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Ever-busy, ever-building, ever-throwing-out the old for the new, we have hardly paused to
think about what we are so busy building, and what we have thrown away.

— James Howard Kunstler, The Geography of Nowhere
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INTRODUCTION

American downtowns are complex units. Once the center of activity and identity
for communities, most have experienced economic and physical decline in the wake of
suburbanization. Robertson (1995, 430) notes that “continuous decentralization has
shifted downtown functions to the surrounding suburbs, particularly since World War
II...In 1954, downtown retail sales still accounted for nearly 20 percent of the nationwide
total; by 1977, only 4 percent of metropolitan sales occurred downtown.”

With various studies indicating a pattern of migration back to small cities (Tyler
1987, 7-8) and the growth of the National Trust for Historic Preservation’s (NTHP)
National Main Street Program, which focuses on the revitalization of small town
downtowns, there may be reason to believe that the downtowns of small cities are on the
rebound. Communities that have succeeded under programs like the Main Street Program
have done so only after large scale economic restructuring and preservation of the
downtown structures that create a unique sense of community.

Such an effort requires coordinated action. Citizens, merchants, property owners,
and public officials must come together within a single organizational structure to set a
shared vision and direction for the downtown. Research by the Urban Land Institute
(ULI) shows that the successful downtown revitalization organization will have
widespread support, management by a body with a full-time staff, and a downtown plan.

Development of this kind of an organization can be particularly challenging in a
small city. As Kotval and Mullin (1992, 18) note, “little planning assistance is available to
most small communities. A few fortunate ones have a trained professional planner.

However, even in this enviable situation, the planning office is usually a one person show:



a long term resident whose hobby is planning and who is doing the best he or she can.”
As aresult, most small towns lack a current master plan with defined community goals, let
alone the ability to engage in a complex revitalization effort.

Small cities are not without assistance, though. Downtown Development
Authorities (DDAs) are public bodies charged with the role of halting the decline of
downtowns. Their goal is to foster economic growth and historic preservation downtown.
Legislation such as Public Act 197 of 1975, as amended, the Michigan law enabling the
formation of DDAsS, is among the tools emerging to help small towns form the

organizational structure to engage in and sustain a downtown revitalization.

The objective of this study is to evaluate the extent to which Michigan Downtown
Development Authorities (DDAs) in cities with a population of between 5,000 and 10,000
people are able to develop widespread support, management by a full-time staff, and a
downtown development plan to engage in an economic and historic revitalization of

downtown.

The Study

This study begins with the review of literature, which seeks to relate how Michigan
DDAs fit into the context of downtown revitalization in America. The review first relates
the forces that have historically impacted downtowns, leading to their decline. This is
included because, as Tyler (1987, 5) points-out in his study of the health of downtown in

eight Michigan cities, planning studies often fail to consider the historical perspective:



Rather, a study will assume the current status of a downtown as ‘ground

zero,” without recognizing that that its current state is only one point on a

time continuum. A downtown as it now exists is a product of what has

happened previously, and is also a precursor of what it will be. Without

recognizing this any analysis must be considered deficient.
That is to say that understanding why downtown failed will provide insight into how it
may be strengthened and made successful into the future.

The literature review proceeds with a study of two highly successful downtown
revitalization strategies — Centralized Retail Management (CRM) and the Main Street
Program of the NTHP. This analysis reveals the importance of organization in any
revitalization that will include economic restructuring and historic preservation. The
combined elements of widespread support, management by one entity with a full-time
staff, and a downtown plan, as presented by ULI, establish the criteria by which a such an
organization will be evaluated over the course of this study.

The literature review concludes with a discussion of Public Act 197 of 1975, as
amended. This discussion considers the procedures for forming a DDA and the structure
of the DDA governing body. As well, the revitalization activities allowed under the act
and the structure for funding those activities are considered.

The next chapter discusses the research methods employed. The criteria for
narrowing potential study cities are revealed, including the rationale for defining a small
city as having between 5,000 and 10,000 residents. This is followed by a brief
introduction to the three study cities — Howell, Ludington, and Tecumseh. The

development of the interview questionnaire, and the rationale behind question selection

and ordering, is the final topic covered under the research methods.



A chapter summarizing the questionnaire responses is followed by a summary of
the economic and historic revitalization efforts in the three study communities
Background research, including information from the downtown plans and telephone
interviews, is used to profile the revitalization effort in each city, and to understand the
role of the DDA in that effort. These chapters are followed by the summary of findings
regarding the capacity of the DDAs to develop widespread support, management by one
entity with a full-time staff, and a downtown plan. The conclusion reports that Michigan
DDA:s in cities of between 5,000 and 10,000 people do have this capacity and suggests

directions for future study.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Toward the goal of placing the above described objective within the appropriate
context, the review of literature has advanced on the following fronts: the impacts of
suburbanization on downtown, defining revitalization, the components of organization,

and Michigan DDA legislation.

The Impacts of Suburbanization on Downtown

The combined factors of uniform zoning, Federal Housing Administration and
Veterans Administration housing programs, and the “millions of additional dollars from
Washington [that were] poured into the suburban infrastructures...” drove the physical
development in the suburbs following World War II (Gratz 1994, 17; Hall 1988, 291;
McBee et al. 1992, 3). It was the 1956 Federal Aid-Highway Act, which pledged $41
billion for the construction of 41,000 miles of new roads, that enabled the movement of
the middle-class population to the suburbs (Gratz 1994, 17; Hall 1988, 291; McBee et al.
1992, 3). This effectively dispersed the population from the traditional retail, social,
cultural, and entertainment center — the downtown.

The impacts of suburbanization on the traditional small town downtown are
summarized by Glisson (1984, 5):

More than a marketplace, Main Street was the center of civic and social

activity, and its buildings reflected not only the town’s past but also its

pride. In a very real sense, Main Street symbolized the community’s

identity and embodied its heritage. After World War II, however,

suburbanization drastically altered the shape of most towns, scattering

homes and businesses to outlying areas. Roads that had once led to the

center of town now carried residents and shoppers to commercial strips
and regional malls. Throughout the nation, in town after town, the story



repeated itself. Businesses closed or moved to the mall; shoppers

disappeared; property values and sales tax revenues dropped. Some

downtowns sank under the weight of their own apathy. Dingy, dilapidated

buildings, boarded-up storefronts and empty, trash-strewn streets gradually
reinforced the public’s perception the nothing was happening downtown,

that nothing was worth saving there.

With its predominant retail form being the chain store, and the overwhelming
accommodation in its built form to the automobile, the suburb has come to take on a
sameness from place to place, lacking the unique identity embodied in the traditional
downtown. This suburban condition has been characterized by Kunstler (1993) as “The
Geography of Nowhere.” In the interest of recapturing place identity and reversing the

decline of downtown, revitalization efforts were initiated throughout the United States as

early as the 1960s and have gained momentum through to the 1990s.

Defining Revitalization

The term revitalization has been used in association with a wide variety of
activities and programs directed toward bringing economic growth to declining areas.
Some, ‘like the Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) program developed in the
1970s, have focused on leveraging private investment through public investment. The
primary focus of such programs, therefore, is economic growth. Such a singular focus
may not be appropriate for the downtown also interested in restoring the architectural and
other physical elements which embody the unique identity of the place.

The term revitalization as it is to be applied in this study will be defined by
reviewing the structures of two widely succ‘essful downtown revitalization programs:

CRM and the National Main Street Program of the NTHP. Centralized retail management



has generally been applied in larger cities, such as Orlando, Florida; San Antonio, Texas;
and Grand Rapids, Michigan, while the Main Street Program has been designed for
implementation in smaller towns. Despite this, the two programs are strikingly similar in

their focus on economic and physical revitalization.

ntralized Retail Management (CRM)'

In 1985, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the
Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA), and the International Downtown
Association (IDA), with advice from the International Council of Shopping Centers
(ICSC), the Building Owners and Managers Association International, the Urban Land
Institute (ULI), and the National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP), contracted to
develop a new revitalization strategy, with the goal of providing overall management of
the downtown. With CRM, a downtown organization coordinates such things as the mix
of retail establishments, hours of operation, and the physical identity of downtown so that
“‘a synergism among competing retailers results in [a downtown in] which the sum is
greater than the parts’” (Cloar, Stabler, and DeVito 1990, 3).

A pilot program including eleven cities was launched in 1985.> Ongoing
evaluation of the demonstration cities and a national conference in 1987 allowed for
refinement of the CRM program. By 1989, CRM was organized around the following

four principles:

! The information of this section relies heavily on chapter 1 of Cloar, Stabler, and DeVito (1990).

2 The eleven cities were Eugene, Oregon; Grand Rapids, Michigan; Hartford, Connecticut; Neenah,
Wisconsin; Orlando, Florida; Redding, California; San Antonio, Texas; Seattle, Washington; Shelby,
North Carolina; Syracuse, New York; and Tulsa, Oklahoma.



¢ Market emphasis. An understanding of the market forces impacting
downtown currently and into the future is used in the formulation of the
downtown plan and in the implementation of strategies to address the needs of
customers.

¢ Enlistment of all interested parties. Retailers and property owners are
brought together with other parties, which may include municipal officials and
professionals, consultants, engineers, financial institutions, and major
employers. Parties come together to form common objectives and advance
mutual interests in revitalization.

e Coordination of both leasing and retail practices. Often difficult to achieve
as it demands detailed organization and coordination, this refers to
accomplishing the optimum mix of retailing opportunities and cooperative
advertising and promotion.

e Management and enhancement of the total retail environment. Overall
management must further strategies to advance parking opportunities and the
overall design continuity of the downtown (Cloar, Stabler, and DeVito 1990,
5).

The thrust of CRM and these four principles is that retail and physical cohesiveness

and coordinated action in the downtown will bring beneficial returns to individual retailers.

National Main Street Program

The National Main Street Program is sponsored by the NTHP. It was developed
with the purpose of providing small cities with the tools to engage in economic
development and historic preservation it.l their downtowns. As it has grown from the
original pilot program, tested in three demonstration cities, to a nationally recognized
revitalization strategy, the program is said to have “ushered in a new era in small city

planning” (Skelcher 1992, 15).



The Main Street Pilot Project was initiated in the cities of Galesburg, Illinois;
Madison, Indiana; and Hot Springs, South Dakota in 1977 for a three year period. In
addition to their location in the Midwest, these demonstration cities shared populations of
between 5,000 and 60,000 people. The program was designed for communities of this
size, as these were found to have been “hardest hit by the dynamics of contemporary
socioeconomic change” (Skelcher 1990, 5), that is, suburbanization.

The Main Street Program has been called “the nation’s first program to explore the
relatonship between historic preservation and economic development [because it]
maintains the individuality that made downtown special while molding a secure financial
base by which to sustain it” (Keister 1990, 46). Its strategy, like that of CRM has four
elements, and is known as the Four Point Approach:

¢ Design: Enhancing the physical appearance of the commercial district
by rehabilitating historic buildings, encouraging supportive new
construction, developing sensitive design management systems, and
long-term planning.

¢ Organization: Building consensus and cooperation among the many
groups and individuals who have a role in the revitalization process.

e Promotion: Marketing the traditional commercial district’s assets to
customers, potential investors, local citizens, and visitors.

e Economic Restructuring: Strengthening the district’s existing
economic base while finding ways to expand it to meet new
opportunities — and challenges from outlying development. (National
Main Street Center 1997)

So like CRM, the Main Street Program focuses on the historic identity of downtown and
coordinated promotion and economic restructuring to enable its economic growth.

With tested success and national recognition, CRM and the Main Street Program
establish the standard in downtown revitali'zation. The two programs share a recognition

of the importance of strengthening the market potential while at the same time enhancing
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the historic and physical identity of downtown. This concept of economic growth and
historic preservation acting in concert to improve downtown will be considered

revitalization for purposes of this research.

The Components of Organization

As evidenced by the components of CRM and the Main Street Program,
downtown revitalization demands sufficient organizational capacity to support the
coordinated effort necessary to achieve economic and preservation goals. The study of
downtowns across the United States by Palma (1992, 3) supports this finding: “the skillful
and professional management of downtowns will continue to be the critical element that
determines whether enhancement efforts succeed or fail.” Research by the ULI for the
Downtown Development Handbook (McBee et al. 1992, 14), which includes extensive
review of both CRM and the Main Street Program, indicates that “three features are
essential components of the organization behind [a] successful downtown revitalization: 1)
widespread support, 2) management of the program by one entity with full-time staff, and
3) the downtown plan itself.”

The first feature, widespread support, refers to the need for a revitalization to be a
collaborative effort, “stress[ing] consensus building and greater community involvement”
(Palma 1992, 3). Collaboration allows the opportunity for all those parties, such as local
governments, chambers of commerce, pfoperty owners, retailers, preservationists, and
citizens, with an interest in downtown to be included in setting the policy for its future. Its

importance is recognized not only by the ULI, but also in a number of downtown
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revitalization studies and programs (Palma 1992; Collins, Waters, and Dotson 1991;
National Main Street Center 1997; Cloar, Stabler, DeVito 1990).

A public-private partnership, where the public sector works with the various
private interests associated with downtown, is among the principle collaborative models.
Both CRM and the Main Street Program emphasize that the likelihood of long term
success of a revitalization effort is increased through such a partnership (Cloar, Stabler,
and DeVito 1990, 4; National Main Street Center 1997). Palma (1992, 3) goes so far as
to say that these partnerships are “essential for success.”

Management of the revitalization by one entity with full-time staff helps to assure
that the formation and implementation of goals and objectives is coordinated. Palma’s
research of downtowns found that organizations “must become institutionalized fixtures of
the business community...in order to survive” (1992, 4). This level of exposure increases
retailers’ and property owners’ awareness and participation in the organization. Increased
participation and awareness helps the organization to fulfill its primary responsibilities:
development of a yearly work plan, simplifying the regulatory process for downtown
retailers and property owners, management of downtown development projects, and the
provision of design and economic technical support (McBee et al. 1992, 18). Where skills
or resources are limited, consultants may assist the organization in meeting its
responsibilities.

The final feature of the organization, the downtown plan, communicates the shared
vision for downtown revitalization. It must “reflect present community values and project

future desires, melding the community’s cultural, economic, social, architectural, and
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geographic conditions and values. While it forecasts the future, however, it should not be
unalterable” (McBee et al. 1992, 20).
The ULL, in fact, identifies the minimum five components that should be present in

the plan. They are as follows:

¢ an inventory of existing conditions;

¢ identification of problems and opportunities, with a market analysis for
overcoming problems and taking advantage of opportunities;

e the boundaries of the plan area;

e goals, objectives, and action plans;

¢ and a description of the management and financing necessary to implement the

plan.
The ULI recommends, finally, that the plan be formally adopted by the legislative body of
the municipality. This assures that the public will have the opportunity to comment on the
plan at public hearings, and that the legislature is on record supporting its implementation
(McBee et al. 1992, 20-23).

These three requirements, widespread support, management by one entity with
full-time staff, and a downtown development plan, form the basis in this study for
evaluation of Michigan DDAs as economic and historic revitalization organizations. It is
to be determined whether DDA in small cities have the capacity for meeting these

requirements.

Michigan Downtown Development Authority Legislation

A DDA is a public body established by a municipality “with the twin goals to

prevent downtown deterioration and promote economic growth and revitalization” (Tyler
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1994, 180). Public Act 197 of 1975, as amended is the enabling legislation which governs
DDA s and allows for their establishment in Michigan. Section 3(1) of the Act states:

When the governing body of a municipality determines that it is necessary

for the best interests of the public to halt property value deterioration and

increase property tax valuation in its business district, to eliminate the

causes of that deterioration, and to promote the economic growth, the

governing body of that municipality may, by resolution, declare its intention

to create and provide for the operation of an authority.
The Act recognizes that not only does economic investment help to halt property value
deterioration and promote economic growth, but so does the rehabilitation, restoration,

and preservation of buildings, structures, and public facilities in the downtown (PA 197

1975, §7 and §29).

Establishment of a DDA

After designating the boundaries of the downtown district, the municipality must
appoint a governing board to supervise and control the authority.” The governing board
includes the chief executive officer (mayor, township supervisor, etc.) of the municipality
and, at-thc discretion of the governing body of the municipality, between 8 and 12
additional members. Members are appointed by the chief executive officer and approved
by the governing body to a term of four years. The act} requires that a majority of the
board members “be persons having an interest in property located in the downtown
district” (PA 197 1975, §4(1)). Cleariy, this arrangement of private interests serving on a
public body with public officials creates an environment with the potential of widespread

support and a public/private partnership.
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iviti DDA

The activities that the DDA may engage in are listed at length in Section 7 of PA
197. These range from such specific things as acquiring properties and charging rent for
their use, and accepting grants and donations to the various activities associated with
building a revitalization organization. With regard to revitalization, section 7 of the Act
allows the DDA to analyze the economic changes and metropolitan impacts on the
downtown district. As well, it allows the DDA to plan and engage in “construction,
renovation, repair, remodeling, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, or reconstruction”
projects which the board finds will aid “in the economic growth of the downtown” (PA
197 1975, §7(c)).

Organizationally, the DDA is empowered to develop long range and development
plans “and to take such steps as may be necessary to persuade property owners to
implement the plans to the fullest extent possible” (PA 197 1975, §7(e) and §7(f)). These
plans are to be developed “in cooperation with the agency which is chiefly responsible for
planning in the municipality” (PA 197 1975, §7(e)). In addition, the DDA may enter into
contracts related to performing the activities allowed and prescribed in the Act (PA 197

1975, §7(g)).

Financing DDA Activities

The most commonly used means-of funding the revitalization activities described in

PA 197 is tax increment financing (TIF). With TIF, the value of all property within the

3 There are, of course, various legal requirements described in the Act, such as public notice and hearing
requirements. A copy of the Act can be found in Appendix I of this study.
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district, as indicated on the most recent tax assessment roll, is first determined.
Throughout the duration of the TIF, the revenue from property taxes paid on this initial
assessed value is directed to those bodies having taxing jurisdiction in the municipality (the
city, county, airport authority, etc.). In every year after the first, taxes on the property
value that exceeds the initial assessed value, or the captured assessed value, are paid to the
DDA. Revenues from taxes on this captured assessed value can be used to pay for
projects, studies, and the like directly, or to pay back debt from bonds.

Figure 1, below, illustrates the concepts of initial and captured assessed values,

with the DDA in Anytown, USA as the example.*

* The concepts of “initial assessed value” and “captured assessed value” are thoroughly defined in section
1 of PA 197.
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Figure 1: Initial and Captured Assessed Values

DDA: Anytown, USA
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The assessed value of all property in the DDA in Anytown, USA in year 1 of the
TIF was $10 million, as is indicated in Figure 1, above. This $10 million represents the
initial assessed value of the property in the DDA. This value is indicated by the cross
hatching, and remains constant throughout years 2, 3, and 4. In years 2, 3, and 4, the
assessed value of all property in the DDA increased to $12, $15, and $20 million,
respectively. The value that exceeds this $10 million in each of the three years is the
captured assessed value. This amount totals $2, $5, and $10 million in years 2, 3, and 4,
respectively.

In the example, property taxes would be paid on the $10 million in initial assessed
value to those bodies having taxing juﬁsdiction in the municipality (city, county, airport
authority, etc.) during each year of the TIF. Tax revenue on the captured assessed value
would be distributed to the DDA. Property 'owners see no additional property taxes,

therefore; a portion of what would ordinarily be paid is simply allocated to the DDA. In
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addition, as the DDA generates economic development and increased property values, its
funding increases.

Public Act 197 allows TIF revenues to be used toward those activities described
previously, but requires expenditures to be narrowly defined in a development plan. The
plan must describe the specific projects to be financed, and the estimated cost and duration
of the improvements. For the TIF to be approved, the plan must be submitted to the
governing body of the municipality, and public hearings held. So long as the governing
body finds the plan to be a public purpose, consistent with the considerations in section 19
of PA 197, it may approve the plan by ordinance.

The powers and financing sources described in PA 197 are intended to provide
“communities with the necessary legal, monetary, and organization tools to revitalize
downtown districts...” (City of Howell 1991, 1, emphasis added). Certainly, the Act
provides the potential for the development of a revitalization organization with widespread
support, a full-time staff, and a downtown plan. This study will evaluate the effectiveness
of Michigan DDAs as economic and historic revitalization organizations, based on the

extent to which they meet these standards.



RESEARCH METHODS
Initial Selection of Cities

As has been stated, the intent of this study is to evaluate DDAs as downtown
economic and historic revitalization organizations in small Michigan cities. A
representative sample of study communities, therefore, had to be chosen. This process
began with a brainstorming session involving Professor Miriam Rutz, Michigan State
University faculty advisor, and the author. An initial list of smaller Michigan cities known
to have a historic downtown was developed. This list numbered 36.

As the study focuses on small cities, criteria were developed for classifying city
size. It was decided that cities under 5,000 residents would generally lack the resources to
sustain a viable downtown. A population of 5,000 was determined, therefore, to be the
lower threshold of small cities for the purposes of this research. Ten thousand residents
was determined to be the upper population limit. This 5,000 to 10,000 range would
provide a sufficient sample of cities with the identity and unique sense of place that the
study sought to consider.

Additional criteria were considered to further narrow the list and obtain a sample
of three small Michigan cities. Cities such as Albion, housing colleges and universities,
were eliminated from the list as they would be subject to somewhat unique economic
conditions resulting from the student population. Likewise, those cities within the retail
trade area of a larger city would not be éonsideted, as the economic activity of an urban

center could influence a revitalization effort in ways not possible in a more autonomous

18
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city. It was for this reason that the city of Grand Ledge, for example, was not considered
for inclusion even on the initial list.

Next, it was determined which of the remaining thirteen cities currently have or
have had DDAs. A search of Michigan city planning documents held in the Charles W.
Barr Planning and Design Library at Michigan State University, supplemented by multiple
Internet searches, further narrowed the list to those cities whose revitalization efforts
included both economic and historic preservation components.

Figure 2 shows the list of 36 Michigan cities. Those shaded in gray are outside of
the 5,000 to 10,000 population range. The three in boldface type — Howell, Ludington,

and Tecumseh — were the cities selected for study.



Figure 2: Potential Study Cities
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Figure 3: Map of the Three Study Cities
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Final Selection of the Study Cities

Howell, Ludington, and Tecumseh most closely meet the selection criteria, and on
the basis of these criteria alone, the three cities are very similar to one another. A closer
look reveals that each varies from the other two somewhat distinctly. The selection of
these particular cities, therefore, provides a rather diverse sampling of downtowns in small
Michigan cities.

The following represent the more critical distinctions between the three study
cites:

e Tecumseh is the only one of the three cities that is not a seat of county

government.

¢ Ludington, being at Lake Michigan, possesses a strong topographic amenity
while the other two do not.

e All three downtowns lie along a major roadway, with a U.S. highway passing
through downtown Ludington and the Tecumseh and Howell downtowns lying
along separate state highways. Howell, however, has the only downtown near
an interstate.

¢ The populations of Tecumseh and Howell have climbed dramatically since
1930, presumably due to the movement of the population in Southeast
Michigan out of Detroit. The population of Ludington, on the other hand, has

been gradually declining since 1950, despite the fact that the remainder of
Mason County has been growing.’

5 The populations in both Tecumseh and Howell have increased during every Census from 1930 through
the 1996 estimates referenced previously. The overall population increase in the two cities is more than
225% and 150%, respectively. The population in Ludington decreased by a little more than 10% between
1950 and 1990, while at the same time, the Mason County population increased by nearly 30%.

All population data is based on information from the U.S. Census Bureau.
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So while each is similar to the others in terms of current population and a desire
for an improved downtown, the three possess unique geographic and demographic
characteristics. A more complete discussion of the cities and their respective revitalization

efforts follows the summary of questionnaire responses.

The Questionnaire

A questionnaire administered by telephone was the primary means of gathering
data for the study. The intent of the questionnaire was to determine from the staff
member in each city most familiar with the management and operation of the DDA, its
effectiveness in developing widespread support, management with a full-time staff, and a
downtown plan. The questionnaire was developed using principles described by Earl
Babbie (1995) in The Practice of Social Research, 7" ed. It was reviewed by faculty
advisor, Professor Miriam Rutz, to clear up ambiguities and refine question order.

The questions are broken into five sections. The first section gathers information
about the respondent, including his/her position with the city. It also asks for the
relationship of the respondent to the DDA. This is intended to determine whether the
respondent provides staff assistance or actually sits on the governing board.

The background section attempts to learn a bit of the history of revitalization in the
city. The first two questions ask the respondent to describe the economic and historic
preservation achievements of the revitalization effort. These were placed first to get the
respondents’ impressions of the strengths of the effort absent the bias of this study. This
section also tries to get at how the DDA fits into the chronology of revitalization in the

downtown.
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The remaining three sections ask the respondents to provide information about the
capacity of the DDA to develop widespread support, management with a full-time staff,
and a downtown plan. The questions are intended to gain an understanding of the role of
the DDA relative to other downtown organizations and to detail the means by which the
DDA managed to involve all interested parties. Specific questions focus on the
importance placed on historic preservation and economic growth during plan development
and implementation, to get some indication of the nature of the revitalization effort. A

copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix III.



SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

Mike Herman, the City Manager of Howell; Mary Beutell, the Community
Development Director for Ludington; and Chris Manegold, the Economic Development
Director for Tecumseh, were kind enough to offer responses to the interview
questionnaire. Each of them provides staff assistance to the DDA in their respective cities.
Herman is also an appointed member of the Howell DDA board, while Manegold serves
as the manager of the Tecumseh DDA. What follows is a summary to their responses to
the questionnaire, grouped under the following questionnaire headings: Background,

Widespread Support, Management, and Downtown Plan.

Background

When asked about the major economic achievements of the revitalization effort, all
three respondents referred to the accomplishments of the TIF program in their city. The
prqjects are all fairly typical streetscape improvement projects involving the installation of
streetlighting, landscaping, and sidewalk improvements. All three cities have also been
involved in parking improvements, including the elimination of meters downtown and the
installation of additional parking lots.

In terms of historic preservation accomplishments, the respondents referenced
facade improvement progratﬁs. Each DDA has established some form of revolving loan or
grant program to help property owners ﬁreserve and rehabilitate their building facades.

Although the programs have been well received and widely utilized in Howell and
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Tecumseh, Beutell reports that there has been, to this date, considerable resistance to
preservation in Ludington.

Revitalization efforts in the three cities began between the mid-1980s and early
1990s. In two of the cities, the DDA was involved in initiating the revitalization effort. In
Howell, however, the effort began as a citizen’s movement to preserve the Livingston
County Courthouse in the late 1980s. Following that successful preservation effort, the
revitalization spread throughout the downtown. The DDA was formed in the early 1990s
to help facilitate efforts.

The revitalization effort in Ludington is currently struggling to find the necessary
funding to complete the streetscape and parking improvements. The DDA is working
with the chamber of commerce to develop support for the effort among the downtown
business and property owners. The other cities are moving into marketing phases, with
Howell looking to reverse the recent growth of office and other non-retail uses in the
downtown through retail recruitment, and with Tecumseh attempting to expand its trade

area beyond the limits of the city.

Widespread Support

All three respondents reported that the support of DDA members, government
officials, and downtown busihess owners (via the respective chambers of commerce) had
been sought during the revitalization effort. In Tecumseh, the input of a citizens’ advisory
board had also been requested during planning and implementation. The DDA in
Tecumseh was the only one of the three to request the participation of the general city

population.



27

Management

The governing boards of the three DDAs are fairly similar in terms of membership.
The majority of members in each city are downtown business and property owners. The
Howell board is nine members and includes the director of the Howell Area Chamber of
Commerce. The other two cities have twelve member boards, allowing the opportunity
for financial and legal professionals to serve.

The questionnaire responses indicate that the similarity in management across the
three DDAs probably ends with the boards. The authorities in Howell and Tecumseh are
similar in that the DDA acts as a facilitator between the various downtown business
associations and government officials. The DDAs in these cities have acted to coordinate
the efforts of the individual parities throughout the respective revitalizations. As well, the
DDA in each city is staffed by at least a part-time manager to keep the effort on schedule
and on budget. The part-time DDA manager position in Howell is made possible by
funding from the chamber of commerce. Manegold and his part-time assistant, who are
both members of city staff, have management of the Tecumseh DDA as their primary
responsibility.

The management of the Ludington DDA sharply contrasts these. The DDA has
been the organization responsible for sustaining the revitalization effort in the downtown.
Although they are seeking assistance from the chamber of commerce to gain support from
business and property owners, the DDA has generated most of the ideas and plans for
downtown. While city staff is able to provide a limited amount of assistance, the DDA is
not able to fund even a part-time manager to provide leadership and to keep the

revitalization on schedule.
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Downtown Plan

Each of the respondents was able to supply a copy of the downtown historic and
economic revitalization plan. The respondents reported that plan development was
generally the same in each of the three cities with business and property owners coming
together to set goals and strategies. The notable exception was Tecumseh, where a
citizens’ advisory board was formed to get input from the city population living outside of
downtown.

Manegold also reported that the Tecumseh plan also included a somewhat unique
implementation strategy. Responsibilities were assigned to the various downtown
organizations: the Central Business Association, the Chamber of Commerce, the Historic
Preservation Commission, and the DDA. Manegold and his assistant, as a part of their
management duties, must see that each group is fulfilling its responsibilities on schedule.

The DDAs have generally implemented their downtown plans as written. Minor
scheduling changes were required in Ludington where the effort has slowed due to limited
funding.

With regard to plan development, the three respondents were asked how much
importance, on a scale of 1 to 10 (with 1 being very little and 10 being very much) they
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