advantage of

concentrating major shipping activities necessary to support

industrial processes.

The results of the study survey indicated that recrea-

tion and open space, housing and commercial development are

considered to be best uses of the Detroit Riverfront. Based

upon these findings, it would be advisable to develop a river-

front redevelopment plan emphasizing these three uses. It has
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already been indicated that there is a need to increase the

amount of riverfront used for recreation and open space in

proximity to existing housing at the western end of the river-

front. It would also be an advantage to reserve parcels of

land adjacent to the central business district at the foot of

Woodward Avenue for recreation as well as special commercial

uses. Integrated with the existing cultural, convention, and

civic facilities such use would create an environment which

would potentially draw residents from the entire metropolitan

area and bring excitement back to the riverfront and central

business district.

In keeping with the results of the survey it appears

that an inventory of the present housing stock adjacent to the

riverfront should be made. Structurally sound housing stock

of significant architectural value should be preserved and

where necessary, rehabilitated. In those areas where the hous-

ing stock is not structurally sound, such housing should be re-

placed with new housing integrated with recreation and open

space to create residential parks as opposed to "housing pro-

jects".

Special commercial areas should be concentrated adja-

cent to the central business district. Convenience shopping

and comparison shopping should, however, be integrated with

residential parks. Such residential parks and commercial areas

could be developed where substandard housing presently exists,

where obsolete or vacant industrial structures exist or upon

presently vacant parcels. Incorporation of recreational and

open space, housing, and commercial development in a well
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integrated plan and reuse and removal of obsolete and vacant

structures would help to revitalize the Detroit Riverfront and

potentially the City of Detroit. The question is whether such

priorities for redevelopment are consistent with the demands

of the public interest and those interests who actively parti-

cipate in riverfront redevelopment.

Interest Involvement in

Riverfront Redevelopment

This study succeeded in identifying several different

interests who are presently concerned with riverfront redevel-

opment. This was evidenced by the fact that several interests

representing government units, civic organizations, and private

concerns wished to be included in the sample surveyed. This

conclusion is also apparent by nature of the fact that several

other interests were identified for further study by respond-

ents to the survey.

Genuine concern of such interests in riverfront rede-

velopment was verified by the attitudes and opinions expressed

concerning the image of Detroit and the role of the riverfront

in Detroit's future. All individuals surveyed were concerned

about the poor image of Detroit. These same interests identi-

fied the Detroit Riverfront as a key factor in changing the

image of Detroit and felt that at the present time the river-

front was a major resource being underutilized.

A thorough examination of related literature yielded

the groundwork for understanding the role of interest groups

in resource decision making. The review of the literature

pointed out various coalitions of interests which have yielded
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successful waterfront redevelopment projects in the past: the

strong federal leadership exhibited in St. Louis, the special

development commission in Atlanta, the strong mayoral leader-

ship and public support in Denver and the special citizens'

committee in San Antonio.

The survey administered for this study then identified

the internal and external structures through which interest

groups work and how these relate to each other within the City

of Detroit. When riverfront redevelopment first became an is-

sue in Detroit in the late 1940's, the Detroit City Plan Com-

mission and Common Council appeared to be the major initiators

of redevelopment. For approximately a decade the City was suc-

cessful in developing plans for riverfront redevelopment and

obtaining riverfront parcels for redevelopment. During the

1950's and 1960's, however, riverfront redevelopment plans ap-

peared to lose momentum as conflicts between the private sector

and the City concerning the best use of the riverfront devel-

oped. In 1963, the City Plan Commission developed a new master

plan for redevelopment of the riverfront which is currently the

major control tool of the City. More currently, many proposals

for redevelopment of parcels of the riverfront have been pre-

sented by various public agencies and civic organizations.

Few of these have advanced beyond the planning stages due to

a lack of funding sources. The only actual active redevelop-

ment proposal is the Ford Renaissance Center which has reached

the construction phase as a result of Ford's strong political

and financial clout. At present, there appears to be many in-

terests concerned with riverfront redevelopment but no one
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capable to pool the resources needed to make redevelopment a

reality. The study clearly pointed out that the responsibility

for leadership and cooperation needed to effectively redevelop

Detroit's riverfront is lacking. It also pointed out that the

methods selected to effectuate an interest's priorities for

redevelopment are varied and depend upon the nature of the or-

ganization or person and their objectives and attitudes as well

as their influence within the community.

Unfortunately, it was not possible within the scope of

this study to identify a constituency which could be defined

as the "public interest". This was due primarily to the fact

that, as explained earlier, the public interest is typically

not represented by a specific group unless a group of interests

coalesce around an issue which directly affects their well be-

ing. It appears, at this time, that interests representing

the private sector are waiting to enter the political planning

process. Interests with strong financial resources and polit-

ical clout are likely to push for major commercial development

upon the riverfront parcels if Renaissance Center is a success.

At the same time, the Michigan State Housing Development Au-

thority is finalizing plans for a moderate income housing de-

velopment on the riverfront. Such a use is in keeping with

similar proposals of Detroit Renaissance which represents the

major business interests within Detroit.

It appears that weak attempts have been made to protect

that segment of the public interest commonly referred to as the

general public. The Michigan United Conservation Clubs have

attempted to promote a riverfront boardwalk concept which would
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insure access to the Detroit River by the general public.

The SEMCOG has developed a metropolitan wide recreational plan

which would incorporate major recreation areas along the De-

troit Riverfront. Similarly, the master plan of the river-

front developed by the City Plan Commission includes increased

public access points and recreation opportunities. None of

these organizations, however, have the needed finance to de-

velop their plans. Furthermore, the City has changed zoning

under their master plan to allow politically strong interests

to proceed with their riverfront redevelopment plans even at

the expense of restricting public access to the riverfront.

In addition, it appears that the general public is unlikely

to come forth to represent their views on riverfront redevel-

opment. Most of the citizens of Detroit do not identify with

the riverfront because it is not immediately visible as a part

of their general well being. Until this segment is threatened

by relocation or considerable lack of access to the riverfront,

they probably will not become actively involved in riverfront

redevelopment.

Factors of Riverfront

Redevelopment

Although housing, recreation and open space, and com-

mercial use of the Detroit Riverfront were clearly identified

as the most desired uses of the riverfront, factors considered

to be affecting the redevelopment of the riverfront were var-

ied. The four factors most clearly identified as affecting

redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront, however, were: 1)

governmental involvement in redeveloping the resource; 2)
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available financing; 3) a market for whatever form of devel-

opment which is selected; and 4) a workable plan to redevelop

the riverfront.

Because government is typically involved with develop-

ment of physical resources, at least politically if not prac-

tically, many of the interests surveyed expressed a desire to

see what action governmental agencies planned to take and the

nature of their leadership. Secondly, because redevelopment

requires great sums of money, all interests were concerned

with what financial resources were available and whether mone-

tary gain was reasonable to assume. Whether public or private,

every organization felt that there is a need to substantiate

that a market exists for whatever form of development they de-

cided to pursue. Such an approach is essential to providing

a return on their investment with respect to private interests

and to proper utilization of public funds with respect to gov-

ernmental agencies. Perhaps the greatest factor affecting

riverfront redevelopment (identified by various interests in-

terviewed), however, was the need for an overall active devel-

opment plan for the riverfront. Many felt that haphazard de-

velopment of the riverfront would be detrimental to the river-

front.

Because of the several factors affecting riverfront

redevelopment in Detroit and especially because of a lack of

overall planning, there was a general consensus that redevel-

opment would proceed slowly and incrementally. The reasons

for such an approach clearly relate to the four factors affect-

ing redevelopment previously discussed. Several interests
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expressed a need for caution in terms of investing time or

money to redevelop the riverfront. They felt this would yield

an incremental approach to redevelopment and would at the same

time test the market for various forms of development. Several

interests indicated that the structure for a large scale ap-

proach to redevelopment did not exist. This factor clearly

relates to a lack of planning. Concern over the lack of rede-

velopment leadership by the interests surveyed clearly relates

to the need for governmental involvement in riverfront redevel—

opment and explains in part hesitancy to redevelop. Because

so many factors remain as uncertainties at the time of this

study, it appears that redevelopment of Detroit's Riverfront

will proceed slowly and with uncertainty.

Suggestions for

Further Study

Because the sample used was small, the conclusions

that can be drawn from the survey may not be representative

of all interests who may become involved with redevelopment.

The survey did attempt to identify several new interests and

the conclusions drawn from the survey can be considered strong

indicators of factors affecting riverfront redevelopment in

Detroit. An important consideration for further study would

be to survey the enlarged group of interests as a result of

this study.

It would be worthwhile for additional research to be

undertaken to measure the response of involved interests to

project plans incorporating various combinations of development

alternatives, and from this suggest an optimum development mix
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for the Detroit Riverfront. Closely related to the above sug-

gestions for further study there is a very critical and prac-

tical need to explore the availability of governmental finan-

cial resources and private sources of finance available which

could be funneled into redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront.

The Future of Redevelop-

ment--What is Needed

With our country embarking upon a program of reduced

government spending and with the availability of funds from

lending institutions becoming more limited, it is unlikely

 

that redevelopment of the Detroit Riverfront can proceed with-

out strong leadership and political support. There is a defi-

nite need for someone who can: 1) package redevelopment pro-

posals in keeping with market studies of the involved area in-

dicating the need for specific types of development; 2) iden-

tify alernative sources of funding both public and private;

and 3) incorporate proposals and coordinate funding on a scale

large enough to encompass the entire riverfront.

With the many problems the City of Detroit currently

faces such as lack of sufficient funds, a high crime rate, a

high unemployment rate, a poor image, a financial crisis in

the public schools, and loss of industry and middle and upper

income residents, it is unlikely that the City will be able to

provide the leadership needed to redevelop the Detroit River-

front. The private sector is unlikely to push for overall

riverfront redevelopment but rather individual endeavors which

appear to promise a return on their investment. Civic organi-

zations and peripheral government agencies, although probably



101

capable of integrating varied priorities into the redevelop-

ment process, do not possess the jurisdictional and financial

resourced needed. Thus, it is unlikely that any existing or-

ganization can successfully provide leadership for redevelop-

ment of the riverfront.

Keeping in mind the types of organizations successful

in other cities as identified in the review of literature ear-

lier in this study and those areas of activity necessary to

effectively redevelop Detroit's Riverfront, one overall recom-

mendation warrants special attention. In order for Detroit to

redevelop its riverfront, it is suggested that a multi-juris-

dictional Detroit Riverfront Redevelopment Authority be formed.

Such an agency is essential to coordinate all riverfront rede-

velopment activities in Detroit. Some of the specific powers

and responsibility of such an agency should include: 1) over-

all planning authority for the Detroit Riverfront; 2) authority

to purchase parcels of riverfront land for redevelopment upon

approval of such agency's commission; 3) authority to enter

into contractual agreements with governmental agencies and pri-

vate developers; 4) authority to loan money to and to serve as

mortgagee to those individuals or groups purchasing riverfront

parcels; 5) authority to solicit funding from governmental

agencies for the purposes of redeveloping the riverfront; and

6) authority to sell bonds to finance redevelopment proposals.

Because such an agency should be responsible for the

best use of the Detroit Riverfront in keeping with the demands

of various segments of the public interests, it is important

that it is structured in a manner which provides for input
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from all of these segments. In addition to having a staff of

technicians to deal with planning, financing, and contractual

arrangements, such an agency must have a policy board consist-

ing of as many segments of the public interest as possible.

Key representatives of the private sector, governmental units,

and civic organizations should be represented on such policy

board. As a safeguard of the general public, efforts should

be made to create a citizen advisory committee which would

have representation upon the policy board. Only through an

attempt to integrate all interests into the planning process

and through actions of an agency which are highly visible and

public will it be possible to utilize the Detroit Riverfront

to its highest potential.

Obviously, there are several approaches to riverfront

redevelopment which might prove successful for Detroit. Per-

haps strong federal leadership and federal funding is required

to succeed in this endeavor. Perhaps the State of Michigan

should provide the needed leadership and required funding.

Perhaps government on the local level should provide the needed

leadership, although it is doubtful that they can provide the

necessary funds to embark upon such an endeavor. Perhaps re-

development should proceed on a parcel-by-parcel basis depend-

ing upon the private sector for action even though it is impos-

sible to expect a long range commitment from that sector. As

evidenced by the review of related literature given earlier,

there are several possible approaches to redevelopment. A mul-

ti-jurisdictional redevelopment authority, as outlined above,

represents only one such approach to redevelopment of Detroit's
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Riverfront. One which, in the light of the political planning

process identified in Detroit, might prove to be successful.
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APPENDIX B

List of Potential Interests
 

Organization
 

Bureau of Outdoor

Recreation

Detroit Common Council

Detroit Department of

Parks & Recreation

Detroit Plan Comm.

HCMA

Mayor's Office

Recreation Services

SEMCOG

Wayne County

Planning Commission

Archdiasty Detroit

Holy Trinity Roman

Catholic Church

Central Business

District Association

Detroit Renaissance

Greater Detroit

Chamber of Commerce

Metropolitan Fund

MUCC

New Detroit, Inc.

Chrysler Realty

Consolidated Gas

Company

Representative
 

Dick Miller, Larry

Peterson

Dr. Mel Ravitz

Cay Edwins

Charles Blessing

Bob Bryan

Joe Vitt

Bill Pearce

Gary Krause

Tom Adams

John Cardinal

Deardan

Dr. Clement F. Kern

Diane Edgecomb

Tom Zubiak

Jack Steiner

Kent Mathewson

Paul Leach

Dick Richards

Forrest Browne

Ralph T. McElvenney

A2

Type of

Organization
 

Governmental

Governmental

Governmental

Governmental

Governmental

Governmental

Governmental

Governmental

Governmental

Civic

Civic

Civic

Civic

Civic

Civic

Private

Private



Organization
 

Detroit Edison

Ford Motor Land

Development Company

General Motors Corp.

Hudson's Department

Stores

U.A.W.

Representative
 

Wilbur Pearce

Stan Senecker

C. D. Hagler

Joe Hudson

Pete Ranich

A3

Type of

Organization
 

Private

Private

Private

Private

Private



APPENDIX C

Question Format
 

Name: Organization:

Positions: Representative Of:

1. Are your or your organization presently involved with any

10.

projects or planning involving the redevelopment of the

Detroit Riverfront?

Does any involvement include planning for or actual phys-

ical development of specific parcels of riverfront pro-

perty? (If yes, answer below, OR question 3)

a. location

b. area involved

c. any specific dates

d. cost

e. any other foreseeable projects

Would you consider your or your organization's involvement

more of a supportative nature such as general master plan-

ning or encouragement or endorsement of riverfront rede-

velopment projects?

What is your evaluation of the riverfront as it is pre-

sently develOped/and

How do you appraise the potential for redevelopment of the

riverfront?

Do you feel action for redevelopment should be spearheaded

through public agencies, city, state, or federal, or

through the actions of the private investors or both?

Why? For a) Guidance; b) Active development?

Which do you feel (state or local agencies, or private

concerns) are likely to invest time or money into redevel-

Opment of the riverfront? Why?

Do you feel communication channels are adequate to make

redevelopment a joint venture of the public and private

sector? If not, who is failing to communicate?

Has your organization made attempts to work with other

organizations who have shown an interest in redevelopment?

How do you view the future of Detroit, as dead, revital—

ized, or staying the same as present?
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

What role will the riverfront play in the city's future?

How do you perceive the image of Detroit outstate now and

in the future?

Who will benefit from redevelopment; the city, the every-

day man, private concerns, etc.?

What sort of benefits can possibly accrue to those who ac-

tively participate in redevelopment projects? (monetary,

goodwill, civic pride)

Of the seven different alternative uses of the riverfront

listed below, rank the three uses you feel are most bene-

ficial or important?

a. Housing

b. Transport facilities

c. Industrial uses

d. Commercial develOpment

e. Recreation areas and open space

f. Tourist attraction

9. Other

Do you feel redevelopment will proceed incrementally or

on a massive scale? Why?

Which approach do you personally favor? Why?

Do you feel the success of present redevelopment projects

will have an effect on other interests' decision to take

part in redevelOpment?

Do you feel that there is sufficient finance available to

increase the scale of overall riverfront development?

Why?

Do you feel there is enough interest in the riverfront for

other deve10pments to arise?

Do you feel public agencies are willing to provide the

leadership or generate general public support necessary to

increase the scale of redevelopment?

Interest Involvement
 

22.

23.

Are you or your employer a member of any civic organiza-

tions concerned with the enhancement of the quality of the

central city? What is the extent of such involvement?

Please name other individuals who have shown similar con-

cerns for the City of Detroit. As evidenced by what?
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Your Organization
 

24.

25.

26.

Within your organization, are key decisions concerning

riverfront redevelopment made by staff or do they come

from above?

Do you feel staff decisions clearly relate to the view-

point of the chief executive?

Which of the below approaches do you feel are necessary

or effective as a means of effectuating one's priorities

for riverfront redevelopment?

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

The use of publicity--papers, news, etc.;

By forming a coalition of interests;

By exerting direct influence over decision makers;

By formulating master planning for the involved areas;

By use of zoning and building ordinances;

Through interaction with other agencies and officials.
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APPENDIX D

Representatives of Organizations Surveyed
 

Governmental Units
 

Detroit Mayor Gribb's Office

Detroit Common Council

Detroit Department of Parks

and Recreation

Detroit Plan Commission

Wayne County Stadium Authority

Wayne County Planning Commission

SEMCOG

Huron-Clinton Metropolitan

Authority

Recreation Services (Department

of Natural Resources)

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation

Civic Organizations
 

Greater Detroit Chamber of

Commerce

Detroit Renaissance

New Detroit, Inc.

Metropolitan Fund

Michigan United Conservation

Clubs

A7

Representative
 

Joseph Vitt, Executive

Assistant Planning

Dr. Mel Ravitz,

Council President

Mr. Cay Edwins, Head of

Landscape and Design

Mr. Charles Blessing

Tom Adams, Director

Donald Jucharatz,

Commissioner

Gary Krause, Transporta-

tion & Land Use Planning

Bob Bryan,

Chief Planner

Bill Pearce,

Planner

Dick Miller and Larry

Peterson, Planners

Representative

Jack Steiner,

Economist

Tom Zubiak, Staff

Dick Richards, Recreations

Kent Mathewson, President

Paul Leach,

Director



Private Organizations
 

United Auto Workers

Ford Motor Land Development

Corporation

Detroit Edison

A8

Representative
 

Pete Ravich,

President's Staff

Stan Seneca,

Executive Vice-President

Wilbur Pearce, Director of

Special Programs
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