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 The world we live in today is fundamentally different from the one we once knew pre-pandemic. In addition to the countless economic, 
health, and social impacts of the pandemic, our society has been shaken once again by civil unrest. As many people throughout this country 
work to bring awareness to and dismantle the systemic racism and violence at the heart of many institutions and processes, there is still wide-
spread resistance to institutional change. As urban planners, we have an obligation to address the manifestation of generations of racism and 
segregation that we have, as a field, perpetuated and seen growing for decades in U.S. cities. We can do this by acknowledging the policies 
and beliefs that have gotten us to this moment in time. Both the tangible legacy of racism and the rise of grassroots movements have brought 
these issues to the forefront of our country’s mind once again. This kind of work requires interdisciplinary action, and as urban planners we are 
well-positioned to this work, since our profession sits at the intersection of many disciplines. While we know that this capstone project does not 
solve those problems, our scorecard will do its best to measure equity in development in order to further understand the problem so we can 
ultimately arrive closer to a solution.
 Furthermore, the pandemic has challenged the entire world, forcing us to rethink daily routines, business operations, educational mecha-
nisms, and health practices. Our team learned new engagement techniques and modified research methods to augment, adjust, and improve 
our work. We hope that this project is just the impetus for our readers to improve upon once the pandemic is over, and that it provides one 
window into some of the intersectional planning issues around planning for racial and ethnic equality, gender dynamics, sexual orientation, and 
varied belief systems. The report, scorecard, and proposed engagement plan are small steps towards furthering equity in the City of Detroit. 
 Our report was just one of the many efforts (planning-related and otherwise) that was impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. As planners, we 
seek to engage in a robust public participation process, including contextual research and local outreach with community partners. Due to the 
nature of the pandemic, our engagement process was stifled, which forced our team to use virtual methods of engagement. While this form of 
engagement can be very effective, stakeholders and community residents alike reported feeling Zoom and survey fatigue. As a result, virtual 
engagement was both an innovative and difficult solution for our team. Under ideal circumstances, our project team would have initiated more 
conversations and held more community meetings to broaden the reach of our engagement process. Regardless of these challenges, virtual 
communication allowed us to connect and collaborate with a wide range of stakeholders, including City of Detroit staff and the Director of the 
Alliance in Minneapolis. 
 Lastly, our team believes that the pandemic has exacerbated many of the equity-based issues that we highlight in our scorecard (i.e., hous-
ing security, employment opportunities, access to safe public space, etc.). Therefore, focusing on equitable development is especially important 
given the challenges that many communities face due to the impacts of COVID-19. 
 Although the pandemic has been an enormous challenge for cities and their residents worldwide, the lessons our team has learned (mod-
ified research and engagement techniques, new knowledge about public health, how to work on a team completely virtually) have allowed us 
to modify our work in creative and innovative ways. We believe that these techniques will prove useful beyond the context of a public health 
crisis, and we hope that our readers will work to further improve upon them once the pandemic is over.

A Note on the Moment

Source: Detroit Free Press, freep.com.
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Executive Summary
In cities across the country, community 

organizations and residents are beginning to 
demand more of the real estate development 
process: more input, more benefits, and more 
equity built into each project. In response, 
advocates developed new tools and processes 
to foster better communication. One such tool 
is the equitable development scorecard, which 
is a mechanism for promoting meaningful 
engagement and development. While this 
tool is new to Detroit, an equitable approach 
to development is not. Our project partners, 
Building Community Value (BCV) and Doing 
Development Differently in Metro Detroit (D4), 
are a part of the ongoing conversation about 
increasing accountability and community 
benefits in the development process in Detroit. 
They enlisted our capstone team, ten University 
of Michigan Urban and Regional Planning 
Masters students, to develop an equitable 
development scorecard. 

Detroit is a unique proving ground for the 
relatively new concept of equitable development 
scorecards. The history of the city’s industrial, 
real estate, and financial struggles is well 
documented; however, these conditions - and 
a public that demanded better from its city’s 
investments in their neighborhoods - led to the 
adoption of the first-in-the-nation Community 
Benefits Ordinance (CBO), which requires 
community benefits agreements (CBAs) in all 
development projects of a certain investment 
level. The CBO has already guaranteed better 
community benefits in a slew of projects, but it is 
not a perfect solution. It has gaps and flaws that 
an initiative like a scorecard could help fill. 

To develop a more comprehensive toolkit for 

equitable development in Detroit, our capstone 
team began our research by examining the 
recent history of planning and development 
in Detroit, with a particular focus on the CBO. 
We studied community-driven development 
plans from progressive and proactive cities in 
the United States and beyond, and researched 
precedents set by equitable development 
scorecards in other cities and states. The team 
reviewed equitable development frameworks 
from governmental units, ultimately compiling a 
list of 18 scorecards and frameworks. Through 
an internal coding process, we identified the 
equitable development principles, themes, 
and guidelines consistent in these documents. 
These data formed the basis for crafting our own 
scorecard. 

Through collaborative teamwork, we 
identified the best guidelines and practices 
from across all scorecards and frameworks; 
this became the first draft of our scorecard. 
We further refined our scorecard by applying 
the information gleaned from our additional 
research - the history and context of Detroit 
and community-driven development and 
engagement plans in Detroit and across the 
globe - to strengthen our recommendations 
and tailor them to Detroit. This new draft of 
our scorecard, titled Measuring Equitable 
Development in Detroit: A Scorecard for 
Detroiters, is a stand-alone document included 
in the Appendix of this report. 

Accompanying the scorecard, we 
developed A Detroiter’s Guide to Community-
Driven Development that contains multiple 
engagement strategies for applying the 
scorecard to our project partners’ development 
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site on 14th Street in Detroit’s Corktown 
neighborhood. With the goal of creating 
a community-driven development on the 
14th Street site, BCV is flipping the script on 
development and the traditional community 
engagement process. We created this guide 
for community-driven development to meet the 
need of community ownership of the site. The 
guide contains multiple engagement strategies 
to facilitate community control and make the 
scorecard actionable for the project site. In 
building the guide, we researched engagement 
frameworks in other cities. The components of 
these frameworks served as the foundational 
elements of the guide and allowed us to 
identify gaps in the traditional engagement 
process. We then looked toward engagement 
precedents within Detroit to help us understand 
existing priorities, practices, and participation. 
This allowed us to begin tailoring the guide to 
the context of Detroit, addressing gaps, and 
leveraging opportunities found in these models. 
Throughout the development of this guide, we 
held interviews with City of Detroit staff, planning 
professionals working in Detroit, and Corktown 
area stakeholders. These conversations were 
critical to this report, allowing us to elevate 
specific strategies that could be most effective 
for the project site.  

Community Benefits Ordinance in Detroit 
Detroit was the first city in the country to 

codify community benefits negotiations for 
large-scale real estate developments through 
the Community Benefits Ordinance (CBO). This 
process requires that developers, community 
members, and City staff work together through 
a systematic public engagement process that 
determines which benefits community members 
will be provided as a result of the development. 

While the CBO has created many benefits for 
Detroit residents to date, our research identified 
shortcomings in a few areas, including: 
• The financial threshold that triggers the CBO 

is too high, and prevents the community from 
having a say in most developments.

• The CBO engagement process may be 
too quick and the ad hoc nature by which 
the community is organized limits resident 
engagement, their capacity, and the benefits 
they are able to negotiate for. 
After researching past CBO project 

documents, speaking with residents involved 
with those projects, and consulting with Detroit 
City staff, we determined that more could be 
done to bring Detroiters into conversations 
about real estate projects of all scales. Based 
on this research, we determined that the CBO 
process can be improved in the following ways:
• Increase engagement for Tier 2 and smaller 

projects
• Address equity by ensuring representation 

of residents at meetings
• Establish a mechanism for enforcement to 

hold developers accountable
• Improve residents understanding of the 

overall process 

Scorecard Precedents & Research
We identified numerous frameworks and 

scorecards from a variety of organizations 
including community groups, educational 
institutions, and local government units that 
address the topic of equitable development to 
understand how other communities incorporate 
the issue. Our report highlights our analysis of 
12 documents from non-profits and community 

organizations as well as six frameworks from 
government actors and units. Our research, 
outlined in depth in Section 4, found:
• Scorecards are often based on similar 

criteria; community engagement, economic 
development, workforce development, and 
housing came up repeatedly. 

• Other common categories include 
transportation, environment and 
sustainability, design, and land use. 
A key component in our process was figuring 

out how to adapt this tool to the Corktown and 
Detroit context.

The Scorecard Deliverable 
In order to adapt the existing scorecard 

mechanisms to Corktown, we determined that 
we needed to modify the principles that we saw 
in other scorecards. We found that Housing, 
Community Engagement, Rransportation, and 
Sustainability and Environment were recurring 
categories that were necessary to include 
in our scorecard. Although other categories 
including Economic Development, Workforce 
Development, Land Use, Design, and Finance 
were often used as well, we modified them in 
the following ways:  
• We combined the categories of Economic 

Development with Workforce Development 
and Land Use with Design because we 
found that many of these guidelines 
overlapped. 

• We also made an independent category for 
Finance related guidelines in a deliberate 
attempt to more holistically address real 
estate development. 
The ultimate goal of our scorecard and 

equitable development is to foster effective 
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dialogue between the community, developers, 
and the City, and to build coalitions of 
stakeholders working to improve the overall 
process of development. While we crafted our 
scorecard with the 14th Street site in mind, we 
hope to see the scorecard adopted alongside 
Detroit’s current CBO process or implemented 
as an independent addendum to the City or 
neighborhood Master Plans, as we have seen in 
other communities.  

Community Engagement Frameworks
One of our team’s three main goals is to 

empower Corktown residents through equitable 
engagement. In order to do this, our team:
• Analyzed existing engagement plans, 

projects, and priorities locally and globally
• Spoke with local experts and stakeholders
• Sought to create a grassroots approach 

where community input is more than just a 
box to check in a decision process that is 
ultimately made by developers or City staff.
Our project partners, BCV and D4, plan to 

create an opportunity for community members 
to drive equity and accountability through the 
development process as decision-makers. Our 
recommended community-driven development 
guide is supported by this vision. 

A Detroiter’s Guide to Community-Driven 
Development

We recommend an engagement framework 
for our project partners that makes our 
scorecard actionable. Building first from our 
analysis of the CBO and other engagement 
models within Detroit, this guide is also informed 
by our research of other engagement models 
across the nation and world. Most importantly, 

this guide was developed through conversations 
with Detroit stakeholders. These conversations 
were started with one framing question in mind: 
• What does effective community engagement 

look like in the Corktown neighborhood?
Based on our research, we found that 

effective community engagement plans are 
often framed by three general themes: context, 
power, and process. We’ve determined that 
these themes provide a holistic framework for 
(1) gaining an understanding of a community’s 
past, present, and future (2) establishing 
mechanisms for building community power into 
the planning and development process, and (3) 
creating a process for community outreach that 
assures these mechanisms support residents 
who have been historically underrepresented 
and underserved in past community plans and 
developments. We elaborate on this framework 
in Section 5 of the report. 

Key Takeaways 
If planners, residents, developers, 

organizations, and City officials alike take away 
anything from this report, we hope it is the 
following:
• A scorecard is best used as a tool to 

empower and organize residents and foster 
accountability in the development process.

• Equitable development is an ever-evolving 
process. Our team sees the products of 
this report as part of the natural evolution of 
the community benefits process in Detroit. 
Since the landscape of equity and equity-
related issues is continually changing, these 
products should also be modified and 
improved upon to fit specific needs that arise 
in the future. 

• The scorecard and community-driven 
development guide should be used as 
mechanisms for conversation between 
developers, community members, and 
City leaders. Since conversation is free, it 
should never be considered a barrier to 
development.

• To borrow a phrase from Minneapolis 
community organizer Roberto de la Riva 
Rojas, the development process should 
move no faster than the speed of trust - even 
if this may extend any preconceived project 
timelines. 
The deliverables our team has created for 

our project partners resulted from extensive 
research and preliminary engagement, but 
this does not mean that they are finished 
products. By applying them to the 14th Street 
development, we hope our project partners 
will further refine the scorecard to meet the 
needs of the site’s community context. As we 
have learned from our review of scorecards 
in practice, the strongest and most applicable 
tools are those that are iterative and ever-
changing. Only through constant refinement 
can a scorecard keep up with the unique nature 
of specific projects as they progress through 
development, and new developments as they 
arise in the future. Ultimately, the fate of the 
scorecard lies with these community partners; 
our team’s hope is that after a pilot period of 
implementing and refining the scorecard at the 
14th Street site, it will gain momentum through 
community support and ultimately be adopted as 
part of community planning processes atat the 
neighborhood or city level. 

We are excited to see how the scorecard will 
adapt and grow over time. It will remain in very 
good hands with BCV and D4.
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Corktown photo source: pinterest.com.
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Key Takeaways
The community organizations Building Community Value and Doing 
Development Differently in Metro Detroit are part of a Detroit-based 
working group focused on strengthening the existing landscape 
of equitable development. They enlisted us to make this concept 
actionable through an equitable development scorecard and 
engagement plan for their 14th Street project site. 

We determined the following projects goals: to (1) create a tool to 
measure equity and establish accountability, (2) empower Detroiters 
with a toolkit to guide equitable development, and (3) apply the toolkit 
to the 14th Street development site.

Our team uses the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s definition 
of equitable development: “an approach for meeting the needs of 
underserved communities through policies and programs that reduce 
disparities while fostering places that are healthy and vibrant.”
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Understanding the Task
 Equitable development is not a new concept 
in the planning field; however, its implementa-
tion as a policy tool at the citywide and regional 
scales is new. Equitable development in practice 
is both a policy and goal of public, private, and 
non-profit players in the development process. 
Each of these stakeholders play a specific role in 
the development process and can, by nature of 
their involvement, take steps to make equitable 
development actionable. As a goal, which must 
be outlined through a policy framework, equita-
ble development can be a collaborative effort 
that works towards a healthier, more accessible 
holistic space. However, a policy framework 
must have an actionable path to implementation. 
Scorecards can bridge the divide between pol-
icy and practicality: they introduce benchmarks, 
specific goals, and accountability into the devel-
opment process. 
 The Alliance, a regional equity-focused 
non-profit organization based out of the Min-
neapolis-St. Paul region in Minnesota, is widely 
accepted as the first organization to successfully 
develop and implement the use of an equitable 
development scorecard for practical use. Since 
its development, a number of other initiatives 
and scorecards have been created across the 
United States using their model. These score-
cards are not uniform; they have varying de-
grees of detail and are implemented in a variety 
of ways, a tactic that is important to the success 
of equity planning in different places. No two 
cities house the same people, share the same 
history, or express the same needs. As a result, 
the focus and mechanism for enforcing equity 
considerations will vary by place. The City of 
Detroit is not an exception. The development of 

Project Brief a scorecard that tailors to the needs of Detroit 
residents is especially important given the nature 
of the city’s struggle with deindustrialization and 
the fight for revitalization within its neighbor-
hoods. 
 When Building Community Value (BCV), a 
Detroit-based non-profit organization, bought 
three parcels of land on the corner of 14th Street 
and Dalzelle in the Corktown neighborhood of 
Detroit in December of 2020, they did not have 
a plan for the site.1 Today, they still do not know 
what will eventually be built on these parcels. 
They envision a community-driven and commu-
nity-organized development process that is cen-
tered around equity, transparency, and identified 
needs, which will be achieved through the use of 
a Detroit-specific equitable development score-
card. The development of this scorecard is the 
primary component of this project, which subse-
quently drove a number of other efforts including 
research on the current City of Detroit Communi-
ty Benefits Ordinance (CBO), past CBO projects, 
as well as the production of a recommended 
public participation framework for the site. The 
completed scorecard serves as a tool for com-
munity empowerment, enabling amplification of 
community voices, establishment of community 
control, and locally desirable outcomes; and, 
allows BCV to follow through on their intention of 
community-driven development.
 This project is especially important for the 
Detroit community and the 14th Street BCV site 
because it is located right across the street from 
the Ford Motor Company’s renovation of the 
Michigan Central Station property. BCV’s site is 
therefore within the impact area of the Michigan 
Central Station development, and will be influ-
enced by their decisions. As a result, the use, 
scale, programming, design, and accessibility of 
the 14th Street site must be determined by local 

residents to ensure that the community does not 
face long-term adverse consequences. 
 To achieve this desired outcome, BCV 
partnered with another Detroit-based nonprofit, 
Doing Development Differently in Metro Detroit 
(D4), that is dedicated to the protection of and 
adherence to community benefits practices. 
Together with a capstone team of second-year 
Master of Urban and Regional Planning graduate 
students at the University of Michigan, this proj-
ect strives to prove equitable development as a 
means of achieving equity in Detroit broadly, and 
was inspired by existing equitable development 
scorecards. Additionally, this project seeks to fill 
some of the gaps of the Detroit’s current Com-
munity Benefits Ordinance (explored later in this 
report), through both the scorecard and through 
a recommended public engagement process. 

Our Deliverables
 First, our project partners asked us to create 
an equitable development scorecard for Detroit 
that builds off of and respects the previous hard 
work by this network of organizations and res-
idents. Equitable development scorecards and 
frameworks should meet the following three cri-
teria. First and foremost, a scorecard should be 
a tool to empower residents in the development 
process. It can and should be used by public 
and private development stakeholders, commu-
nity organizations and advocates, and residents. 
Scorecards can be used throughout the devel-
opment process to ensure equity before, during, 
and after a project. 
 Our scorecard, Measuring Equitable Devel-
opment in Detroit (the MEDD), is designed to fit 
into these three phases of equitable develop-
ment scorecards and frameworks. It is specific 
enough to empower residents and public in-
terest in the development process and general 
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Quick Access to Deliverables

Scorecard

A Detroiter’s Guide to Community Driven Development

97

52

Shift the development mindset away from the idea that all development is good development, 
and instead focus on the supporting quality development that centers the needs of the local 
community and of systematically disadvantaged groups such as low income communities and 
people of color. 

Create a Tool to Measure Equity and Establish Accountability
Goal 1

Objectives

Compile past CBO project 
precedents, scorecard precedents, 
and public engagement technique 

precedents to understand the 
existing conditions of development

Adapt these resources to 
Detroit, forming our own 
concept of a scorecard 

Description

Corresponding Report Sections

CBO Projects Table
Methodology, Matrix, and How Scorecards 
Have Been Used in Practice
A Detroiter’s Guide to Community-Driven  
Development (CDD) Research and Precedents

Methodology
Existing CBO
CDD Research and Precedents
Measuring Equitable Development in 
Detroit (the MEDD)

enough to be applicable to a range of develop-
ment types across the neighborhoods of De-
troit. It is designed to be deployed by a variety 
of actors, and its data can be gathered by and 
useful for a range of stakeholders. And finally, 
it incorporates actions and practices for every 
step of the development process to ensure that 
it can be used at any point and capture activities 
throughout the process. 
 The second project deliverable is a process 
for conducting community engagement, effec-
tively known as A Detroiter’s Guide to Commu-
nity-Driven Development (CDD). This portion of 
the project offers a recommended framework 
for conducting equitable public engagement 
that prioritizes community voices and community 
control. The CDD guide identifies a broadly ap-
plicable approach that outlines both theory and 
practice. The plan also identifies specific recom-
mendations for engaging with the residents and 
stakeholders in the Corktown neighborhood for 
BCV’s 14th Street site. 

Project Goals

 The development of attainable goals and 
measurable objectives is a crucial component 
of any project. Our team developed an overall 
vision, and then identified a set of three goals. 
Each goal has corresponding objectives, which 
seek to set specific tasks as a means of achiev-
ing the larger goals. 
 Our team’s broad vision is to center equity in 
the development process. From this vision, we 
developed the following goals and objectives:
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Empower Community Members through a Toolkit to 
Guide Equitable Development in the City of Detroit

Goal 2

Recently, much of the development in the City of Detroit 
has been dominated by a couple local, but large-scale 
developers. As a result, many city residents have lost 
confidence and control in the development process. This 
goal seeks to prioritize resident perspectives and to return 
control to those most affected by the development. 

Description

Objectives

Produce a scorecard 
translatable to 

projects and sides 
of all scales in all 

locations

Corresponding Report Sections

Project Brief
The MEDD

The purpose of the equitable development scorecard tool 
and community-driven development guide developed 
through this project is to serve as a collective toolkit for both 
community empowerment, and to act as a guide for develop-
ers whose projects are not accountable to the City’s Com-
munity Benefits Ordinance, or who want to create a positive 
lasting impact. 

Apply the Tool to the 14th Street Development 
Site through Equitable Engagement

Goal 3

Description

Objectives

Review existing Detroit 
engagement plans 

and compare them to 
engagement strategies 

in other cities

Create an engagement 
strategy for BCV to 

establish community 
control over their site at 
14th Street in Corktown

Corresponding Report Sections

CDD Research and Precedents 
Existing CBO

CDD Context, Power, Process, 
and Implementation
Applying the Scorecard to the 
14th Street Site
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Building Community Value (BCV) is an organization that shifts real 
estate development in Detroit neighborhoods to be more equi-
table through a development process that includes community 
members and responds to community needs. BCV is working to 
build a real estate development community where the definition 
of value is more than just financial returns on investment, and 
the definition of equitable development is expanded beyond just 
being led by minority groups. BCV seeks to foster development 
that promotes healthy and vibrant communities in Detroit neigh-
borhoods. The organization runs the Better Building, Better Blocks 
program, through which two cohorts of participants per year re-
ceive training and resources for small-scale, neighborhood-based 
real estate development.

Doing Development Differently in Metro Detroit (D4) is a coalition 
of organizations working to improve the real estate development 
process in Detroit to promote social equity and environmental 
sustainability. An improved development process includes com-
munity engagement in which community input actually influences 
development projects, job opportunities for local residents, and 
added value to the community. D4 has focus areas in policy work 
and research that promotes equitable development, assistance 
to community groups and campaigns focused on improving the 
development process, and fostering community leadership to 
organize and advocate for the community.

Client & Partners

Our project partners, Building Community Value (BCV) and Doing Development Differently in Metro Detroit (D4), helped our team explore equitable 
development and understand both development and neighborhood context in Detroit and in the Corktown area. Committed to building up the role of 
the community in the development process, these organizations have provided us with invaluable information, resources, and support as we developed 
this report. As the owner of the project site, Chase Cantrell from Building Community Value provided information about the 14th Street site and its history, 
and shared his vision for a community-led process that guided our development of these equity-centered tools. Sam Butler from D4 provided us with 
community context, guidance on engagement strategies, and helped us recruit stakeholders for outreach conversations. Our report and the tools within 
it are intended to be helpful to our partners as they move forward in the equitable development space in Detroit, and specifically in the development of 
the 14th Street project.

“We want to reinvent the development process, which too 
often unfairly burdens low-income families and people of 

color... We envision something better.”

“It is vitally important that developers in cities like 
Detroit reflect the communities in which development 

occurs, “Building Community Value” requires those same 
developers to help foster healthy and vibrant communities.”

https://www.bcvdetroit.org/
https://www.bcvdetroit.org/
https://www.metrodetroitd4.org/
https://www.bcvdetroit.org/
https://www.metrodetroitd4.org/
https://www.metrodetroitd4.org/
https://www.metrodetroitd4.org/
https://www.bcvdetroit.org/
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 The creation of an equitable development 
scorecard for the people of Detroit marks a shift 
in development priorities towards a mindset 
of quality over quantity. Our tool emphasizes 
a holistic view of development by offering the 
opportunity to evaluate a variety of components 
of development, including housing, transpor-
tation, environmental sustainability, economic 
development, finance, land use and design, 
and community engagement. This transition of 
understanding and acceptance around equity 
in development can be summed up by Prime 
Minister Jacinda Ardern of New Zealand: “Eco-
nomic growth accompanied by worsening social 
outcomes is not success. It is failure.”2

 Our team operates with the understanding 
that equity is not only a component of develop-
ment, but should be a guiding ideology in every 
aspect of the development process. In order 
to navigate the expansive world of equitable 
development, we started with the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA) definition, which is 
also widely accepted by city planners: equitable 
development is “an approach for meeting the 
needs of underserved communities through pol-
icies and programs that reduce disparities while 
fostering places that are healthy and vibrant.”3 
 In April 2017, the American Planning Associa-
tion released a Planning Advisory Service Memo 

on the topic of equitable development, which 
established a number of equitable development 
pillars to make the EPA’s definition tangible in 
practice.4 The PAS memo grounds the equitable 
development field in the growing problem of 
gentrification, and uses the following pillars as a 
two-fold system to understand and mitigate the 
problem:
• Housing Choice
• Transportation Choice
• Personal Responsibility 
• Civic Engagement
• Capacity Building
• Healthy Communities
• Stewardship
• Heritage Preservation
• Entrepreneurship 
• Sustainable Wealth Creation
• Standard of Excellence5 

 First, the pillars are explanatory: as noted, 
they elaborate on the parameters of the defini-
tion of equitable development and identify its 
primary components. Second, the pillars are 
actionable: they serve as guidelines for where to 
start an equitable development process, who to 
talk to, and what basic ideas need to be con-
sidered. These pillars were considered in the 

development of our scorecard, its principles, and 
its guidelines. 
 Two of the primary pillars specifically refer to 
the idea of Choice. Within the context of these 
pillars, choice applies broadly to a number of 
realms, but most commonly addresses housing 
and transportation choice. Housing choice refers 
to residents’ ability to choose among many living 
options, which are all decent, affordable, proxi-
mate, and safe. Transportation choice refers to 
the need for convenient, accessible, affordable, 
and efficient transportation options. Based on 
these pillars, our scorecard highlights the impor-
tance of the availability of alternative options as 
equitable developments cater to people from 
a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds with a 
variety of lifestyles. 
 Personal Responsibility, Civic Engagement, 
and Capacity Building each speak to the impor-
tance of the participatory process in all planning 
and development decisions. Successful equita-

Equitable Development

Figure 1. APA Eauitable Development Pillars. From left, housing choice, transportation choice, personal responsibility, civic engagement, capacity building, healthy communities, stew-
ardship, heritage preservation, entrepreneurship, sustainable wealth creation, and standard of excellence. 

“Economic growth accompanied 
by worsening social outcomes is 

not success. It is failure.”
Jacinda Ardern
Prime Minister of New Zealand
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ble development is rooted in a strong relation-
ship between the developer and the community. 
The nature of this relationship focuses on the 
benefit it provides to the community; it can be 
established or maintained through engagement 
with neighborhood groups, partnerships with 
local leaders, creating a space for education and 
outreach from the developer and to the devel-
oper, and encouraging citizens to be their own 
best advocates by creating the space for public 
forums, open conversation, and listening. These 
components are incorporated into, and serve as 
a base for, our community-driven development 
guide to empower community members and 
encourage collective decision-making.
 The pillars of Healthy Communities, Steward-
ship, and Heritage Preservation identify the need 
to preserve and foster healthy environments 
during and after the development process. They 
seek to promote environmental and personal 
wellness through the promotion of safety, envi-
ronmental justice, and access to healthy food. It 
is also important to preserve historical sites and 
monuments, cultural narratives, and other institu-
tions that contribute to a sense of place. These 
pillars are incorporated into guidelines within the 
Land Use & Design principle in our scorecard.
 Entrepreneurship and Sustainable Wealth 
Creation are two pillars that promote the cre-
ation of local wealth and a stable local economy 
through encouraging development that adds 
new jobs, new businesses, and increases the 
tax base. Our scorecard includes an Economic 
& Workforce Development principle with guide-
lines to mitigate the impacts of generational 
poverty by ensuring that equitable development 
processes provide the tools and resources for 
residents to learn about wealth building and 
money management. 
 Finally, the memo identifies a Standard of Ex-

cellence pillar, which is unique because it speaks 
to a far-reaching belief that good decisions only 
come as a result of continued investment in a 
community through time, education, relation-
ship-building, and other efforts. All interested 
parties should make a conscious and deliberate 
effort to prepare, to plan, and to learn from one 
another in order to achieve the most desirable 
outcomes. This pillar is incorporated into our 
community-driven development guide through 
our three-pronged approach, seeking to identify 
local context, local power, and an identified en-
gagement process. This framework ensures that 
development is done with the community, not to 
the community.  
 Through our extensive research and conver-
sations with a number of relevant stakeholders, 
experts, and Detroiters, our team has challenged 
our initial conceptions about equitable develop-
ment and how it is defined. Broadly, these pillars 

Figure 2. Model of Equitable Development.
Developed by Carlton Eley, the model of equitable devel-
opment marries the concept of Smart Growth with meeting 
the needs of underserved communities. Source: Equitable 
Development: Untangling the Web of Urban Development 
through Collaborative Problem Solving.Smart 

Growth 

Needs of 
Underserved 
Communities

Equitable 
Development

Model of Equitable Development

influenced the goals of this project; however, 
they are not the only way to approach equity. 
They are simply one organization’s approach to 
the field that we felt were compelling in our own 
work to advance equity in Detroit. Our team rec-
ognizes that there are many ways to incorporate 
equity into projects and into different spaces; we 
acknowledge that this scorecard is just one of 
the many approaches and one of the many tools 
to fill a development gap in Detroit. As such, it 
seeks to both address central issues related to 
equitable development and establish a path for 
community control. 
 The success of our scorecard and our pro-
posed community-driven development guide 
hinge on future developers and community 
stakeholders understanding that equity takes 
many forms, which is why our team showcases 
a number of equitable development frameworks 
throughout this report. This nuance allowed 
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us to dive deeper into notions of accountabili-
ty, community oversight, changing needs, and 
representation - ideas that have fundamentally 
altered and enhanced our view of what equita-
ble development could look like. This project 
was borne from those conversations - the ones 
that challenged the status quo - and our product 
seeks to reflect this deeper understanding.

Report Structure

This report describes our research and meth-
odology for crafting a Detroit scorecard. Section 
3 outlines the strengths of existing planning 
policy in Detroit, highlighting the City’s Commu-
nity Benefits Ordinance, which is a mandated 
community engagement process for developers 
and a progressive step in the right direction. This 
section also outlines weaknesses in the existing 
policy that a complimentary mechanism like a 
scorecard can address. 

The report continues into Section 4 and our 
team’s methodology for compiling and analyz-
ing existing equitable development scorecards 
and frameworks from a variety of organizations 
across the U.S. This research provided our team 
with precedents on how to craft a scorecard that 
walks the fine line of general applicability and 
specific action items and goals. We collated 18 
documents into a series of matrices that both 
illuminate the existing body of work of equitable 
development planning and policy and serve as a 
template and inspiration for our own. 

The full MEDD scorecard, as it would be 
used by residents or organizations, can be found 
both as an addendum to and in the Appendix 
of this report. It begins with an introduction to 
scorecards and instructions for how to deploy it. 

Users can then fill out the scorecard itself, allot-
ting points to a specific project and stakeholder 
actions and efforts.

Section 5 transitions to A Detroiter’s Guide 
to Community-Driven Development that our 
team created for our project partners, BCV and 
D4, and their 14th Street project site. This CDD 
guide is two-fold: it includes the background 
research and interviews conducted by our team 
and continues with a number of engagement 
options that BCV and D4 could carry out after 
our capstone project and academic school year 
concludes. This section also includes back-
ground and context information of the 14th Street 
project site, including demographics, site history, 
and asset mapping. The report then transitions 
to the future of the 14th Street project site in Sec-
tion 6, including how the MEDD scorecard and 
CDD guide will foster an equitable development 
process for the site. 

Equitable Development is “an approach for meeting the needs of underserved 
communities through policies and programs that reduce disparities while 

fostering places that are healthy and vibrant.”

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
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Development 
in Detroit

Source: https://images.app.goo.gl/reaJzui4H8nqF7gr6
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Key Takeaways
Detroit’s Community Benefits Ordinance (CBO) is the first-in-the-
nation effort to codify a more engaged and equitable process into 
development by a municipality. While it has increased the community 
benefits of certain projects, it is limited by the high financial threshold 
that triggers the CBO and its ad hoc nature and process. 

The CBO can and should be strengthened to improve its 
accountability and applicability to a wide range of projects in Detroit. 
There should be a CBO process in place for Tier 2 and smaller 
projects and better enforcement and accountability mechanisms for 
developers. Furthermore, the policy should be updated to ensure 
better representation of residents at project and CBO meetings and 
improve accessibility and residents’ understanding of the process. 

There are ongoing efforts within the city to improve the CBO; we 
believe that a scorecard could be a supplement to the CBO and 
address issues of accountability, transparency, accessibility, and 
process.
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History of Community Benefits and 
Equitable Development

Community Benefit Agreements (CBAs) are 
one of the most powerful tools community mem-
bers have to promote equitable development. 
CBAs are legally binding agreements between a 
developer and a community coalition that outline 
a series of commitments from the developer to 
share the economic benefits generated from the 
development in the community.1 These agree-
ments arose in response to the trend of large 
amounts of public funding developers received 
from the government. Despite these tax breaks 
and public subsidies, developers were subject 
to  little or no public oversight, and their activity 
would often produce harm in a community such 
as gentrification and pollution. Neighborhood or-
ganizations, labor unions, and social advocates 
mobilized to oppose developments that failed 
to take the community into consideration and to 
fight for community benefits such as affordable 
housing, local employment, public space and 
amenities, and environmental protections.2

The movement for community benefits in De-
troit began in the early 2000s. The city was be-
ginning to see proposed real estate investments 
at the same time the City government struggled 
to provide essential services. These developers 
applied for and received public funds. By law, 
the City of Detroit can only fund developments 
that would not be economically feasible without 
this support. However, the profits gained from 
the development projects would only benefit the 
developers. By 2010, Detroiters had organized 
and negotiated commitments from developers 
for specified benefits in exchange for public 
funding.3 These projects included the Gordie 
Howe International Bridge, the Marathon Oil 
expansion in Southwest Detroit, as well as the 

Little Caesars Arena and Henry Ford Health 
System developments in Midtown. Unfortunately, 
without an enforcement mechanism, community 
members had no legal claim to their negotiated 
benefits.  

In January 2014, Detroit community leaders 
sought to change this. While many communities 
across the country created benefits agreements, 
no city had a legislated formal process for CBA 
negotiations.4 Each individual CBA took time and 
effort to organize and negotiate. In order to ad-
dress these challenges, the community leaders 
founded the Equitable Detroit Coalition, with the 
goal of creating the country’s first Community 
Benefits Ordinance (CBO).5 The group was a 
consolidation of community organizations and 
faith-based groups, partnered with the Sugar 
Law Center for Economic and Social Justice. 
The group began by proposing this legislation 
to Detroit City Council. While Council voiced its 
support for the ordinance, little progress was 
made to pass it. Eventually, Equitable Detroit 
opted instead to create a ballot initiative, col-
lecting signatures of Detroit residents to create 
Proposal A. This proposal would require devel-
opers of projects over $15 million and received 
over $300,000 in public funding to negotiate 
a legally binding agreement with a community 
organization.6

Following this proposal, Detroit City Council 
Member Scott Benson introduced a compet-
ing CBO, entitled Proposal B. Prop B raised the 
minimum thresholds of qualifying developments 
to those of $75 million that received at least $1 
million in public support. In addition, the de-
veloper would instead enter into a contractual 
agreement with the City government instead of 
a community organization. The City would be 
responsible for identifying neighborhood repre-
sentatives, known collectively as the Neighbor-

Tier 1 Projects
Tier 1 CBO Projects are listed in the table at 

the end of this section, with shortcomings, suc-
cesses, and takeaways. They include:

1. Book Building and Tower and Monroe 
Blocks1

2. Cass and York, Lot 1, and Fisher Building2

3. Detroit Free Press Rehabilitation3

4. Fiat Chrysler Jefferson North Assembly Plant4

5. Herman Kiefer5

6. Hudson6

7. Lafayette West7

8. Michigan Central Station Development8

9. The Mid9

10. Pistons10

11. Wigle: Midtown West11 
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Existing CBO

hood Advisory Council. Prop B was supported by 
Mayor Mike Duggan and, because proponents 
of Prop B had more campaign funds, defeated 
Prop A in the November 2016 General Election, 
becoming the Community Benefits Ordinance in 
use today.7 Despite Proposal A being unsuccess-
ful as a ballot initiative, neighborhood leaders 
considered their campaign a success. Without 
their activism, the City of Detroit would not have 
enacted the country’s first Community Benefits 
Ordinance.

Detroit’s CBO served as a guide to our team 
throughout the development of our scorecard. 
As the current standard for systematic commu-
nity engagement and equitable development 
in Detroit, it was important to understand its 
inner workings. By analyzing the ordinance and 
its associated projects, our team was able to 
determine the current equitable development 
standards in Detroit and determine how our 
scorecard could build upon what has already 
been established. 

Detroit’s existing CBO was adopted in 2016 
in an effort to champion accountability and trans-
parency in community engagement for projects 
in the city that have a major effect on the city’s 
overall economic growth. Projects subject to the 
CBO require a Community Benefits Provision 
between the Detroit City Planning Director and 
Development Team to address issues raised 
by the Neighborhood Advisory Council (NAC). 
This council consists of nine residents from the 
project’s Impact Area, which is determined by 
the City of Detroit Planning and Development 
Department and typically comprises the project’s 
encompassing census tract, although this can 
be expanded depending on the scope of the 

proposal. The NAC members are designated 
through three different methods: two are elected 
by other residents within the Impact Area, three 
are appointed by the local Council member’s 
office, and four are appointed by the mayoral ad-
ministration via the Planning and Development 
Department. This process and the CBO process 
is overseen by the Enforcement Committee, 
which is composed of various representatives 
from City departments.8

Projects are subjected to the CBO based 
upon the level of investment, transfer of City-
owned land, or if the proposal is the recipient of 
significant tax abatements. Depending on the 
scale of each of these categories, projects are 
broken into two categories. Projects are identi-
fied as “Tier 1” if they meet any of the following 
qualifiers: the project is expected to incur the 
investment of $75,000,000 or more during the 
construction phase, City-owned land valued at 

Figure 3. Book Tower & Monroe Blocks. Source: City of Detroit.
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$1,000,000 or more is transferred to the devel-
oper, or the City has approved a tax abatement 
of more than $1,000,000 that goes directly to 
the developer. Projects that do not meet the 
“Tier 1” qualifications may be considered “Tier 
2” if they meet any of the following qualifiers: 
the project is expected to incur an investment 
of $3,000,000 or more during the construction 
phase, City-owned land valued at $300,000 or 
more is transferred to the developer, or the City 
has approved a tax abatement of more than 
$300,000 that goes directly to the developer.9

Tier 1 projects technically only require one 
public meeting; all other public meetings are 
subject to the discretion of the developer and 
City officials. The first public meeting must occur 
before the transfer of land or tax abatement is 
approved. All residents within the Impact Area 
are notified of the meeting. At this meeting, the 
CBO process is introduced to the community 
and the project development team introduces 
the project. Prior to the second meeting, resi-
dents are nominated for the NAC, which is sub-
sequently voted on by residents of the Impact 
Area. In the following meetings, the NAC is able 
to present their priorities to the developer and 
negotiate for aspects they would like to see as 
part of the development. During this process, a 
Community Benefits Report is produced, outlin-
ing the community’s principal concerns and how 
the developer plans to address these concerns. 
It is important to note that the developer is not 
required to meet all of the community’s requests, 
but rather just needs to provide an explana-
tion as to why or why not each concern will be 
addressed. Once an agreement is reached, a 
Community Benefits Agreement is signed, and 
the majority of the CBO process is complete. 
This engagement process is overseen by a liai-
son from the Legislative Policy Division appoint-
ed by City Council. The timeline for the CBO 

process is expeditious, aiming to be completed 
in six weeks or less. Projects subject to the Tier 
1 process receive their approvals simultaneously 
and are only subject to one approval vote. Proj-
ects that have gone through the Tier 1 process 
receive expedited City approvals which can be 
advantageous to development teams. In addition 
to the public meeting requirements, projects 
subject to the Tier 1 process that include resi-
dential housing require that at least 20% of the 
units are affordable at 80% Area Median Income 
(AMI).10

If a project qualifies as a Tier 2 project, 
it does not require public meetings or an 

NAC. This level of the CBO process requires 
the developer to partner with the City and a 
workforce development agency to promote 
the hiring, training, and employability of Detroit 
residents and partner with the Planning Director 
to mitigate negative impacts that the project may 
have on the community and local residents.11 
This is typically achieved by going through the 
design review process with the Planning and 
Development Department. There has been one 
case though, the Godfrey Hotel project, that 
entered into a more detailed agreement with the 
community.12

Figure 4. Michigan Central Station. Source: Wall Street Journal.
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CBO Deficiencies

The CBO has been a point of contention for 
some city residents since its adoption in 2016. 
The majority of criticism aimed at the ordinance 
argues that it does not empower the community 
enough in the development process, ultimately 
favoring developers over the community.13 On 
the other hand, a few major developers have ac-
tively avoided tax incentives and discounted City 
land to dodge the CBO, drawing ire and lawsuits 
from community groups.14,15 Amendments made 
in 2018 increased the required amount of public 
meetings from one to five for “Tier 1” projects 
and required residential projects to include 20% 
of their units at rates affordable to 80% AMI, but 
more steps  should be considered to enable 
the CBO to fully empower the community in the 
development process.16

An extensive 2020 article by Lisa Berglund 
identified key takeaways from the first few years 
that the CBO has been in place.17 The key points 
that this journal article raises include a lack of 
training for Neighborhood Advisory Council 
(NAC) members and expedited timelines that are 
very advantageous for developers and prevent 
communities from making full use of their power 
during negotiations. Residents typically have 
limited knowledge in the development process 
and policy realm, which leaves them at a distinct 
disadvantage to developers who have an in-
depth understanding of all that is involved in the 
process. Berglund’s article represents the first in-
depth look into Detroit’s CBO and its successes 
and shortcomings. The ordinance has success-
fully established agreements between com-
munities and developers with over 160 specific 
benefits, but the shortcomings remain prevalent. 
As of April 2021, the CBO is still skewed towards 
developers and others with in-depth knowledge 

knowledge of the proposal and development 
process.

Our team conducted an interview  with a for-
mer NAC member who was appointed to serve 
on an NAC for a project beginning in 2017. The 
member’s top concerns with the process aligned 
with the points raised in Lisa Berglund’s article. 
The timeline was highlighted as being ineffec-
tive and very disadvantageous for community 
members involved in the process. The quick 
turnarounds and short meeting notices made it 
extremely difficult for the NAC to be effective, 
while members were balancing their own jobs 

of the process. In some cases, the NAC mem-
bers do not know what project benefits they are 
already entitled to under current policies and 
CBO requirements. Berglund’s research dis-
covered that “at least 20% of the benefits won 
through the CBO were duplications of existing 
policies.”18 Having a more in-depth repository of 
information available for the NACs would help 
improve their ability to negotiate for things they 
would like while also understanding what they 
already have. This identified deficiency has 
directly informed our scorecard’s community en-
gagement strategy, which attempts to increase 
citizen participation and supplement citizens’ 

Figure 5. Detroit Free Press building. Source: Curbed Detroit.
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and outside lives. Expectations were set high 
for the NAC, but little guidance was given by 
City staff. In addition, the exact powers the NAC 
possessed were unclear throughout the pro-
cess. One of the NAC’s primary concerns in this 
project was the inclusion of affordable housing.19 
Instead of including it within the development 
though, the resolution that was reached spread 
units over other developments. NAC members 
expressed a strong desire for affordable housing 
options within the project or a higher level of 
units spread to the other developments, neither 
of which were included. This left the NAC feeling 
powerless, having their primary concern brushed 
aside. Overall, the NAC member expressed a 
frustration with the process experienced as an 
NAC member. Although this project occurred 
early in the lifetime of the CBO, significant 
improvements need to be made in the eyes of 
many residents and participants in the process.20

We also researched other Tier 1 projects 
that have been subject to the CBO. Our process 
involved reviewing the available documentation 
for each relevant project on the City of Detroit’s 
website as well as speaking with the current 
Community Benefits Ordinance Manager for the 
City of Detroit. Reviewing the available commu-
nity meeting documentation revealed what each 
NAC had requested and how each developer 
had decided to address the request. This pro-
cess helped inform the development of our own 
scorecard as well as identifying how scorecards 
can address critical aspects of equitable devel-
opment that are missed by the CBO.

Additional reviews of projects subject to the 
CBO revealed that some projects encompassed 
disconnected sites separated by multiple city 
blocks. This allowed distinctly different devel-
opment sites to be combined into a singular 
project, reducing the amount of engagement 

and Community Benefits Agreements (CBA) that 
would need to be reached. This is apparent in 
the Cass & York/Lot 1/Fisher Building project (see 
running chart)  Allowing a developer to act in this 
way limits the responsibilities of the develop-
ment team in regard to community engagement 
and dilutes the community’s role in the CBO pro-
cess by fracturing the regulations across multiple 
impact areas and resident groups. This topic is 
also closely related to the definition of a proj-
ect’s Impact Area. Currently, local census tracts 
are used to define the Impact Area boundaries. 
In some cases, the Impact Area only extends a 
block or two beyond the development site. Mov-
ing forward, it will be important to take a closer 
look at how these boundaries are defined, as 
residents of adjacent neighborhoods have felt 
left out of the development process.21

Figure 6. Bedrock Hudsons Site. Source: D Business Magazine.

A second practice that has been found in 
multiple CBO projects involves spreading re-
quired affordable housing units to other devel-
opments, many of which are still in the pipeline, 
may be located in other areas of the city, and 
may have no guarantee of timeline or comple-
tion. Large scale developers with extensive port-
folios use this strategy to prioritize completion 
of their market rate units and move affordable 
units to lower quality developments with lower 
construction costs. The Book Building & Monroe 
Blocks project and Detroit Free Press rehabilita-
tion project both utilized this strategy.22 Allowing 
this to happen keeps affordable units out of 
higher-income areas of the city and raises con-
cerns about poverty concentration in other areas 
of the city. Additionally, the discrepancy between 
the Area Median Income (AMI) used when de-
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termining the rental price of affordable housing 
units is drastically different than the actual AMI 
of Detroit. The AMI used to calculate this num-
ber includes the entire Detroit-Warren-Livonia 
metropolitan area (see Glossary). This number is 
roughly double the AMI within the City of De-
troit.23 This means that ‘affordable’ housing units 
at 80% of the Area Median Income do not come 
close to that same level of affordability for city 
residents. 

Additionally, the financing methods for some 
CBO projects  are sometimes cloudy. With De-
troit’s vast amounts of vacant and undeveloped 
properties, speculators often purchase land 
parcels  with hopes to flip for a large profit.24 
This can lead to some questionable land swaps 
and sales between developers, speculators, 
and the City. Both the Lafayette West and the 
Fiat Chrysler projects involved land swaps and 
sales that may not have been transparent to the 
public, raising questions regarding the integrity 
of these transactions.25 Every CBO project to 
date has also utilized a form of tax credit rang-
ing from Brownfield Tax Credits to Historic Tax 
Credits to Rehabilitation Tax Exemptions. When 
developments gain large tax exemptions and 
credits, community members often want to have 
more detailed information available regarding 
project financing. These issues led to our team 
including a finance section in our scorecard. By 
doing so, we hope to encourage transparency 
between developers and the community relating 
to land acquisition and public financing received 
by projects.

We use these identified deficiencies to 
inform the components of our scorecard. Com-
ponents related to timeline and resident involve-
ment are addressed in our community engage-
ment section, utilization of more localized AMI is 

Figure 7. Detroit Pistons Performance Center. Source: The Platform.

addressed in our housing section, and transpar-
encies related to tax credits and land acquisition 
are addressed in our finance section.  As shown 
in the following sections, the principles we in-
cluded based on our research are an attempt to 
champion equitable development within Detroit. 
The existing CBO is important and a great first 
step that has been taken in Detroit, but more 
is possible. Although our scorecard does not 
attempt to replace the current CBO process, 
identifying the current deficiencies in the CBO 
process served as a benchmark for our team. 
The identified shortcomings and community sen-
timent reveal a need to go further to truly reach 
a high level of equitable development in Detroit.

CBO Projects Assessment

The following table is our assessment of Tier 
1 projects that went through the CBO process. 
We include project information and components, 
shortcomings, successes, and takeaways.
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PROJECT 
NAME

!st PUB-
LIC MEET-

ING
LOCATION COMPONENTS KEY PROJECT SHORTCOM-

INGS
KEY SUCCESSFUL COMMU-
NITY NEGOTIATION POINTS KEY TAKEAWAYS

Book Building 
and Tower and 
Monroe Blocks  

August 21, 
2017

Block enclosed by 
Monroe Ave, Ran-
dolph St, Cadillac 
Square, and Bates 
St, 1265 Washing-
ton Blvd

Residential, 
Office, Retail, 
Parking

Affordable housing spread 
across portfolio, multiple 
project sites combined into one 
CBA

Preservation of National The-
ater facade, improvements to 
surrounding sidewalks

Nearly all of the requests made by the 
NAC were incorporated into the proj-
ect, responsibility to avoid displace-
ment and first right of refusal pushed 
off to other entities

Cass and York, 
Lot 1, and Fish-
er Building 

August 15, 
2018

3011 W Grand Blvd, 
5935 Cass Ave

Residential, 
Office, Parking

NAC identified they were 
unable to develop sufficient 
benefits demands in limited 
timeline, multiple project sites 
combined into one CBA

Developer agreed to providing 
four summer intenships to De-
troit youth, developer partnered 
with community organizations 
to provide rental assistance 
and scholarship program, 10% 
rental discount to Detroit Public 
School, Police Department, and 
Fire Department staff

Developer genuinely worked with 
community to come to middle ground 
on demands, NAC did not have suffi-
cient time to produce full list of negoti-
aion points, project put on hold shortly 
after negotiations, as of Fall 2020 the 
project has still not broken ground

Detroit Free 
Press Rehabili-
tation 

June 5, 
2017 321 W Lafayette Residential, 

Office, Retail

Affordable housing spread 
across portfolio, NAC concerns 
about community grocery and 
laundry needs not adequately 
addressed

NAC and developer engaged 
in good communication about 
placemaking and pedestrian 
design

Developer actively avoided providing 
affordable housing within this mar-
quee development which was large 
concern from community

Fiat Chrysler 
Jefferson North 
Assembly Plant 

March 13, 
2019 2101 Conner St Manufacturing

Controversial property swaps 
to assemble project area, 
limited documentation detailing 
NAC requests and concerns

Significant investment in sur-
rounding neighborhoods and 
community, workforce training 
programs, home repair grants 
and loan program

This large scale project had signif-
icant impact within the community, 
assembling parcels was controversial 
for project, lack of attention paid to 
environmental concerns, limited docu-
mentation detailing NAC proceedings 
availble on Detroit's website

Herman Kiefer March 9, 
2017 1151 Taylor St

Residential, 
Office, Retail, 
Parking

Limited Impact Area where site 
accounts for roughly 20% of 
land within Impact Area, ag-
gressive home rehab program 
not met, development team in 
control of massive amounts of 
land within the neighborhood

Implementation of skilled 
trades training program for 
local residents, creation of 
on-site resource center for 
local residents to learn about 
jobs and training related to the 
project

This large scale project has had signif-
icant impact on the local community 
with controversies arising regarding 
the proposed uses for vacant land, this 
is a large scale and ambitious project 
that will require further engagement 
as the process moves forward

Tier 1 CBO Projects Assessment
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PROJECT 
NAME

!st PUB-
LIC MEET-

ING
LOCATION COMPONENTS KEY PROJECT SHORTCOM-

INGS
KEY SUCCESSFUL COMMU-
NITY NEGOTIATION POINTS KEY TAKEAWAYS

Hudson September 
18, 2017

1000 E Grand River 
Ave

Residential, 
Office, Retail, 
Parking

NAC requested several dif-
ferent levels of transparency 
regarding project costs and 
financing which the developer 
did not release, NAC concerns 
regarding affordable housing 
inclusion and significant rent in-
creases locally, these concerns 
were not addressed thoroughly

A plan to showcase the devel-
opment through experiential 
learning opportunities for 
Detroit Public Schools Students, 
these programs will provide 
hands-on experiential STEM 
learning for middle school 
students and a partnership with 
the Detroit Area Pre-College 
Engineering Plan

Developer did not provide any con-
cessions or significant negotiations 
with the NAC, all concerns regarding 
affordabe housing inclusion seemed 
to be brushed aside, the NAC's ability 
to negotiate and organize strong 
demands and concerns seemed very 
limited

Lafayette West July 3, 
2018 Lafayette Park Residential, 

Parking

NAC request to more transpar-
ency on tax credits and financ-
ing transparenct not addressed 
in developer's response, NAC 
and community members very 
atune to many design aspects 
of the project, many of which 
were not addressed by devel-
oper's responses

Reduction of construction 
hours beyond City ordinance, 
NAC concerns on site security 
prompted development team 
to implement more stringent 
security measures

Significant and detailed requests and 
negotiation points from the NAC, many 
questions did not have a document-
ed answer though, one of the more 
detailed and thought out list of NAC 
requests compared to other CBO 
projects

Michigan 
Central Station 
Development 

July 16, 
2018 2001 15th St

Office, Retail, 
Hospitality, Com-
munity Space

Lack of identifiable short-
comings in documented CBO 
process

Significant contributions and 
support of local job training, 
local hiring, and neighborhood 
investment, developer commit-
ted to continually participating 
in community engagement for 
as long as the developer oper-
ates a project

Overall, the development team was 
very committed to including the com-
munity in decisions made, develop-
ment team wanted to build positive 
relationship with local community as 
project represents a large investment 
and long term future in the community

The Mid April 16, 
2019

3750 Woodward 
Ave

Residential, Re-
tail, Hospitality

Lack of input from NAC regard-
ing affordability or commit-
ments to local workforce and 
economic development

Reduction of construction hours 
beyond City ordinance, addition 
of community dog park in plan

The NAC requests seem very limited in 
scope in comparison to other similar 
projects, developer seemed willing to 
address the requests the NAC laid out

Pistons March 20, 
2017

690 Amsterdam 
Ave Office, Medical

Lack of identifiable short-
comings in documented CBO 
process

Significant commitment to 
Detroit youth through scholar-
ship and engagement plans, 
partnerships with Detroit Public 
Schools, investments in com-
munity recreation facilities

This project is significantly different 
than all other projects studied, it 
lacks any residential component and 
was conducted by a wealthy sports 
organization seeking to build relations 
with the local community, significant 
community benefits were included

Wigle: Midtown 
West 

May 23, 
2017 901 Selden St

Residential, Re-
tail, Community 
Space, Parking

Lack of sufficient documenta-
tion on NAC proceedings and 
negotiations

Lack of sufficient documenta-
tion on NAC proceedings and 
negotiations

Compliance reports shows develop-
er is on track with its commitments 
although several have been impacted 
by COVID-19
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Key Takeaways
There is no strict formula for scorecards or policy frameworks: 
the layout and content are as varied as the communities and 
organizations that develop them. 

Scorecards created by community-based organizations are ambitious 
but have no authority; frameworks developed by municipalities are 
enforceable but too broad and vague to effect specific and real 
change.

Organizations who develop scorecards have a challenge of getting 
them formally adopted by any public governing body; however, one 
St. Paul-based organization successfully lobbied its local Ward to 
adopt its rubric.
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We started this report by looking at some of 
the existing scorecards focused on equitable 
development. Scorecards are predominantly 
created and implemented by non-profit orga-
nizations. Because of the relative newness 
of scorecards as a toolkit in the development 
process, our team searched for other planning 
or policy documents that prioritize equitable 
development and related initiatives. The expand-
ed catalogue of equitable development sources 
includes municipal and federal planning docu-
ments, academic and non-profit research, and 
project- or place-based analyses. Ultimately, we 
narrowed our focus to 18 documents developed 
by nongovernmental organizations and govern-
mental units by eliminating documents that did 
not include actionable items or principles for 
achieving equity in development. 

Though we applied a quantitative approach 
to coding scorecards and frameworks, the re-
sulting work was a human process that includes 
added value from each of our team members’ 
perspectives, expertise, and thoughtful discus-
sion. Our research into planning in Detroit and 
the global growth of equitable development 
strategies complimented and informed this 
process. The final scorecard product is a natural 
evolution of the equity-focused planning and 
development process in Detroit and provides 
a starting point for residents, organizations, 
and City officials to build on previous work and 
elevate the discussion around equitable devel-
opment.
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equitable 
development

Figure 8. Principles of Equitable Development.
The nine principles of equitable development include 
(counterclockwise from top):

Community Engagement
Housing

Sustainability & Environment
Economic Development

Land Use
Transportation

Workforce Development
Design
Finance

Equity Principles
Data Review

The first review of scorecard-type docu-
ments revealed commonalities and differences. 
We noted layout and logistical differences, like 

Internal Coding

the inclusion of a glossary or history of develop-
ment in the applicable area. We then created an 
internal coding system comprised of principles, 
key themes, and guidelines. 

 The scorecards we reviewed were all 
self-organized into logical development princi-
ples. During the creation of our own scorecard, 
we developed a new principle that existed 
throughout documents we reviewed, albeit 
not codified as a specific area of focus. And 
as noted in the previous chapter, our review of 
CBO projects underscored some problematic 
aspects around project financing in Detroit. Our 
added principle is Finance. Given the history 
and context of development in every geograph-
ic area represented across  the documents we 
reviewed,our project site, and the larger context 
of Detroit, we believe it’s important to make this 
principle more prominent for Detroiters. 

We then aggregated all of the individual 
guidelines of each principle into a single ma-
trix, which we reviewed to identify key themes 
of each principle across all documents. These 
scorecards formed the basis of identifying these 
themes, which were then applied to all other 
documents. With key themes of each principle 
identified, we then collated every individual 
guideline, or action item, from all documents 
under these key themes. 

 To better compare this data from a holis-
tic perspective, we created matrices of all score-
cards and of every principle to better understand 
the common components that make up equi-
table development scorecards, research, and 
frameworks. We divided these 18 documents into 
two matrix subgroups: 12 nongovernmental or-
ganizations (NGOs) and six governmental units. 
As the NGO documents were predominantly 
scorecards or neighborhood- or issue-area 
based, they were more specific in making equity 
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actionable in the development process: these 
NGO scorecards reference specific organiza-
tions or existing local efforts to achieve equitable 
and healthy developments. The governmental 
units were conversely broad, as their physical 
and issue areas of applicability are larger. This 
division of the matrices happened naturally over 
the course of our review. 

 We further refined the organization of 
these matrices by highlighting guidelines that we 
thought were better housed elsewhere. This re-
flects the nuance and variety of the organization 
of the scorecards and frameworks rather than 
the priorities espoused in these documents. We 
made note of redundant or overlapping areas 
that could be combined. 

 This resulted in 20 matrices: one overar-
ching matrix each of all NGOs and governmental 
units and a NGO and governmental matrix each 
for the nine principles (Figures 9 and 10, follow-
ing pages). 

Compiling Principles, Key Themes, & Guidelines
Key themes were identified through a comprehensive review in each principle. Key 

themes are threads that we saw across all or mostly all of our reviewed documents. Each 
principle has several key themes. We then sorted all individual action items and recommen-
dations - which we refer to as Guidelines - into these key themes. In some cases, we moved 
guidelines to other principles if we felt they fit better elsewhere. For example, there is over-
lap in policies between certain principles, like Economic Development and Workforce De-
velopment. We used our best judgement and the precedent set by the majority of reviewed 
documents to resort this small group of guidelines. The resulting matrices include the identi-
fied key themes along the left and the number of guidelines divided by these themes.

For example, within the principle of Community Engagement, we identified a common 
theme that a project originates with a community organization or with community support. This 
theme is shown above with dark frames in the Pathways Home Coalition’s scorecard (top) and 
the West Side Community Organization’s scorecard. Thus, we identified the key theme: Project 
is initiated by the community, community organization, or the City. The boxed scorecard re-
quirements became guidelines within this key theme in the Community Engagement principle.

All matrices are broken into nongovernmen-
tal and governmental groupings. In our team’s 
initial review of all scorecards and frameworks, 
we created an overall principle matrix to under-
stand the breakdown of principles across all 
documents. In this review, it became clear that 
there is no strict formula for scorecards or policy 
frameworks: the layout and content are as varied 
as the communities and organizations that devel-
op them. 

However, some patterns emerge. Many 
documents follow a general structure of either 
being broad-ranging (including all or nearly all 
principles) or specific (covering one to three prin-
ciples) that usually reflect the scope of the or-
ganization or project. This is particularly notable 

NGO and Governmental Matrices

Pathways Home Coalition Scorecard

West Side Community Organization Scorecard
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The Alliance | Minneapolis, MN X X X X X X X
Anchoring Equitable Development | 
Kirwan Institute X X
CUNY  | New York City, NY X X X X X
All-In Pittsburgh | Pittburgh, PA X X X
Untangling the Web of Urban De-
velopment through Collaborative 
Problem Solving | Carlton Eley

X X

Harold Simmons Park, 
Trinity Conservancy | Houston, TX X
Pathways Home Coalition | 
Upham, MA X X X X
Peaslee Neighborhood Center | 
Cincinnati, OH X X X X X X X X
Richmond Equitable Development 
Initiative | Richmond, CA X X X X X

Walnut Hills Redevelopment Foun-
dation | Cincinnati, OH X X X X X X
West Side Community Organization | 
St. Paul, MN X X X X X X X X
Building Bridges Across the River | 
Washington D.C. X X X

Figure 9. NGO Equity Principle Matrix.

in scorecards like the 11th Street Bridge Park’s 
Equitable Development Plan (Building Bridges 
Across the River) in Washington, D.C. and Har-
old Simmons Park in Houston and frameworks 
like Equitable Growth Through Transit Oriented 
Development in Milwaukee.

The policy frameworks published by varying 
governmental units illuminate the variety of ways 
in which public entities can incorporate equitable 
planning into various aspects of the planning 
and development process. As governing bod-
ies representing the public in the development 
process, these frameworks notably lack strict 
enforcement of implementation and account-
ability of the goals and policies they outline. 
While scorecards and frameworks developed by 
nongovernmental units (NGOs) inherently lack a 
mechanism of enforcement, they also stop short 
of assigning the responsibility of accountabili-
ty and oversight to any local, regional, or state 
organizations. 



37

The principle matrices on the following 
pages show the key themes of each principle 
we coded across all documents and are also 
divided into nongovernmental and governmen-
tal matrices. The symbology of these matrices 
are displayed using an X symbol that signifies 
the number of individual guidelines in that key 
theme. Each matrix also shows the total number 
of guidelines in each key theme (right-most col-
umn), total number of guidelines in each score-
card or framework (bottom-most row), and the 
total number of guidelines across all NGOs and 
governmental units (bottom right cell). 

Using these running totals, patterns emerge 
as to the depth and scope of each scorecard 

Principle Matrices

Figure 10. Governmental Units Equity 
Principle Matrix.
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Beltline Equitable Development Plan | Atlanta, GA X X X X X X X
Creating Equitable, Healthy, and Sustainable Communities | Environmental Protection Agency X X X X X X
Grand Rapids Equitable Economic Development and Mobility Strategic Plan | 
Grand Rapids, MI X X X
Equitable Growth Through Transit Oriented Development | Milwaukee, WI X X
Equitable Development Implementation Plan & Community Indicators Report | Seattle, WA X X X X X X X X
2020 Vision An Equitable Economic Development Framwork | St. Louis, MO X X X

and framework. Considered holistically, the 
combination of NGO and governmental matrices 
convey an image of the universality and appli-
cability of certain themes and areas of equitable 
development to a range of stakeholders and 
development contexts.

Without exception, NGO scorecards and 
frameworks go deeper into each principle than 
those published by governments, who ultimately 
hold the authority for implementing any equita-
ble development action plan. The lack of spec-
ificity and accountability in the governmental 
plans we reviewed shows a shortcoming in the 
existing development and application of score-
cards and similar equity-driven frameworks: an 
equity framework that is representative of com-
munity needs, implementable, and enforceable 

must be created by a collective of the public, 
private, and non-profit sectors. Scorecards 
created by community-based organizations are 
ambitious but have no authority; frameworks 
developed by municipalities are enforceable but 
too broad and vague to effect specific and real 
change. 

The following matrices represent the princi-
ples and key themes our team identified across 
18 scorecards and frameworks. These were 
subsequently used as a reference in the drafting 
of our own scorecard. 
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There is a clear distinction between the 
approaches of NGOs and governmental units 
to Community Engagement. On the NGO side, 
the themes of required community engagement 
meetings and a clear community role in the deci-
sion-making process make up more than half of 
all elements of this principle. On the governmen-
tal side, which represents the entities that hold 
the power of decision-making and authority to 
involve the community, these themes represent 
one-third of all elements. Overall, the NGO side 
places a much greater emphasis on community 
engagement than the governmental sector by 
a margin of nearly 4:1. The governmental side 
includes zero guidelines related to the require-
ment that a project will tie into existing planning 
or development frameworks, another theme 
where the mechanism of enforcement lies with 
the government. 

Community Engagement

Community Engagement
Non-governmental Organizations
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Project is initiated by the community, community organization, 
or the City.

X X X X 4

Project requires community engagement meetings. X X X X X 10
Project outlines an explicit community role in decision-
making/approval process.

X X X X 7

Project has accountability measures embedded or a process 
to trigger further review.

X X X 3

Project connects to existing neighborhood context and 
community.

X X X 4

Project ties in to existing planning or development 
frameworks. X X X 4

TOTAL 6 3 1 4 5 5 8 33
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Project is initiated by the community, community organization, or the City. X X 4

Project requires community engagement meetings. X 1

Project outlines an explicit community role in decision-making/approval process. X 2

Project has accountability measures embedded or a process to trigger further review. X 1

Project connects to existing neighborhood context and community. X 1

Project ties in to existing planning or development frameworks. 0

TOTAL 4 3 2 9

Figures 11 and 12. Community Engagement Matrices.

Housing is a robust principle. It has the most 
guidelines of all principles for both NGOs and 
governmental units with 52 and 23, respectively. 
Every NGO has at least one guideline related 
to creating long-term or permanent affordable 
housing units; this theme alone has more total 
guidelines than some entire principles with 24. 
Following the issue of new affordable units, the 
next most populated themes focus on creating 
mixed-income housing, supportive housing, and 
housing that is accessible to jobs, education, 
amenities, and other services. The governmental 
approach to housing is more diverse. There is a 
relatively even dispersion of guidelines with the 
exception of a higher focus placed on long-term 
or permanently affordable housing and policies 
to prevent displacement for existing residents. 

Housing
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The latter guideline ties into our overall observa-
tion of the broad nature of public entities’ ap-
proach to equity frameworks - this is a guideline 
that in practice requires a sweeping interdisci-
plinary and collaborative approach that a public 
agency can implement. Surprisingly, none of the 
governmental units incorporate the guideline 
of a healthy and safe housing stock into their 
frameworks, although many municipalities have 
existing regulation and policy regarding issues of 
lead and other toxic material remediation. This is 
a missed opportunity to further codify the im-
pact of an unhealthy housing stock on the larger 
issue of equity. 

Housing
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Project creates long-term affordable housing units. X X X X X X X X X 24

Development supports mixed-income housing with a variety of types and bedrooms sizes. X X X 6

Development provides supportive housing. X X X 6

Development expands opportunities for homeownership/co-ops or allow renters to build wealth. X X X 2

Development implements policy to prevent displacement/codifies protections for existing residents. X X X 3

Development includes access to jobs, education, amenities, services, etc. X X 9

Project encourages a safe and healthy housing stock and financial support for restoration or rehabilitation. X X 2

TOTAL 6 7 2 15 6 5 3 86 2 52
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Project creates long-term affordable housing units. X X X 5
Development supports mixed-income housing with a variety of types and 
bedrooms sizes. 

X X 3

Development provides supportive housing. X 2
Development expands opportunities for homeownership/co-ops or allow 
renters to build wealth. X 2

Development implements policy to prevent displacement/codifies protections 
for existing residents. X X X 9

Development includes access to jobs, education, amenities, services. X 2
Project encourages a safe and healthy housing stock and financial support 
for restoration or rehabilitation. 0

TOTAL 2 2 7 10 2 23

Figures 13 and 14. Housing Matrices.
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Sustainability & Environment
Non-governmental Organizations
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Development promotes access to/preserves green space. X X X 3

Buildings use energy efficient/environmentally friendly 
materials. X X X X 10

Project is deisgned to accommodate nonmotorized and 
multimodal infrastructure.

X X X 3

Project mitigates pollution/environmental degredation (through 
project siting, during/after construction). X X X X 5

Project promotes local green industry (through use of local 
materials, contractors, native plants, etc.). X 3

TOTAL 5 2 3 4 1 9 24

Sustainability & Environment
Governmental Units
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Development promotes access to/preserves green space. X X 2

Buildings use energy efficient/environmentally friendly materials. X X 2

Project is deisgned to accommodate nonmotorized and multimodal infrastructure. 0

Project mitigates pollution/environmental degredation (through project siting, during/
after construction).

X X X 4

Project promotes local green industry (through use of local materials, contractors, 
native plants, etc.). 0

TOTAL 1 3 4 8

Figures 15 and 16. Sustainability & Environment Matrices.

Guidelines relating to Environmental Sus-
tainability are found in six of the scorecards and 
initiatives developed by nongovernmental orga-
nizations. Collectively, there are 24 guidelines 
that fall into five key themes. These key themes 
identify the need for promoting access to and 
preserving greenspace, using energy efficient or 
environmentally conscious materials, accommo-
dating non motorized infrastructure, promoting 
local green industry, and mitigating the impacts 
of pollution and degradation throughout the 
development process. There is a decent dis-
tribution of guidelines throughout each theme, 
with the majority of guidelines centered around 
materials consciousness and pollution mitiga-
tion. On the governmental side, there are only 
three communities that identify environmental 
sustainability in their equitable development 
approach. These three cities recommend a total 
of eight guidelines, most of which also center 
around pollution mitigation and using environ-
mentally-conscious materials. None of the gov-
ernmental units suggest environmental sustain-
ability-related guidelines that promote the local 
green industry or non motorized and multimodal 
infrastructure. This is problematic; private orga-
nizations have the ability to encourage biking/
walking infrastructure, but governmental units 
have the power to actually enforce the devel-
opment of these systems and encourage their 
systematic use.

Sustainability & Environment
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Economic Development 
Non-governmental Organizations

Th
e 

Al
lia

nc
e

Ki
rw

an
 In

st
itu

te

Al
l-I

n 
Pi

tts
bu

rg
h

Pa
th

wa
ys

Pe
as

le
e

RE
DI

W
al

nu
t H

ills

W
es

t S
id

e 

11
th

 S
t. 

Br
id

ge
 

Pa
rk

TO
TA

L

Leases, capital, and investment opportunities promote local small business development. X X X 3

Businesses and jobs are created that are owned by and benefit local residents. X X X X X X 7

Leasing prioritizes minority- or women-owned businesses, local/small businesses, or arts/culture. X X X X X 11

The development implements efforts to fight displacement. X X 5

Development promotes growth of local business. X X X 3

TOTAL 5 4 3 3 1 3 3 5 2 29

Economic Development
Governmental Units
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Leases, capital, and investment opportunities promote local small business 
development. X X 5

Businesses and jobs are created that are owned by and benefit local residents. X 1
Leasing prioritizes minority- or women-owned businesses, local/small businesses, 
or arts/culture. X X X 5

The development implements efforts to fight displacement. 0

Development promotes growth of local business. X 2

TOTAL 3 4 4 2 13

Figures 17 and 18. Economic Development Matrices.

NGOs feature more than double the amount 
of Economic Development related guidelines as 
their public counterparts with 29 and 13, respec-
tively. Both NGO and the public sector place a 
great emphasis on leasing that prioritizes minori-
ty- or women-owned businesses, local and small 
businesses, and arts and cultural enterprises. In 
a reverse of the displacement-related guideline 
breakdown in Housing, governmental units have 
no business displacement-related guidelines. 
NGOs have five business-related displacement 
guidelines; however, all but one of them are 
set forth by one NGO, the Kirwan Institute. The 
remaining Economic Development guidelines 
are broadly dispersed between the NGOs and 
governmental units. 

Economic Development
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Land Use
Non-governmental Organizations
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Use is community-driven and community-supported. X X X X 3

Use promotes and supports local businesses. X X X X 4

Use Increases job opportunities. X X X 3

Use is publicly accessible and is affordable. X X X X X 5

Use of space considers environmental impacts (mixed use, infill development, etc.). X X X 9

Use acts as a community asset and doesn’t harm or change the fabric of the existing community. 0

TOTAL 6 4 1 3 2 6 4 4 24

Land Use
Governmental Units
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Use is community-driven and community-supported. 0

Use promotes and supports local businesses. 0

Use Increases job opportunities. 0

Use is publicly accessible and is affordable. X 2

Use of space considers environmental impacts (mixed use, infill development, etc.). X X 2

Use acts as a community asset and doesn’t harm or change the fabric of the existing 
community.

X X 4

TOTAL 2 4 2 8

Figures 19 and 20. Land Use Matrices.

There are eight nongovernmental organiza-
tions that develop guidelines around the princi-
ples of Land Use and Land Use Management. 
In total, there are 24 guidelines that address 
themes related to how the use of the land 
supports the community: use is community-driv-
en and/or supported, promotes local business, 
increases job opportunities, is publicly acces-
sible and affordable, considers environmental 
impacts, and acts as a community asset (i.e. does 
no harm to the community). This principle en-
compases a variety of different components of 
equitable development, including environmental 
considerations, economic conditions, historic 
and cultural preservation, public access, and 
more. Encouraging a use that is publicly acces-
sible and one that mitigates environmental harm 
are among the most popular guidelines suggest-

Land Use
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ed by NGOs. From a governmental standpoint, 
there are three cities that speak to land use and 
equitable development guidelines. Generally 
speaking, these cities also promote the same 
types of guidelines that the NGOs popularly 
support: use promotes public access, decreases 
environmental impact, and preserves community 
character. None of the governmental guidelines 
make land use suggestions that relate to work-
force development, economic development, or 
community support. 

Transportation
Non-governmental Organizations
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Multi modal transit is incorporated into or accessible to the 
development. X X X X X 11

Project promotes wayfinding and systems information. X X X 3

Project adheres to ADA/Universal Design. X X X 3

Projects incorporates or improves existing infrastructure. X X X 4

Project includes traffic calming or other safety components. X X X X 4
Project determines responsibility of long term maintenance of 
improvements.

X 1

Project prioritizes affordability and access to transit systems for 
vulnerable populations.

X 1

TOTAL 7 1 5 5 9 27

Transportation
Governmental Units
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Multi modal transit is incorporated into or accessible to the development. X 1

Project promotes wayfinding and systems information. X 1

Project adheres to ADA/Universal Design. X 1

Projects incorporates or improves existing infrastructure. X X X 5

Project includes traffic calming or other safety components. X 3

Project determines responsibility of long term maintenance of improvements. X 4
Project prioritizes affordability and access to transit systems for vulnerable 
populations.

X X 4

TOTAL 4 6 7 3 20

Figures 21 and 22. Transportation Matrices.

Transportation provides an interesting 
contrast between the NGO and governmental 
approach. NGOs place a much greater emphasis 
on incorporating multimodal transportation into 
all developments than the governmental units 
who would both finance and maintain that trans-
portation infrastructure, with a total of 11 and one 
guidelines, respectively. NGOs seem to take a 
more holistic and big picture approach to de-
veloping cities to be connected and accessible 
through transit. It is unclear why this approach is 
not reflected by governmental bodies, especially 
when they place much of their emphasis within 
this principle on incorporating or improving exist-
ing transit infrastructure, assigning responsibility 
of long-term maintenance, and prioritizing transit 
accessibility and affordability for vulnerable pop-
ulations. 

Transportation
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Workforce Development
Non-governmental Organizations
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Project uses/hires local and diverse workforce. X X X X X X 11

Project promotes workforce development through education initiatives/supportive partnerships. X X X X X X 10

Project brings in more long-term job opportunities. X 2

Project promotes fair wage and employment practices. X X X X X X X 15

TOTAL 3 7 2 1 4 8 6 3 38

Workforce Development
Governmental Units
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Project uses/hires local and diverse workforce. X 2
Project promotes workforce development through education initiatives/supportive 
partnerships.

X X 3

Project brings in more long-term job opportunities. X 1

Project promotes fair wage and employment practices. X 1

TOTAL 3 2 2 7

Figures 23 and 24. Workforce Development Matrices.

Workforce Development has a huge 
disparity in guidelines between NGOs and 
governmental units; NGO guidelines outnum-
ber the public sector by more than a 5:1 mar-
gin. This is another robust area of interest for 
the NGOs, with 38 total guidelines. There is 
a relatively even spread of guidelines across 
three of the four key themes: using a local and 
diverse workforce, promoting workforce devel-
opment, and promoting fair wage and employ-
ment practices. On the public side, almost half 
of the guidelines relate to promoting workforce 
development through education initiatives and 
supportive partnerships. The remaining three 
key themes are evenly distributed. 

Workforce Development
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There are five NGOs and three governmental 
units that make reference to Design principles, re-
sulting in 11 and five guidelines, respectively. In the 
case of governmental units, all of the suggested 
guidelines relate to the implementation of histori-
cally and culturally sensitive design. This is also a 
common theme for NGO guideline recommenda-
tions, as well as the implementation of sustainable 
design, active design, universal and ADA-compliant 
design, and the incorporation of community space. 
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Project includes community space. X X X 3

Project includes sustainable design. X 3

Project includes active design. X 1
Project includes inclusive design. X X 3
Project includes culturally and historically sensitive design. X 1

TOTAL 6 1 1 2 1 11

Design
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Project includes community space. 0

Project includes sustainabile design. 0

Project includes active design. 0

Project includes inclusive design. 0

Project includes culturally and historically sensitive design. X X X 5

TOTAL 2 2 1 5

Finance
Non-governmental Organizations & Governmental Units
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Any public funds utilized will directly benefit the community. X X X 3 X 2

Project outlines requirements for funding sources. X 1 0

TOTAL 1 1 1 1 4 2 2

Figures 25 and 26 (above). Design Matrices. Figure 27 (below). Finance Matrices.

Because the Detroit development context is 
unique, our team felt Finance was an important 
principle to identify. The guidelines identified in our 
research and scorecard act as a starting point for 
the community to build on through equitable devel-
opment. This principle is not uniquely identified in 
any of the scorecards or governmental documents 
that we reviewed, but there are a number of guide-
lines that relate to finance. Because of this, our 
team identified these guidelines and incorporated 
a version of them in our own scorecard. The guide-
lines speak to themes like requiring public funds 
to have a direct community benefit, encouraging 
developments to define requirements for who or 
what can fund a project, and how they can do so. 

Finance
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Alloting Points and Value
The Alliance Peaslee Walnut Hills West Side Average

Points Percent Points Percent Points Percent Points Percent
Community 
Engagement

30 16.67% 8 50% 30 30% 40 19.51% 29.04%

Transportation 35 19.44% - - 10 10% 40 19.51% 12.24%

Finance - - - - - - - - 0.0%
Sustainability & 
Environment

- - - - - - 50 24.39% 6.1%

Land Use 35 19.44% - - - - - - 4.86%

Economic 
Development

40 22.22% - - 30 30% 40 19.51% 17.93%

Workforce 
Development

- - 4 25% - - - - 6.25%

Design - - - - - - - - 0.0%

Housing 40 22.22% 4 25% 30 30% 35 17.07% 23.57%

Total 180 100% 16 100% 100 100% 205 100% 100%

Bonus - - 20 125% 5 5% - -

Analyzing other scorecards and their scor-
ing systems served as a basis for how our team 
determined to allot points. A variety of different 
scoring systems, point allotments, and weight-
ings were used in the scorecards analyzed. 
Our team wanted to produce a comprehensive 
system to provide users the ability to better 
understand how a project addresses specific 
categories, as well as how the project compares 
to other projects that have been subjected to 
the scorecard. Ultimately, our team wanted to 
produce a scoring system that would be easily 
understandable and accessible to anyone who 
wishes to utilize the scorecard.

The scorecards in our research use a variety 
of scoring techniques. The Alliance Equitable 
Development Scorecard uses a uniform scale 
system ranging from 0 to 5 for all criteria. The 
Walnut Hills Redevelopment Foundation Equita-
ble Development Scorecard varies the scoring 
for its criteria from 0.5 to 10. The Peaslee Neigh-
borhood Center Equitable Development Rubric 
allows a score of 0 to 4 to be achieved under 
each development category, with five extra cred-
it categories allowing an additional four points 
each. The Westside Community Organization Eq-
uitable Development Scorecard allows a score 
of 0 to 5 to be achieved for each criteria. 

The table outlines the scoring system for 
four of the scorecards from our research. These 
scorecards were chosen for our analysis be-
cause they were the four documents produced 
by non-government organizations that provided 
specific scoring mechanisms. Calculating the 
cumulative points allocated within each score-
card allowed us to determine the relative weight-
ing of each principle. For instance, The Alliance 
allocated 30 points to community engagement 

which equates to approximately 19% of the entire 
scorecard. From this analysis we found that 
scorecards do not subscribe to any particular 
weighting system and principles account for 
various proportions of points across the board. 
Although the finance and design principles did 
not appear in the base scoring of any scorecard, 
these topics did appear in the bonus categories 
of the scorecards that included bonus points.

Determining point allocation and weighting 
was a critical step in the process of developing 
our scorecard.This process began by analyzing 
other equitable development scorecards to see 

Figures 28. Points Analysis. 

how they had prioritized development catego-
ries. The other scorecards that were analyzed 
put large emphasis on housing, economic and 
workforce development, and community en-
gagement. These general category weightings 
aligned with our initial discussions and findings 
from analyzing past projects that were subject to 
the Community Benefits Ordinance (CBO) in De-
troit, as discussed in the Equitable Development 
in Detroit section. It is important to note though, 
that a major component of crafting this score-
card was to specifically tailor it to the needs and 
desires of the Detroit community. Further, team 
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Combined Principles & Percentage Allotment

Community Engagement 29%

Housing 24%
Economic & Workforce Development 24%

Transportation 12%

Sustainability & Environment 6%

Land Use & Design 5%
Bonus: Finance 0%

members were surveyed to gauge a team-wide 
consensus on the importance of each category. 
Through this process, we arrived at what we 
believe is a solid foundation for the community’s 
equitable development desires. It is important 
to note that we expect the values and emphasis 
of this scorecard to change over time and be 
adapted as the community provides more input 
and priorities may shift. The ultimate result of 
our deliberation processes resulted in a larger 
emphasis being placed on housing, economic 
and workforce development, and community 
engagement.

In the situation that a project is not appli-
cable to one of the categories - for example, a 
non-housing project - scoring must be adjusted. 
In this situation, if a category that is worth 20% 
of the final weighted score is not applicable, the 
percentage achieved out of the remaining 80% 
can be utilized. If, for example, after weighting, a 
project received 50% of the available weighted 
total, with the 20% housing section not being 
applicable, the user can divide 50 by 80 (50/80), 
to achieve a weighted total of 62.5%.

Points are allocated in both a raw score and 
a weighted score. The raw score demonstrates 

the strengths and weaknesses of the develop-
ment against the equity goals of the community. 
The weighted score reflects the prioritization of 
principles in the community and can be used 
to compare the scores of single developments 
across the board. For example, looking at the 
raw score for a specific criteria will reveal how 
well a development addressed a specific exam-
ple, such as providing supportive housing or if a 
development sourced construction materials lo-
cally. Looking at the overall score for a principle 
will reveal how well that development addressed 
it, such as housing, community and workforce 
development, or environment and sustainability. 
Looking at the overall weighted score at the end 
will give an overall snapshot of the level of eq-
uitability that a development presents and how 
much room for improvement is left.

Points are awarded to guidelines based on 
a scale of 0 to 4 with 0 being the lowest and 
4 the highest achievement. If a criteria is not 
addressed, it should receive a score of 0; if a 
criteria is addressed fully, it should receive a 
score of 4. This allows for each criteria to receive 
one of five scores. Our team selected this range 
of values to allow flexibility in the scoring pro-

cess. Through the 0 to 4 rubric, we wanted to 
recognize that many projects and criteria do not 
fit within a binary answer; yes or no. This system 
allows for options of semi-completion. For exam-
ple, in addressing the inclusion of deeply afford-
able housing units, if a development includes 
a number of units, but does not include the full 
criteria called out, it could still receive a score of 
1 to 3 for that criteria, based on the judgement of 
the individual scorer. Choosing the 0 to 4 scale 
allows for a scorer to determine if a criteria was 
not addressed, addressed but below average, 
averagely addressed, addressed above aver-
age, or fully addressed. It is important to note 
that each entity that utilizes this scorecard and 
provides a score will most likely be viewing the 
project differently. For example, a score provided 
by a member of the development team may look 
significantly different than a score provided from 
a community member. These differences will 
reveal where the development team, the City, or 
the community may view a project’s equitability 
differently. By seeing these differences, it will 
serve as a jumping off point for conversations to 
begin between these groups. As it is very com-
mon for groups to get stuck in their own frame of 

Figures 29. Points Analysis. 

• Community Engagement: 20%

• Economic & Workforce 
Development: 20%

• Housing: 20%

Principle Weights
• Sustainability & Environment: 10%

• Finance: 10%

• Land Use & Design: 10%

• Transportation: 10%
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 Some communities are already using equitable development scorecards in the real estate pro-
cess. The following case study provides one of a successful equitable development scorecard in St. 
Paul, Minnesota at the West Side Community Organization (WSCO). WSCO started in the 1970s from 
two successful grassroots activism movements in the area. The first was in response to the city’s 
plans to place a metal shredder and the second to prevent the shuttering of the only public high 
school. Since then, WSCO has evolved. According to the organization’s mission statement, “WSCO 
organizes people of West Side to build collective power to advance justice and racial equity in the 
community for all people.”1 Today, the organization also serves as the planning council for St. Paul 
District 3.
 In response to recent real estate projects and the looming threat of gentrification, WSCO drafted 
its Equitable Development Scorecard to engage the community, city officials, and developers on 
the topic of equity. Prior to the scorecard, development in the community did not include the voic-
es of residents, which led to the further marginalization of an already disinvested neighborhood. 
As described by WSCO Executive Director Monica Bravo in an interview for MinnPost, “we are not 
anti-development, we are pro-development. However, we believe the question of who benefits is 
really at the heart of the scorecard. With the disproportionate high industrial uses that the West Side 
has shouldered in the City of St. Paul over decades, it is necessary to create a tool that centers our 
community in decision processes. Can we invest in such a way where we are intentional and planful 
of the long term effects on the existing community?”2

 For WSCO, the scorecard ensured that development would benefit West Side residents and re-
balance the “power between the community, the city, and developers.”3 The organization’s goal was 
to draft a tool that could give West Siders control, “building by building, block by bloc, [to] create a 
neighborhood that fits [its] vision, values, and priorities – now, and for future generations.”4

WSCO Process
 Since starting the development process of the West Side Equitable Development Scorecard in 
2016, WSCO stands as a successful example of a scorecard. WSCO created its scorecard in partner-
ship with its neighboring organization, The Alliance. The scorecard focuses on economic develop-
ment, environmental justice, and affordability for its residents.5 
 WSCO began its scorecard efforts with a three-part conversation series, Action to Equity, in 
partnership with the University of Minnesota’s Center for Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA) to “cata-
lyze the conversation in a meaningful and actionable way.”6 Over several weekends, more than 100 
participants engaged in discussion with WSCO about the topics of development, gentrification, and 
community expectations. In addition to spurring ‘community conversations,’ the goal of the work-
shops was to lay the foundation of a broader discussion about a potential equitable development 
scorecard. From these conversations, WSCO invited community members to dive deeper into the 
process of creating a scorecard that could be used to evaluate every new development project on 
the West Side. The group, called the Scorecard Workgroup, worked for a year to produce and pres-
ent the first scorecard draft to the City and Planning Commission. 

Scorecards in Practice: West Side Community Organization
view, this will serve as a way to see why one 
group may view it differently and how it can 
be possible to reach solutions that all parties 
can agree to and understand.

The raw score will ultimately be converted 
into a weighted score. The weighted score 
reflects the prioritization of community values 
as our team determined through research on 
previous projects, as mentioned in the Equita-
ble Development in Detroit section, our con-
versations with local community members and 
organizations, as mentioned in the Detroiter’s 
Guide to Community Driven Development 
section of our report, internal team discus-
sions and deliberations, and our research into 
other equitable development scorecards, as 
mentioned in the Methodology section. This 
research and these conversations led us to 
arrive at the following weightings for each 
section:
• Community Engagement - 20%
• Economic & Workforce Development - 

20%
• Housing - 20%
• Environment & Sustainability - 10%
• Finance - 10%
• Land Use & Design - 10%
• Transportation - 10%

Some priorities that led to these specific 
weightings include the immediate need for 
housing that is affordable to income levels 
within Detroit, the community prioritization of 
workforce training and job availability as seen 
in past CBO projects, and the deficiencies 
identified in properly including the community 
as part of the development process with the 
current mechanisms in place.
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 The scorecard has changed since it was 
created. While all West Siders were invited in 
the drafting process of the scorecard, as of April 
2021, it is used by a select group of neighbor-
hood representatives who open up the conver-
sation with the community. Today, WSCO has a 
scorecard team, a standing group of 12 members 
who score development proposals considering 
the community’s values. The committee’s role is 
important; “the score on each project will deter-
mine whether West Siders will offer a supportive 
welcome or if we will use every action at our 
disposal to stop development that does not 
have the agreed-upon community benefits.”7 The 
team consists of two members from each of the 
West Side Ward five precincts. The members 
serve two-year terms and receive stipends for 
their time and expertise. The team also coordi-
nates conversations and community dialogue 
about how projects relate to community values 
to engage West Side residents and take their 
feedback to developers. 
In Action
 In December 2020, developers from Snow 
Kreilich Architects, TenXTen, and BUHL Investors 
presented their residential development to the 
community in a second round of conversation. 
They used the specific scorecard criteria as 
context for their development.8 Since their first 
engagement session the developers changed 
their proposal in response. In what they called 
“changes in response to voices,” the developer 
agreed to:
• increase the number of affordable units be-

ing offered at 60% and 80% AMI,
• reduce the height of their buildings from 

seven to five stories,
• create amenities for the existing artists on 

the site, 

• allow West Side residents access to the site 
at any time, and 

• commit to providing preference to West Side 
residents upon completion.9 

Impacts & Challenges 
 The West Side Equitable Development 
Scorecard is an exemplary model for our score-
card in many ways. Throughout the process, 
WSCO worked to build relationships with City 
Hall and the St. Paul Planning and Economic De-
velopment department. Together, WSCO, West 
Side residents, and city officials worked through 

Figure 30. WSCO’s Scorecard Timeline.
Source: West Side Community Organization Equitable Development Scorecard.

a variety of adoption scenarios for the scorecard. 
In one scenario, the City and the Planning Com-
mission could adopt the scorecard as a citywide 
policy with all bodies, codes, and plans having to 
abide by the criteria. The argument made against 
this position was that the broad applicability 
would create issues of permitting.10 In a second 
scenario, the scorecard could be adopted as 
part of a Small Area Plan but in this instance, the 
scorecard would not cover the entire district and 
the tool’s flexibility and applicability would be 
hindered.11 Ultimately, the stakeholders agreed to 
adopt the scorecard as an appendix to the Dis-
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Figure 31. Map of the West Side of Saint Paul
Source: West Side Community Organization Equitable Development Scorecard.

trict Council West Side Community 10 Year Plan, a 
select piece of St. Paul’s Comprehensive Plan, with 
the goal to “plan and prioritize improvements for 
the neighborhood by… steering the changes, pol-
icies and investments initiated by developers, the 
City and its agencies.”12 As of April 2021, West Side 
is the only neighborhood in St. Paul that requires 
this scorecard. 
 WSCO’s scorecard has faced many challeng-
es. In 2019, the organization supported a devel-
opment that eventually came under fire for using 
exploitative labor practices. When members of 
the community presented the issue to WSCO, the 
organization reassessed its support for the project. 
After conversations with residents, especially those 
impacted by the labor conditions of the site, WSCO 
rescinded its support for the development.13 The 
organization also revised the scorecard to include 
guidelines pertaining to subcontractor agree-
ments.14 
 We must remain realistic about what the score-
card can do. On the West Side, the scorecard 
cannot advance or block a development. It is 
treated like an evaluation or recommendation for 
their district on behalf of WSCO. One local Coun-
cil member highlighted that the recommendation 
holds significant weight in the district authority’s 
approval process, “‘but more than that, WSCO’s 
score and recommendation matters to the planning 
commission, because they’re ultimately the closest 
to the community, the closest form of government 
to the project.’”15 
Lessons Learned
 WSCO’s scorecard, development process, and 
continual refinement of its practices are great in-
spiration for our team and our scorecard. Because 
of the relative novelty of applying a scorecard in 
practice, organizations like WSCO can illuminate 
some of the potential roadblocks and opportunities 
for deploying our scorecard in Detroit. 

 First, the strength of WSCO’s relationships 
with its planning and city officials and the sub-
sequent context of adoption are important for 
understanding our scorecard. WSCO’s success 
at codifying its scorecard in the community’s 10 
Year Plan proves that a non-profit organization 
can successfully create, continue, and codify 
an equitable development toolkit and commu-
nity-driven process. This bodes well for the fu-
ture of our scorecard, which will be hosted and 
maintained by one of our partners, D4. Further-
more, it provides a roadmap for all interested 
parties - including other non-profit and commu-
nity organizations, developers, and city officials 
to discuss the concept of this tool within the 
context of Detroit. We hope that over time, as 

our project partners refine both the scorecard 
and their process for deploying it, it will also be 
adopted at some level with the City of Detroit. 
 On the other hand, WSCO’s experiences can 
serve as a reminder for our project partners. Our 
host organization, D4, must remain responsive 
and reactive to project and community changes 
over the course of a single project. D4 must also 
be proactive and creative in tailoring our score-
card to Detroit projects and neighborhoods. Our 
scorecard should encourage flexibility and be 
conscious of the changing needs of the commu-
nity. It should also be open to direct input from 
community members who may have different 
perspectives on their community values and can 
help to strengthen the tool.
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Section 5
A Detroiter’s 
Guide to 
Community- 
Driven 
Development

Hans Walor Mural on Eldorado General Store. 
Source: Detroit Free Press.
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Key Takeaways
Trust is a significant factor of effective engagement; trust can be 
built over the long-term with an understanding of the community, 
development impacts, and transparency in the decision-making 
process.

Numerous engagement models exist inside and outside of Detroit. 
These serve as a good foundation, but the process of community-
engagement can be re-thought.

Effective engagement is iterative, formal and informal, and frequent 
and varied enough to reach a diverse audience and address their 
needs.

This is a guide, not a plan, and serves as a reference for discussion 
among the developers and the community. It can be amended as 
engagement unfolds. 
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Our partners BCV and D4 have expressed 
the need to raise the standards of engagement 
that the current Community Benefits Ordinance 
lacks for Tier 2 and smaller projects. They aim 
instead to implement a process that elevates 
community control of a given site - in this case, 
the corner of 14th Street and Dalzelle Street. 
While a specific use or proposal does not yet ex-
ist, a general vision does - community ownership 
of the development process. From the concep-
tual and design phases to the programming and 
management of the project once it is built, the 
community will lead the process. Rather than a 
developer imposing an idea on the community, 
this developer, along with other technical staff, 
intends to provide the resources and technical 
skills needed to realize the community vision 
through a thoughtful and iterative process. This 
goes above and beyond traditional engagement 
- this is now community-driven development 
(CDD).

In our Scorecard and Appendix, we present-
ed a detailed yet flexible tool - our scorecard 
- that can be used for a variety of projects in 
Detroit. The Community Engagement principle 
found within that tool is the springboard for this 
section of the report that will detail how engage-
ment could play out on the 14th Street site. Along 
with the scorecard, this CDD guide will provide 
the developer and residents with the information 
needed to ensure an equitable development 
process. Our team views these tools as a sort 
of menu of community engagement options to 
choose from; these tools are not prescriptive, 
but act as guides and as the catalysts for con-
versation. Once that dialogue is established, the 
developer and the community will work together 
to realize the space.

Introduction

“This goes above and 
beyond traditional 
engagement - this is 

now community-driven 
development.”

The recommendations in this section are 
intended to provide a variety of engagement 
methods and resources BCV and D4 could use 
as the project unfolds. We have organized this 
guidance into three sections:

•  Context - understanding existing 
conditions, reaching out to commu-
nity leaders, and developing cer-
tain resources prior to announcing 
the project.

•  Power - providing multiple mech-
anisms of participation where the 
community has direct oversight of 
the project.  

•  Process - letting the community 
decide how they participate and 
providing guidelines to help move 
the project forward.

Context

Components of 
the CDD Guide

Power

Process
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Glossary

Community - Individuals and groups with 
cultural and/or gepgraphical ties.

Stakeholder - This includes all business 
owners, residents, and community lead-
ers living in the Impact Area. 

Community Engagement - “a process 
for making better decisions that incor-
porates the interests and concerns of 
all affected stakeholders and meets the 
needs of the decision-making body.”

Community-Driven Development - A 
process in which community members 
are the decision-makers working to 
advance equity and build long-term 
relationships of trust and accountability 
within the community.

Research & Precedents

Detroit is in a unique position to amplify com-
munity priorities when it comes to the develop-
ment process. With large, monied investments 
making their way through the greater Corktown 
area, it is even more crucial to prioritize existing 
community needs. The City has taken several 
steps in recent years to achieve community 
benefits and participation in the development 
process with its Community Benefits Ordinance 
(CBO) and Community Engagement Ordinance 
(CEO). In the context of community-driven de-
velopment, Detroit’s Lower Eastside Action Plan 
(LEAP) and the Greater Corktown Framework 
Plan are important steps towards a more holis-
tic approach to development that we aspire to 
emulate with this project. In this section of the 
report, we first explore engagement programs 
from places outside of Detroit. Then we explore 
Detroit-specific programs, including the CEO 
and LEAP. Finally, we elevate the perspectives of 
folks living and working in Detroit. All of our re-
search and analyses are based on our definition 
of ‘community engagement’ and our concept of 
community-driven development (CDD). 

Community engagement, or public participa-
tion, has been defined as “a process for making 
better decisions that incorporates the interests 
and concerns of all affected stakeholders and 
meets the needs of the decision-making body.”1 
For the purposes of this project, we define com-
munity-driven development as:

A process in which community members are 
the decision-makers working to advance equity 
and build long-term relationships of trust and 
accountability within the community.

While community engagement is only a por-
tion of the traditional development process, CDD 
aims to re-imagine the development process 

itself. Because of its familiarity, we use the term 
‘community engagement’ broadly throughout 
this report,  and in interactions with stakeholders 
as a way of calling out specific strategies and 
processes.  At the same time, we recognize the 
negative connotations that some associate with 
the term. 

Before developing the CDD guide, we 
attempted to answer several important framing 
questions. Regarding precedents outside of 
Detroit, we asked:

•  What does effective engagement 
look like?

•  What opportunities exist to expand 
the traditional engagement pro-
cess?

•  Who does and does not benefit 
from the process?
Regarding precedents within Detroit, we 

asked:

•  What participatory models and 
community needs exist in Detroit?

•  What opportunities exist to expand 
on these models?
And when meeting with Detroit stakeholders, 

we asked:

•  What does good community en-
gagement look like or not look like 
in your neighborhood/community/
city?

Using these questions to explore various 
frameworks, plans, and stakeholder perspec-
tives, we achieved a rich analysis of existing 
practices, priorities, and participation. These 
explorations informed our recommendations and 
provided a background understanding of com-
munity engagement in Detroit and throughout 
the world. 
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We began our research with the International 
Association of Public Participation (IAP2), whose 
engagement framework is frequently used by 
communities around the world. IAP2’s mission 
“is to advance and extend the practice of public 
participation through professional development, 
certification, standards of practice, core val-
ues, advocacy and key initiatives with strategic 
partners around the world.”2 By partnering with 
communities, IAP2 brings with it a recognized 
standard of engagement, which is exemplified 
by their training and certification program. In fact, 
two other cities that we studied as precedents 
- Minneapolis, Minnesota and Durham, North 
Carolina - are among a group of 249 U.S. cities 
adapting portions of the IAP2 “Public Participa-
tion Pillars” - Core Values, Ethics, or the Spec-
trum of Public Participation.3

What does effective engagement look like?
A level of standardization and competen-

cy is critical to the ethos of IAP2. This goes for 
both their partner practitioners, the community, 
and IAP2 organization. With this standardization 
comes their Spectrum of Public Participation 
(Figure 32).

This is a well-organized chart of engagement 
methods that can make the public participation 
process more approachable. In particular, the 
spectrum does a good job highlighting specific 
engagement techniques in order to address 
different goals. 

What opportunities exist?
Standardization is not always straightforward 

and programming will vary among communities. 
While IAP2 has worked in a level of flexibility with 
their program, for certain projects, multiple levels 
of participation may be needed. IAP2 ignores 
this complexity. The organization also fails to 
name and define equity and the explicit need to 
engage with marginalized and underrepresent-
ed groups. 

Figure 32. Spectrum of Participation.
Adapted from the International Association of Public Participation. Spectrum of Public Participation. 
Source: https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.iap2.org/resource/resmgr/pillars/Spectrum_8.5x11_Print.pdf
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We will implement
what you decide.

International Association of Public 
Participation (IAP2)

Who does and does not benefit?
The primary beneficiary of this framework 

is the city or community partner that receives 
certification of IAP2’s public participation process 
guide. Marginalized communities that may not 
be able to afford the training and certification 
process required of IAP2 miss out on potential 
benefits. 



57

Figure 33. Minneapolis, Minnesota - Blueprint for 
Equitable Engagement
Source: City of Minneapolis

The Alliance’s scorecard from Minneapolis 
was the initial inspiration for the development of 
our scorecard; therefore, we chose to evaluate 
Minneapolis’ engagement strategy first. The City 
also happens to be an IAP2 partner and shares 
many of IAP2’s overarching goals. Minneapolis 
has a publicly available equitable engagement 
blueprint, which is a living document that cen-
ters equity in the decision-making process. This 
document is organized by engagement strategy 
type. The most relevant strategies for our report 
include expanding culturally-specific engage-
ment opportunities, supporting and funding 
neighborhood organizations, and nurturing 
community partnerships to expand engagement 
capacity and earn trust.4 Minneapolis also has an 
equitable engagement dashboard to visualize its 
progress across multiple metrics, including board 
and commission diversity, funding allocation, par-
ticipation demographics, and public satisfaction.5 

Further research into the concept of en-
gagement blueprints led us to Durham, which 
is also an IAP2 partner and recently developed 
a blueprint that is modeled after Minneapolis. A 
unique strategy of Durham’s blueprint is the con-
cept of “community partner contracts,” which are 
members of a particular neighborhood or social 
group that plan and run engagement events us-
ing City funding. These community partner con-
tracts provide a level of separation from City staff 
and residents.6 Leveraging existing networks of 
community trust in this way allows the City to effi-
ciently gather more honest and diverse perspec-
tives. Durham also has a participatory budget 
structure that allows for residents to be involved 
in the ideation, selection, and allocation of funds 
of projects within their ward.7

What does effective engagement look like?
In Minneapolis, using multiple methods 

to effectively inform and engage the public is 
important because transparency and the use of 
data visualization are powerful tools for equity. 
The blueprint is also fairly clear and succinct, 
which supports the City’s transparency efforts. 
The recognition of and partnership with groups 
that are already doing similar work means the 
City can reach people outside of traditional net-
works, leading to more inclusive engagement. 
In Durham, City documents explicitly identify 
the physical and social barriers to engagement, 
as well as the goal for the long-term building of 
trust.8 Contracting with community members to 
conduct engagement and provide a mechanism 
to influence project funding is a productive step 
toward equity.9

What opportunities exist?
As we note in the Methodology: Matrices 

section, nongovernmental organizations often 
create action plans that are specific but unen-
forceable, while governmental units have au-
thority but are usually too broad in policy and 
planning to affect change. Here, Minneapolis and 
Durham, as municipalities, have the authority and 
ability to implement real accountability measures 
and drive change. However, while Minneapolis 
sets a precedent for both our scorecard and 
engagement guide, their documents lack an ex-
plicit system of accountability. A similar situation 
exists in Durham. Self-evaluations and blueprint 
updates are a good start, but there needs to be 
a way for the community to enforce their values. 
In Durham, there is mention of prioritizing under-
represented groups on steering committees, but 
this does not show up in the evaluation step of 
their blueprint. 
Who does and does not benefit?

Marginalized folks can benefit from the equi-
table engagement blueprints in Minneapolis and 

Durham due to their visibility, direct partnerships 
with communities, and transparent datasets. 
However, without a system of accountability, 
long-term benefits - such as commitments to 
reinvestment and citizen decision-making - may 
fail to materialize and sustain themselves. Pro-
gressive and proactive engagement plans must 
have a clear path toward implementation and 
maintenance. 

“...there needs to be a 
way for the community 
to enforce their values.”

Minneapolis, Minnesota & Durham, 
North Carolina
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Queensland, Australia

While the previous examples are concise 
tools for laying the groundwork for success-
ful engagement, we sought to understand the 
discrete processes that government officials, 
developers, or other engagement professionals 
go through to establish community engagement 
plans and strategies. These process documents 
are often internal; however, Queensland has a 
publicly available community engagement toolkit 
for planning that contains several checklists for 
engagement, including:
•  Process to define the impact of a project to 

determine engagement;
•  Appropriate engagement tools and strate-

gies for various contexts and situations;
•  Ideas for engaging different stakeholder 

groups along with background information 
and special considerations;

•  Timeline for implementing engagement strat-
egies; and

•  Feedback, reporting, and evaluation mecha-
nisms.10

What does effective engagement look like?
Recognizing and planning for diverse 

engagement among different groups is a 
strength of this toolkit. While not exhaustive, 
Queensland’s toolkit is streamlined in its ap-
proach and has a logical order of steps and 
considerations.
What opportunities exist?

While checklists are useful in many contexts, 
they exacerbate the risk of restraining the en-
gagement process by ignoring complexities or 
unforeseen connections. Additionally, this is still 
a top-down approach to planning; local officials 
and staff choosing the engagement strategy and 
checking off boxes fails to recognize community 

agency in determining how they want to partici-
pate. 
Who does and does not benefit?

The local government that operationalizes 
this toolkit will benefit from a state-sponsored, 
clear approach to planning and engagement. 
Community members also benefit from having a 
well-organized process. However, without com-
munity agency in cultivating their own participa-
tion, engagement will remain a box to check off. 

Figure 34. Queensland, Austrailia - Community 
Engagement Toolkit for Planning.  
Source: https://dilgpprd.blob.core.windows.net/
general/Communityengagementtoolkit.pdf

“...without community 
agency in cultivating 

their own participation, 
engagement will remain 

a box to check off.”
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Detroit Community Engagement  
Ordinance (CEO)

Detroit’s Community Engagement Ordinance 
(CEO) was adopted in 2020. The purpose of the 
ordinance is to “establish a community engage-
ment process that promotes transparency and 
accountability and ensure community input on 
legislation, contracts, agreements, and resolu-
tions affecting the social and economic devel-
opment of the City.”11 The guidelines for district, 
community, and neighborhood proposals are, 
respectively, four engagement meetings, two 
engagement meetings, and one engagement 
meeting. These requirements can be waived if 
the Department of Neighborhoods determines 
that they are impractical. 
What participatory priorities, practices, and com-
munity needs exist in Detroit?

The CEO begins to fill the need for a struc-
tured approach to community engagement. It is 
necessary to consider varying levels of engage-
ment depending on the size of the community 
or project and the ordinance begins to address 
this. The ordinance also establishes a system 
of accountability. By requiring a report for each 
project proposal detailing the noticing of en-
gagement, concerns raised, and methods of 
addressing those concerns, the City is able to 
enforce engagement.12

What opportunities exist to expand on existing 
practices?

Arguably for all projects, one or two en-
gagement events is simply not enough. Even 
if a project is classified as a district proposal, 
four engagement events within a “reasonable 
timeline” remains vague. The ordinance does 
mention that proposals are evaluated on a case-
by-case basis; however, the evaluation process 
is not clear. These gaps highlight a need for 
additional and varied engagement as well as 

decision-making transparency. Rather than an 
ordinance dictating a minimum level of engage-
ment, we believe each community should have a 
say in determining how they participate. 

Lower East Side Action Plan (LEAP)

Our attention was turned to the Lower East-
side Action Plan (LEAP) by one of our project 
partners who had worked on the plan. LEAP is 
a community-driven planning process for the 
Lower Eastside neighborhood, with the original 
plan adopted in 2012. The process was iterative, 
having gone through three phases, and elevat-
ed resident participation in long-range land-use 
decisions. This was done primarily through a 
partnership between two resident-led Stake-
holder Advisory Groups (SAG) and the Commu-
nity Development Advocates of Detroit (CDAD), 
which was comprised of community develop-
ment organizations and planning professionals.13 
The process had four components by which the 
community could provide input:
1. Data collection on current conditions
2. Deliberation on cost-effective solutions
3.  Deciding on short- and long-term priorities
4.  Stakeholders researching necessary re-

sources to implement projects14

Multiple workshops and community meetings 
were held over a two-year period to gather the 
necessary data, feedback, and decisions for the 
plan. 
What are the existing priorities, practices, and 
needs?

Advisory committees are widespread in 
Detroit. Even before the Community Benefits Or-
dinance stipulated the establishment of Neigh-
borhood Advisory Committees (NAC) for large 
publicly-funded projects, LEAP implemented its 
own leadership group to oversee the planning 

Data Deliberation

Decision Research

4 Components

3 Phases

2-Year Process

Figure 35. LEAP Process & Timeline. 
Source: Lower Eastside Action Plan

LEAP Process
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process. Elevating residents and community 
members as the best planners for their neighbor-
hood was a fairly new approach when LEAP be-
gan, providing a blueprint for other organizations 
and neighborhoods to follow. Community needs 
identified throughout the LEAP process included:
• Safe, affordable, quality housing
• Environmental sustainability
• Jobs training and quality employment
•  Access to convenient, community-serving 

retail
•  Parks improvement and intentional greening 

of vacant land
•  Resident capacity in green infrastructure and 

flood mitigation
•  Access to jobs via well-connected, multimod-

al, and frequent transportation15

What are potential opportunities?
LEAP is an effective program for community 

planning, but would require municipal support 
to make it widespread and/or mandatory. As 
it stands, the neighborhood scope remains a 
piecemeal solution and the plan would benefit 
from inter-neighborhood and city-wide coordi-
nation. With the CDD guide and scorecard, we 
have an opportunity to incorporate elements of 
other successful plans, including LEAP, thereby 
making the concept of community-driven devel-
opment widespread even without City adoption. 

Greater Corktown Framework Plan

Through our outreach meetings with profes-
sionals working in the area (discussed below) 
and guidance from our project partners, we 
learned that as Detroit’s oldest neighborhood, 
Corktown continues to have a high level of 
civic engagement. With housing and econom-
ic development churning in the area, the City 
established the Greater Corktown Framework 
Plan, published in 2020, to guide neighborhood 
progress. That planning process involved exten-
sive engagement in the form of:
• Door-to-door canvassing
• Resident newsletters
• Virtual small group meetings
• Online surveys
• One-on-one phone calls
• Focused workshops
• In-person small group meetings
• A public open house16

What are the existing priorities, practices, and 
needs?

Providing multiple events of various sizes 
and formats allowed the City to gather data 
about priorities and needs from a larger audi-
ence. These data would encourage “inclusive 
growth... while preserving the community’s 

unique character, cultural heritage and integri-
ty.”17 Community needs identified through the 
framework include:
•  Housing affordability through various scales 

and unit types
•  Community-serving retail, e.g., groceries, 

laundromats, pharmacies
•  Re-thinking underutilized, gated, and large 

surface lots
•  Connected parks, preserving and enhancing 

environments near new developments, and 
promoting community gardens and urban 
agriculture

•  Safe, accessible, and connected multimodal 
transportation that facilitates walkability and 
sense of place

• More frequent transit18

What opportunities exist to expand on existing 
practices?

Data collections and engagement reports 
are not readily available, likely due to the fact 
that the framework plan was recently published. 
Understanding who is saying what during en-
gagement is critical to ensuring equity and 
transparency. Underrepresented or marginalized 
groups and existing residents should have priori-
ty as the plan is updated in the future. 
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Figure 36. City of Detroit - Greater Corktown 
Framework Plan
Source: City of Detroit
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Community Perspective

Throughout the development of our score-
card and CDD guide, we held numerous out-
reach meetings to better understand community 
priorities and provide necessary context to the 
project. Through interview-style meetings, res-
idents, local business owners, planning profes-
sionals, and community leaders provided a wide 

We Spoke To

5 Residents

3 Detroit City Staff Members

1 Business Owner

3 Development Professionals

range of critical feedback that informed the rec-
ommendations in this report. Below is a summary 
of responses addressing our framing question

 “What does good community engagement 
look like--or not look like--in your neighborhood, 
community, or city?” 

Planning and Engagement Professionals Work-
ing in Detroit

We began the outreach process with folks 
working on planning and civic engagement with-
in the City of Detroit.  We also connected with 
a planning consultant who had previous expe-
rience serving on an NAC board within the city. 
These stakeholders provide a unique perspec-
tive on engagement practices because of their 
involvement in numerous projects in different 
parts of the city. Most had at least some experi-
ence in the Corktown neighborhood.

Themes Identified During Engagement: 

General Community
When conducting engagement, it is critical to 

know who the ‘community’ is and how they are 
being impacted. The community’s bounds - be 
they geographic, social, or cultural - will change 
depending on the type, time, and scale of a proj-
ect. A developer will need to be clear on who 
they are trying to engage. Otherwise, efforts and 
resources will need to be expanded to reach a 
broader audience. If a broad audience is the tar-
get, a developer will need to search for unifying 

elements that bring the community together. In 
addition, it is important to understand the histor-
ical context in which the developer is working. 
Different stakeholders have a different connec-
tion to the land, businesses, and history.
Participation

This particular neighborhood in Corktown 
is highly engaged and responsive to meetings 
of convenience, such as Zoom and newsletters. 
However, consideration must be given to differ-
ent social, physical, and cultural barriers, which 
can help target outreach and avoid waste. If 
Zoom is to be used, consider sending document 
drafts ahead of the meeting and using breakout 
rooms and polls to keep things engaging.
Advisory Committees

Interviewees agreed that the current NAC 
process has some shortcomings. Some NACs 
have ineffective (short) timelines and, at times, 
poorly-defined responsibilities. In the absence of 
guidance and time to facilitate community input, 
participation can be severely limited. Resident 
participation on an NAC should be prioritized 
more than the current conditions permit to en-
sure representation.
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Corktown Stakeholders

We connected with a range of neighbor-
hood stakeholders and held conversations with 
each about their experiences with community 
engagement and their thoughts on the concept 
of a community-driven development process. 
This included conversations with a homeowner 
near the site, a member of the Corktown Neigh-
borhood Association, members of the Hub-
bard-Richard Neighborhood Association, a local 
business owner, and a long-time resident serving 
on multiple CBO projects. These stakeholders 
came from a wide variety of age groups, profes-
sional backgrounds, and levels of involvement.

Themes Identified During Engagement: 

Relationship of Trust
Effective resident engagement is built on a 

foundation of trust between community mem-
bers and the developer. This is not just checking 
the community engagement box, it is demon-
strating to residents that they are actually lis-
tened to, their input is considered, and questions 
are answered. Taking time, establishing relation-
ships, engaging in conversations with people, 
and clearly communicating how their thoughts 
are considered and incorporated can help to 
build this foundation of trust.
Provide Clear Boundaries

The concept of a community-driven devel-
opment process lends itself to great opportu-
nities, but the developer should be clear about 
realistic possibilities for the site. There are likely 
natural limitations to any potential development, 
and a “sky is the limit” message may lead to 
participants being disappointed. Communicating 

boundaries that define realistic expectations 
helps build understanding in the community of 
what ideas are feasible for the site. This also 
helps establish a better relationship between 
residents and the developer from the onset of 
the process. 
Multiple Modes of Outreach and Engagement

In terms of outreach and engagement, 
facilitating an array of methods is key for reach-
ing more members of the community, as res-
idents’ preferences differ. While social media 
is an identified effective strategy for reaching 
some groups, some prefer hard copy materials. 
A range of meeting types is likely to effectively 
reach a range of stakeholders and different par-
ticipation or meeting settings can serve different 
purposes. One identified key strategy is holding 
meetings and engagement activities directly at 
the site, to allow people to become familiar with 
the space and give an opportunity to engage in 
conversation with the development team.
Prioritizing Underrepresented Groups

In an effort to reach beyond those commu-
nity members that are traditionally and continu-
ously involved in community activities, engaging 
those that are traditionally underrepresented 
should be prioritized. The existing digital divide 
in this neighborhood requires acknowledgement 
that online and digital strategies are not enough. 
Door-to-door knocking and conversations are a 
way to reach those that might not usually attend 
meetings, might not be connected to existing 
communication networks, or not involved in 
neighborhood associations. In addition, address-
ing language barriers and facilitating communi-
cation in multiple languages, especially Spanish, 
is important.

“...it is critical to know 
who the ‘community’ 
is and how they are 

being impacted by the 
development.”

Conclusion

There was no shortage of engagement mod-
els and community perspectives to learn from as 
we developed our CDD guide. Looking at how 
other communities define and operationalize 
engagement and understanding the gaps within 
those models served as the foundation of this 
guide. Understanding how Detroit has facilitated 
engagement in the past through projects and 
ordinances allowed us to better tailor the guide 
to the context of Detroit. And  listening to stake-
holders from the community and sharing ideas 
allowed us to refine the guide in a way that will 
better serve the Corktown community. While we 
elevate the feedback from stakeholders here,  
this original feedback is not prescriptive. Our 
guide is community-informed and serves as a 
‘menu’ of options for the developers and the 
community to choose from. It can and should 
be amended as engagement unfolds and best 
practices and priorities are identified. 
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Context
History

Demographics

Assets

Needs

The first theme of A Detroiter’s Guide to 
Community-Driven Development is context, 
where the developer builds an understanding 
of the community they are working with prior to 
public announcement of the project. This will 
allow the developer to make important neighbor-
hood connections and be prepared with a col-
lection of local knowledge. Context is a critical 
first step for any engagement process. Beyond 
simply knowing who is there, it becomes the re-
sponsibility of the developer to begin establish-
ing trust within the community through lines of 
communication. As mentioned by stakeholders 
in Research and Precedents, trust, transparency, 
and clarity are foundational to effective outreach.

In this section, we identify existing conditions 
through various analyses and propose strategies 
that BCV can use to help facilitate further contex-
tual knowledge. This process can also be used 
for other development projects. 

We see context beginning to answer four 
key questions:

1. What’s the history of the place?
2. Who’s currently there?
3. What kind of community resources exist?
4. What are local needs and priorities?
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We answered this question through historical 
analysis of materials from the Detroit Historical 
Society, Sanborn maps, planning documents, 
and news articles. This information will give BCV 
historical context dating back to early indigenous 
and European settlements, the founding of what 
is now Corktown, and recent deindustrialization 
and revitalization. As it was noted by stakehold-
ers, different people will have a different relation-
ship to the history of the site. Understanding that 
history, then, becomes crucial.
Early History 

Prior to colonization of the region by French 
and British fur traders, the area surrounding 
the site was home to various indigenous tribes 
including the Potowatami, Ottawa, and Ojibwe - 
the  ‘People of Three Fires.’19 Sitting at the corner 
of 14th and Dalzelle, the project site is located 
within one of Detroit’s oldest and most diverse 
neighborhoods: Corktown. Named after County 
Cork in Ireland, Corktown rose to prominence 
as an important destination for Irish immigrants 
fleeing the Great Irish Potato Famine in the 
1840s.20 Throughout the early 20th century, 
Detroit’s rapid industrialization attracted an even 
more ethnically diverse population. Immigrants 
from Malta, Mexico, and other nations flocked 
to Corktown with the hope of finding jobs in the 
city’s thriving industrial sector, which brought an 
economic vibrancy to the area. This vibrancy 
created a diverse mix of land uses that support-
ed civic life across the city. Dating back to the 
1920s, the variety of businesses and institutions 
clustering around 14th and Dalzelle alone made 
the intersection an important nexus point for 
both city residents and visitors from across the 
country. In 1921, this mix of institutions included 
St. Xavier’s School and Club House, Michigan 

1. What’s the History of the Place? Central Station, Roosevelt Hotel, a drug store, an 
auto shop, and Blodgett Engineering Company.21 
On the 14th Street site stood three townhomes, 
surrounded on both sides by small-scale, mixed 
use development.
Deindustrialization

By 1950, the intersection at 14th and Dalzelle 
had undergone significant change. Although the 
school and train station remained operational, 
the site itself stood vacant, and was used primar-
ily for parking by 1966.22 During this same time 
period, the buildings on both lots adjacent to the 
property began to disappear.23 Across the street, 
the engineering shop had turned into Roos-
evelt Armory, which housed troops from across 

Michigan.24 In 1987, the armory building - which 
had since become the Detroit Public School’s 
warehouse for books - caught fire, leading to the 
building’s abandonment.25 In the following year, 
Amtrak’s departure from the city led to Michi-
gan Central Station’s closure.26 Ownership of 
both buildings has changed a number of times 
over the years, with Michigan Central Station 
receiving minor renovations between 2015 and 
2016 under the ownership of Manuel Moroun.27 
Although many redevelopment plans for both 
buildings have been proposed since their aban-
donment, both the former Roosevelt Warehouse 
and Michigan Central Station remain vacant to 
this day.

Figure 37 and 38 (left to right). 1921 and 1950 Sanborn Maps of the Project Site. 
Source: Library of Congress.
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Figure 39 (above). 14th Street Project Site today. 
Source: Google Maps.

Recent History and Now
Now vacant for over 60 years,28 the 14th 

Street site’s ownership has switched hands 
many times. In 2011, the site was purchased by a 
collection of neighborhood residents in the hope 
that it might be used for a community-focused 
use. In 2020, this hope came a step closer to 
being achieved as the site was sold to BCV with 
the promise that it would be the site of a com-

munity-led development. Now that the area has 
experienced renewed investment with Ford’s 
redevelopment plans for both Michigan Central 
Station and the adjacent former Roosevelt Ware-
house, the corner of 14th and Dalzelle stands 
to once again become a prime location for the 
potential economic boom to come.29 Drawing 
off the rich history of the block and the current 
needs and desires of neighborhood residents, 
this report provides a guide for community-led 

development that maximizes the benefit of 
renewed local investment for all neighborhood 
residents.
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2. Who’s Currently There?

We answered this question by performing 
demographic and industry analyses using data 
gathered from the U.S. Census and Data Driven 
Detroit, giving BCV a snapshot of population, 
age, race, gender, income, economic activity, 
housing, and more in the area. To begin, we had 
to define our boundaries.

Where We Looked

Impact Area

 For this report, the impact area is 
defined by the same boundary as the 
Ford Michigan Central Station resto-
ration project. These boundaries are 
dictated by the City’s current CBO 
process. The 14th Street site is near the 
middle of the impact area; since both 
projects will have an impact on similar 
populations, it makes sense to use this 
existing boundary. 
 The 14th Street site consists of 
three parcels on the corner of 14th 
Street and Dalzelle. These parcels are 
nestled within one of the City’s (and the 
neighborhood’s) historic districts. As 
evidenced by the map, the Michigan 
Central Station is located just across 
from the 14th Street site, crossing two 
roads and one park. 
 The site is approximately one block 
from the central economic corridor 
along Michigan Avenue and mere steps 
from residential properties. Any de-
velopment that occurs on this site will 
impact the properties that are around it, 
both residential and commercial. 

What the Demographics Tell Us
 Between 2010-2019, the city of Detroit expe-
rienced a population loss of about 11%, decreas-
ing from approximately 759,340 people in 2010 
to about 674,841 people in 2019 according to the 
American Community Survey 5-year estimates 
for these years. This represents a population 

loss that is about 5% larger than the population 
loss experienced by Wayne County during the 
same time. Over that same time period, the pro-
portion of Black or African American residents 
in the city decreased slightly, while the total 
residents living at or near the poverty level in-
creased from approximately 46% to nearly half of 
the city’s overall population. In Detroit, changing 
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demographics have coincided with an increasing 
proportion of renter-occupied households, which 
are the majority of the city’s households overall 
as of 2019. 
 Reliable demographic information for our 
impact area is limited by a high degree of sam-
pling error, but Block Group-level data suggest 
that the community surrounding our site has 
experienced unique trends. In Corktown’s cen-
tral Census Tract (5214), there has been a 5.5% 
increase in White populations, while Black or 
African American populations in the same area 
have decreased by 7.8%. Since 2010, there has 
been an increase in multiple-unit housing struc-
tures, a decrease in renter-occupancy, as well as 
a slight increase in home ownership rates.
 The American Community Survey respons-
es suggest that poverty levels in the Corktown 
neighborhood are declining, dropping approxi-
mately 7% since 2010. Much of central Corktown 
has an annual median income between $30,000 
and $45,000, while north Corktown has a drasti-
cally lower annual median income at $15,000 or 
less. 
 Some important takeaways regarding demo-
graphic trends in the impact area include: 
• The median family income has increased 

slightly over the last 10 years.
• Black and African American populations are 

concentrated in the northern parts of the 
neighborhood, separated by the I-75 high-
way.

• Hispanis or Latinx populations are concen-
trated, primarily located to the south of I-94 
with some concentrations as high as 60% 
north of I-94 within the project impact area. 

• The number of Black or African American 
residents has decreased while the number 
of White residents has increased since 2010.
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Populations & People

2010 2019

Total Population 1,212 1,147

Median Age 30.2 30.7

Race

White 41.6% 47.1%

Black or African American 49.0% 41.2%

Asian 0.0% 1.3%

Households
Average Household Size 2.37 2.07

Average Family Size 3.47 2.9

Housing Stock
1-Unit Structures 63.3% 59.6%

2 or More Units 36.7% 40.4%

Owner-Occupied 42.6% 43.1%

Renter-Occupied 57.4% 56.9%

Income & Poverty
Population Speaking Lan-
guage Other than English 
at Home

21.7% 12.5%

Median Family Income in 
Past 12 Months $33,742 $36,846

Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months*

Below the Poverty Line 37.6% 30.6%

Census Tract 5214

Source: 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates. 

*2010 & 2019 ACS 1-Year Estimates. 
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We answered this question by performing 
asset mapping of the area. Asset mapping is a 
helpful method for uncovering the strengths and 
resources that already exist in the community, 
and finding specific ways that those assets can 
be leveraged in service of a particular goal.30 
For the 14th Street development, we see asset 
mapping as a strategic way for the development 
team to identify:

3. What Community Resources Exist? • Additional project partners
•  Services, institutions, or other resources that 

are most heavily utilized in the community
•  Association or organizations that are vital to 

community development in the area

For community-driven development, iden-
tifying important community resources is also 
an effective way to understand where and how 
residents in the area can be reached. Partnering 
with service providers, local businesses, and 
community groups in the area will also help the 
development team establish trust and credibility 
within the community.

Note: An interactive version of the Local Asset Map is accessible at http://bit.ly/AssetMapCorktown.

https://umich.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=bd914f3c00ca42348b00fe486fcf1c0b
http://bit.ly/AssetMapCorktown
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We answered this question by examining 
existing planning documents, such as the Great-
er Corktown Framework Plan, and identifying 
needs and concerns highlighted through past 
community engagement. In addition, we held 
a series of stakeholder interviews to help give 
BCV a preliminary understanding of neigh-
borhood issues. As engagement unfolds, new 
needs and priorities will emerge and BCV will 
need to respond accordingly. Detailed findings 
from our research can be found in Research and 
Precedents.31 The key takeaways of our research 
and precedent analysis that can help answer this 
question are summarized at right.

Context is something that is built continu-
ously through the development process as new 
voices are heard and as challenges and oppor-
tunities present themselves. We have provided 
a baseline of information that BCV can use to 
begin the long-term engagement process and 
development of the 14th Street project site. In 
the following sections of this guide, we detail 
how BCV can use this information and establish 
systems of power and process through commu-
nity-driven development. 

4. What are Local Needs & Priorities?

•  Safe, affordable, quality 
housing

• Environmental sustainability
•  Jobs training and quality 

employment
•  Resident capacity in green 

infrastructure and flood 
mitigation

•  Access to jobs via well-
connected, multimodal, and 
frequent transportation

•  Various housing scales and 
unit types;

•  Community-serving retail, 
e.g., groceries, laundromats, 
pharmacies;

•  Re-thinking surface lots that 
are underutilized, gated, and 
large;

•  Connected parks, preserving 
and enhancing environments 
near new developments, 
and promoting community 
gardens and urban 
agriculture;

• More frequent transit.

• Community: Identify the 
community bounds, impacts 
from development, and 
resources needed for outreach.

• Participation: Consider social, 
physical, and cultural barriers; 
meetings of convenience; and 
participation fatigue.

• Advisory committees: Provide 
reasonable timelines, clear 
responsibilities, and adequate 
opportunities for resident 
representation.

• Trust: Establish relationships, 
clearly communicate, and listen.

• Clear boundaries: Be realistic 
about what the community can 
and cannot influence.

• Multiple modes of outreach 
and engagement: Recognize 
and provide for multiple formats 
of participation to imprive 
diversity. 

• Prioritize underrepresented 
groups: Confront the digital 
divide  and language barriers 
and make concerted efforts to 
reach beyond the most vocal 
community members.

Pre-Identified Needs Stakeholder Themes
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Power

Development
Supervisory
Committee

Community 
Bridges

Lessons From 
Residents

The second theme of our community-driven 
development guide is power, which focuses on 
how neighborhood residents will engage with, 
and ultimately drive the development process of 
the project site. Although all stakeholders in the 
development project hold a form of power that 
can be leveraged in different ways, our report fo-
cuses on who we believe to be the most import-
ant stakeholder: the community. In this section, 
we lay out our vision for how community power 
can be operationalized within the development 
of the project site.

Effective community engagement for real es-
tate development means that community mem-
bers are invested and hold power in the devel-
opment process. While government institutions 
can make power more accessible to community 
members, no force but the community itself can 
make this power actionable within the context 
of a development project. For this reason, it’s 
important to look at power as an ongoing effort, 
where community members actively increase 
their collective ability to achieve their own inter-
ests.32 

For the community-driven development at 
14th Street, residents will cultivate community 
power by actively taking charge of the process 
to achieve broader community goals. Unlike 
conventional development proposals, residents 
should have the final say on every aspect of 
the project - from what is built to how it is built. 
In addition to deploying our equitable devel-
opment scorecard, our team proposes two 
concrete mechanisms to facilitate this process: 
the Development Supervisory Committee (DSC) 
and the Community Bridge role on the develop-
ment team. In addition to these mechanisms, we 
provide some “lessons learned” from our team’s 
preliminary engagement with stakeholders in 
and around the Impact Area that should inform 
BCV’s approach, regardless of which mecha-
nisms they choose to facilitate community power.
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Building off of the existing Neighborhood 
Advisory Committee (NAC) framework from 
Detroit’s Community Benefits Ordinance and the 
Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) for the Lower 
Eastside Action Plan, our DSC model infuses 
direct democracy into the development process. 
The DSC can invest power in the community in 
the following key ways:

•  Residents should be provided the opportu-
nity to recruit, nominate, and elect trusted 
community leaders who will have the final 
say in all development decisions.

•  The DSC should be provided information 
and resources that allow them to gather 
input from historically underrepresented 
members of the community.

•  The DSC should reserve seats for long-time 
residents, historically underrepresented 
residents, existing community leaders, local 
small business owners, and local community 
organizers.

•  The developer should coordinate with local 
block clubs, organizations, and the City gov-
ernment to create a web-based mechanism 
for resident input that allows the DSC to easi-
ly consult with all members of the community.

•  The DSC should be designed so that all 
resources, data, engagement mechanisms, 
and communication tools will be maintained 
for future DSCs to use for other development 
proposals in their communities.

•  The equitable development scorecard 
should be used to both determine what 
is developed on the site and evaluate the 
development during construction and after 
completion.

Development Supervisory Committee

Similar to NACs, our team envisions the 
DSC acting as the “eyes and ears” of communi-
ty members.33 However, the NAC model is not 
perfect, and our team sees a role for the DSC 
that goes beyond simply collecting community 
concerns to actively collecting community input 
that will guide the development process, from 
concept to lease-up. The DSC is designed to 
improve upon the NAC model and empower res-
idents to nominate and ultimately elect commit-
tee members through an election process. Local 
neighborhood associations and block clubs are 
encouraged to help coordinate this election by 
collecting nominations, distributing ballots, and 
counting votes within each respective neighbor-
hood. Once elected, DSC members will occupy 
a role that can be supported through the devel-
opment team’s community bridges. Procedural 
details for how the DSC is formed and what 
discrete tasks it might perform are included later 
in the report in Implementation.

Serve

Elect

Nominate

Community Bridges

As part of their 2018 Equitable Community 
Engagement Blueprint, the City of Durham, North 
Carolina took substantive action toward leverag-
ing community-based groups in the engagement 
process for future City projects.34 One element of 
this blueprint was the development of a new City 
staff role: a community partner to help facilitate 
deeper community engagement on City proj-
ects. This role is designed to be occupied by 
a representative from a community group with 
demonstrated success engaging with histori-
cally marginalized and underserved residents, 
and would focus on increasing the capacity of 
community groups throughout the city to engage 
with all future City projects.35

Building off of this approach, our team 
recommends that BCV either hire or coordinate 
with community members who have a demon-
strated history of meaningful involvement in the 
Corktown neighborhood to serve as “community 
bridges”36 for community engagement in the 
development process. Through coordination 
with the DSC, BCV could recruit for this position 
through a Request for Proposals (RFP) that out-
lines the specific qualifications, experience, and 
responsibilities of the desired community part-
ners. Once proposals have been received, we 
believe it would be most productive for the DSC 
alone to determine which proposal best meets 
the RFP requirements.
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Empower

Connect

Partner

Beyond the Mechanisms: Lessons 
Learned from Residents

With the goal of increasing the DSC’s ability 
to communicate with all stakeholders in the com-
munity, we envision community bridges as com-
pensated members of the development team 
that are charged with creating and disseminating 
information and media relevant to the project. 
These individuals should be able to leverage 
their personal networks to increase participation 
from historically marginalized and underserved 
residents in the community. We believe this role 
would increase community power in the devel-
opment process in the following ways:

•  Make the development process more trans-
parent to community members outside of the 
DSC.

•  Make project decision-making more demo-
cratic by developing a pipeline for communi-
ty input that extends beyond the DSC.

•  Provide the community member occupying 
the role with an opportunity for career de-
velopment as a member of the development 
team.

Overall, we envision the community bridges 
as key partners in developing and maintaining a 
relationship of trust between the development 
team and community members who have been 
historically marginalized in the real estate de-
velopment process. We think it is important that 
the DSC decide on the particularities of who 
in the community might best serve as effective 
community bridges through a RFP process; 
however, we recommend that the RFP be flex-
ible enough to allow community members with 
diverse backgrounds and experiences to qualify 
for the role. Understanding that residents across 
the community have different levels of capacity 
to develop a detailed proposal, we recommend 
that the DSC focus on recruiting someone who 
can convey their experience and background 
effectively regardless of whether or not they can 

provide a traditional resume or portfolio. Given 
that community bridges will serve a vital role in 
developing a truly democratic framework for the 
development process, we recommend that they 
be compensated for their work as official mem-
bers of the development team.

Overall, we believe that these two mech-
anisms would reinforce community power by 
providing concrete avenues through which res-
idents can take control of the development pro-

cess and use it to achieve existing community 
goals. Given that development at this project site 
is unique because of BCV’s mission-driven ap-
proach, we think these mechanisms could ideally 
be further improved upon so that they can be 
applied to a broad range of future development 
types. Beyond any mechanisms for community 
decision-making our project partners  pursue,  
we have found that sustained communication, 
trust, and equitable representation are the most 
important themes to consider when working with 
the community.
Perspectives on Democracy in the Development 
Process

Although democracy in the development 
process is appreciated, one resident informed us 
that they value BCV’s expertise as a developer, 
and trust the development team’s input on any 
project concepts proposed by community mem-
bers.37 This resident acknowledged that deter-
mining the best project concept through a direct 
community voting process can get complicated, 
as “many great ideas” can fall through the cracks 
because of funding concerns, political sway, or 
other personal reasons.38

Some residents also explained that they ap-
preciate a democratic process for the project’s 
ideation phase as long as clear parameters are 
set around what can realistically be developed 
on the site.39 Some residents have experienced 
previous engagement initiatives where develop-
ers allowed them to create imaginative project 
concepts that never ended up being pursued 
in the long-run because of their infeasibility.40 
This emphasizes how foundational transparency 
and honesty are to developing trust from the 
very beginning of the development process. 
Although we do recommend that BCV create a 
democratic process that emphasizes community 
decision-making, the project concept should be 
developed iteratively, and the parameters for 

“The [scorecard] itself is 
a neutral entity. In order 
to put the power behind it 
you need to put the people 

behind it.”

Joo Hee Pomplun
Executive Director, The Alliance
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Conclusioncommunity involvement should be informed by 
honesty and transparency around what is possi-
ble for the site. Through a strong, trusting rela-
tionship, community members can be empow-
ered to voice their opinions, ideas, and concerns 
with the development team, ensuring that the 
project is continuously informed by community 
perspectives as it progresses.
Leveraging Developer Expertise

Although a developer’s perceived expertise 
can sometimes be leveraged to exclude commu-
nity participation, it can also serve as a valuable 
resource to get residents more involved in the 
development process. One stakeholder ac-
knowledged that they have limited knowledge 
and experience with real estate, which may limit 
their ability to fully participate in the develop-
ment process at the 14th Street site despite their 
desire to be involved.41 Lack of knowledge and 
expertise can hinder community power in the 
development process because residents don’t 
know what may be expected of them, which 
has been apparent within the Detroit CBO’s 
Neighborhood Advisory Committees. Since 
BCV is committed to teaching Detroit residents 
the nuts and bolts of real estate development 
through their “Better Buildings, Better Blocks” 
curriculum,42 we recommend that this approach 
be infused in the development at the 14th Street 
site. This can empower residents to be confident 
and informed participants in the development 
process.
Community Power Dynamics

In order to create a truly democratic devel-
opment process, the developer will have to ac-
knowledge and navigate power dynamics within 
the community. According to multiple stakehold-
ers, residents who are visibly active within the 
community may not have robust relationships 
with residents who are less involved, especially 
those who have been historically excluded from 

community leadership and participation.43,44,45 For 
some visibly active stakeholders, their preferred 
methods of communication affect who they are 
connected to within their community.46,47 One 
resident even felt that many of the community’s 
visibly engaged residents live within a “closed 
loop,” where they have very limited contact with 
residents who are not highly engaged within 
the block clubs or neighborhood associations 
within the area. For this reason, it is important for 
the developer to understand that block clubs, 
neighborhood associations, and other communi-
ty-based groups can be valuable resources for 
community outreach, but these groups may not 
provide reliable access to residents who have 
been historically underrepresented in local civic 
life.48

Balancing Community Perspectives
Through our preliminary research, we spoke 

with residents who have lived in the impact area 
for significantly different periods of time. Ac-
cording to a lifelong Corktown resident, many of 
the newer residents in the neighborhood have 
demonstrated a high level of motivation and 
capacity to be involved in local planning and de-
velopment processes.49 This has been demon-
strated through their involvement in two CBO 
projects currently underway within Corktown. 
The high level of visibility and involvement of 
this newer cohort of residents provides a great 
opportunity for the development team to begin 
cultivating productive, involved relationships 
with the community immediately. However, in the 
spirit of equitable engagement, we strongly sug-
gest that the development team remain aware 
that extensive involvement with this cohort of 
residents alone will not be enough. Supporting 
community power in the development process is 
only possible if stakeholders of all backgrounds 
are given sufficient opportunity and incentive to 
participate.

Cultivating community power in the develop-
ment process is a vital component of communi-
ty-driven development. Based on our research, 
power can be operationalized through concrete 
mechanisms like resident supervisory commit-
tees and community bridges, which facilitate 
systematic community decision-making and 
equitable representation. In addition to these 
mechanisms, the development team can support 
community power by acknowledging the appar-
ent power dynamics between existing residents 
and neighborhood groups.  Working both within 
and beyond the most visible community net-
works will allow developers to facilitate a truly 
democratic process of involvement in the devel-
opment at 14th Street.

• Democracy: The process of democracy is 
appreciated, but can be complicated when 
factoring in political sway or funding con-
cerns.

• Developer Expertise: The technical expe-
rience of a developer is highly valuable. If 
used appropriately, this expertise can pro-
duce higher levels of community capacity 
and power.

• Community Power Dynamics: Every 
neighborhood is unique. While access to 
highly engaged residents, block clubs, and 
neighborhood associations is valuable, 
extra effort is needed to reach historically 
underrepresented groups. 

• Balancing Perspectives: As new voices 
continue to occupy civic space, it becomes 
increasingly important to maintain inclusivity 
and a diversity of voices. 

Stakeholder Themes
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Process

Notification

Participation

Feedback

The third theme of the community-driven 
development guide is process, the actual strat-
egies that can be used to facilitate this commu-
nity-driven development, shaped by neighbor-
hood context and positioned to build residents’ 
power. This section proposes detailed strategies 
that BCV can use as the project moves forward. 
With accessibility at the center of this guide, 
these guidelines are intended to help BCV reach 
and connect with all residents, knowing that not 
everyone has the same communication and par-
ticipation abilities and preferences. We see the 
process as including three elements: 

• Notification 
• Participation  
• Feedback

Notification is vital to effectively communi-
cate to residents the importance of their role 
and opportunities to participate in this process. 
Participation embodies the actual opportunities 
for community members to shape and lead the 
development process. Feedback that is collect-
ed continuously will allow BCV to effectively 
adapt the ongoing process to meet identified 
community needs. We have incorporated these 
elements into a potential timeline of implemen-
tation. As previously detailed, this is an itera-
tive process; these elements are ongoing and 
connected, each one continuously informing the 
others.
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Notification
An important part of any engagement pro-

cess is notifying members of the community 
about how to participate. Given the unique and 
progressive nature of the development process 
for the 14th Street site, communicating with res-
idents about steps in the process and their role 
is important. This can be done by advertising 
meetings and discussions, as well as introducing 
the tools for their input, like the equitable devel-
opment scorecard. 

Since the Corktown area has received sig-
nificant attention over the past decade through 
reinvestment and redevelopment in the com-
munity and large-scale planning efforts, many 
residents are familiar with engagement process-
es and notification methods.50,51 In an effort to not 
‘over-contact’ residents in an area where they 
are familiar with being contacted for participa-
tion opportunities, BCV should make an effort 
to keep communication clear and effective, but 
concise. 

Multiple residents expressed to us that 
certain groups of neighbors are well-connected 
with each other, which can allow for information 
to be quickly disseminated through these net-
works through avenues such as instant messag-
ing or neighborly interactions.52, 53 While these 
networks can be particularly helpful for informal 
communication to these groups, it also has been 
noted that these groups can tend to create 
closed-loop communication, where the informa-
tion is circulated within but doesn’t reach outside 
of the group.54

With accessibility and equity at the forefront 
of this guide, an important part of notification 
is not reaching only those that are traditionally 
involved in engagement processes. BCV should 
make an active effort to reach residents that are 
traditionally underrepresented and overlooked 
in these processes and communicate to them 
that their input is needed, which means expand-
ing beyond these already established networks. 
This likely means using different communica-

Social Media Posts56 
BCV and D4 can use social media plat-
forms such as Instagram, Facebook, 
and Twitter to post updates and notices. 
These platforms can help to reach a 
broad audience.
Some residents emphasized to us that 
social media is key, and allows organiza-
tions to get the word out and reach a lot 
of people without being overwhelming.57

Text Messaging and Email Campaigns
 These campaigns can be used to send out updates or meeting notices to resi-
dents that sign up to be notified via these mediums.
Services would include a text list and email list that community members can sign 
up for or subscribe to if they are interested in receiving updates. 
Some residents expressed to us that they feel email is less effective because 
people are over-communicated via email.55 Making this a method that people 
sign up for if they are interested allows this to potentially be more effective, as-
suming that residents that sign are those that prefer this type of communication.

tion strategies than for those that are already 
connected to and involved in community par-
ticipation activities, including providing a mix of 
communication mediums and the establishment 
of community bridges that can reach outside of 
these strong networks.

The following is a list of potential notifica-
tion strategies that BCV can use to inform and 
engage community members, a combination 
of which can be used to reach different groups 
of residents. Key strategies are highlighted (in 
solid green boxes) that have been identified by 
residents through our stakeholder discussions as 
particularly effective in the Corktown area or for 
reaching underrepresented residents. It should 
be noted that these identified key strategies are 
specific to this area, and that effective methods 
differ in each community based on factors like 
density, demographics, accessibility, and individ-
ual interests. The listed strategies are split into 
two categories, digital methods and non-digital 
methods.

Notification Methods - Digital
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Blog Posts 
Blog posts can be effective to share information in a more detailed 
format than campaigns and social media may allow, and may be 
more accessible to those that don’t use social media. They also allow 
opportunity for going in-depth on certain topics. These blogs can be 
linked through messaging campaigns and social media.

YouTube/Video Posts 
Video posts on platforms such as YouTube offer an opportunity for 
mixed-media notification that utilizes more visual components and 
may be a more accessible way of communicating information for 
some groups. Similar to blog posts, videos can be linked through 
other forms of communication.

Notification Methods - Non-Digital

Mailers/Flyers60 
Mailers are another common method for public notification. 
Some community members prefer receiving written, hard copy 
information.61, 62 Flyers can be posted within the neighborhood, as 
well as at local establishments and businesses.63

On-Site/Event Conversations
In-person conversations can be helpful to let residents know 
about the development process.
Having a representative physically on the site at times could al-
low active engagement with community members passing by. 

Representatives could also set up a station at community events 
where they can engage in conversation about the site and proj-
ect. Plus, representatives can provide additional resources.

Door-to-Door Conversations 
In-person conversations can be helpful to let residents know 
about the development process.
In addition to door-to-door conversations, a flyer can be hand-
ed out or a door-hanger left for residents with more information 
about how they can get involved. A long-time resident identified 
that flyers and door-hangers have been effective in this area.64

Residents identified door-to-door visits and conversations as a 
key effective method for reaching people, especially those that 
are not part of neighborhood associations or connected digital-
ly.65 66 67

One resident noted that reaching residents in apartment build-
ings may be harder through door-to-door conversations due to 
security and building management.68 This is a potential opportu-
nity for community partners to help make connections.
This may be more time- and labor-intensive than some other 
methods, but has been identified by multiple residents as vital.

Online Media 
Media outlets such as online newspapers, organization websites, or digital newsletters (such as the District 6 Newsletter) can be additional dig-
ital platforms where notification about project elements are posted. These may help reach additional community members that are connected 
digitally, but are not directly signed up for notification services or on social media.
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On-Site Posters 
Posting signs or posters on the 14th Street site with information about the community-driven 
development process can help inform community members that spend time near the site, 
walk or drive past it. 
Posters can provide information on the project, upcoming participation opportunities, or 
where residents can get more information, provide input, and sign up for the text or email list.
There is also opportunity for an on-site board or signage with resources for residents, 
including visuals, ideas, progress updates, and other helpful information. The Ford Corktown 
project had a successful designated area that served as a repository of resources that 
residents could review at any time.58

Newspaper Advertisements59 
A common method for public notification is postings in the local newspaper.
These ads can be similar in format and information to online postings, but might help reach a 
broader audience than just those that are connected on social media.

Notice for formal meetings, or activities 
should be given at least two to three weeks 
prior to the session. Earlier is better, to give res-
idents ample time to plan to attend. While some 
discussions or activities may not need formal no-
tification, BCV should make an effort to commu-
nicate with community members about informal 
or asynchronous engagement opportunities (i.e. 
if a representative will be on-site for a day, or if 
there is an input activity available online). 

To ensure that communication is accessible 
to as many residents as possible, notification 
materials and resources should be offered in 
multilingual formats, especially Spanish, and use 
clear and concise visuals to attract attention and 
communicate information.

Connect with Local Organizations 
There are many active neighborhood 
organizations in Corktown and the 
surrounding area. Connecting with them and 
sharing information about the project might 

help reach more community members.
These groups include, but are not limited to, the 
Corktown Neighborhood Association and block 
clubs, the Corktown Business Association, the 
Hubbard-Richard Neighborhood Association, 

the Historical Society, etc.
BCV should ask these groups if they could 
briefly share about the project at organiza-
tion meetings or include information about it 
in their newsletters.

Participation

 Facilitating effective participation is key 
in this development and engagement processes. 
The following considerations are necessary to 
receive sufficient input:

• Provide ample information about the devel-
opment and the process (including location, 
scale, proposed participation opportunities).

• Emphasize facilitation of involvement and 
feedback from different groups, especially 

those that are not typically engaged in the 
developmentprocess, with emphasis on tradi-
tionally marginalized groups.

• Center goals and objectives for the devel-
opment around the concerted effort of the 
DSC, residents, developer, and neighborhood 
organizations.

• Facilitate a variety of activities and opportuni-
ties to get residents’ ideas. 

• Ensure adequate follow-up for identified 
issues.

Provision of various options for participation 
is a solid need in this specific development plan. 
We offer multiple choices to balance the gap of 
time, location, social condition and groups. This 
is also to make sure different groups can get 
their ideas expressed in a way they are familiar 
or comfortable with. Meanwhile, the very time 
of pandemic strongly calls for a combination of 
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in-person and remote meeting patterns. To meet 
the needs above, traditional public meeting 
structures require expansion, and the project 
may explore a series of new methods and activ-
ities.The key options of community-driven devel-
opment engagement activities go as follows:
Big Group Meetings
A meeting should be held during each phase of 
the development process, and before each im-
portant decision is made. Meeting times should 
be accessible for a large number of people, and, 
when possible, BCV should offer multiple meet-
ing sessions.
Residents have identified that large group meet-
ings are helpful settings to share information 
with community members.69

Small Group Meetings
A resident has communicated with us that 
smaller group meetings, such as the house 
meetings during the Ford Michigan Central 
Station process, are particularly effective. These 
are opportunities to hold conversations about 
more specific topics and may allow for more 
conversation between residents. Another noted 
that smaller meetings go a long way towards 
establishing trust between the developer and 
community.70

Open Space Meetings71

This meeting type aims to collect site-specific 
ideas, and requires that residents  write down 
their thoughts as clearly as possible.
Many residents have noted that on-site meet-
ings would be a particularly effective meeting 
setting.72, 73 Having residents spend time in the 
space and get familiar with the site can help 
give them a feeling of what they want to see in 
the space and what they feel is missing.74

Big Group Meetings

Meeting Elements Considerations

Time • 2 Hours
• Weekday nights or weekend

Participants

• Up to 50 residents
• DSC members
• Developer representative
• NAC representative 

Goals & Objectives • Decide on the overall goals and key factors of the development

Resources Needed
In-person meeting: Place, food and drinks, 
and writing, informational, and presentation 
materials

Remote meeting: Technical specialists, 
device access, internet, recording op-
tions and permissions

Accessibility In person meeting: Childcare, barrier-free 
facilities, interpreter

Remote meeting: Interpreter, senior con-
siderations, closed captioning

Proposed Input
• Resident’s overall thoughts toward the development
• Potential problems and issues to be solved
• Strengths and drawbacks of the plan

Small Group Meetings

Meeting Elements Considerations

Time • 1-1.5 hours
• Weekday nights or weekend

Participants • 5-10 residents
• DSC members

Goals & Objectives • Collect ideas for a specific project/ or group of residents

Resources Needed
In-person meeting: Place, food and drinks, 
paper and pens, and promotional, informa-
tional, and presentation materials

Remote meeting: Technical specialists, 
computer or phone access, internet, 
recording options and permissions

Accessibility In person meeting: Childcare, barrier-free 
facilities, interpreter

Remote meeting: Interpreter, se-
nior-friendly considerations, closed 
captioning

Proposed Input • Site-specific ideas and perspectives (on-site meetings)
• Detailed questions and thoughts on project (focus groups)
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Open Space Meetings

Meeting Elements Considerations

Time • 1-2 days, daytime

Participants • Any residents or stakeholders who are interested (as 
many as possible)

Goals & Objectives • Collected detailed ideas for the development

Resources Needed
• Open space, eye-catching location, outdoor and 

social media notification, a big whiteboard or similar, 
markers, post-its/stickers, monitoring

Accessibility • Barrier-free and senior-friendly considerations

Proposed Input • Specific ideas on dedicated development topics

Online Information Session & Surveys

Meeting Elements Considerations

Time • 20-30 minutes per session
• 1-2 weeks for the survey

Participants • Residents

Goals & Objectives • Get residents informed and surveyed on basic ideas 

Resources Needed • Survey design, videography, social media notifications 

Accessibility • Translation and captions, senior-friendly and barri-
er-free considerations

Proposed Input • Demographic data, residents’ will

Walking Tour

Meeting Elements Considerations

Time • 1.5-2 hours
• Weekend, daytime

Participants
• 5-15 residents per tour
• DSC members
• Local historical specialist

Goals & Objectives • Taking residents around and letting them know the 
local context

Resources Needed In-person tour: Transportation, 
tour guide, food and drinks

Remote tour: Videogra-
phy, photography, live 
streaming

Accessibility In person tour: Childcare, bar-
rier-free facilities, interpreter

Remote tour: Interpreter, 
senior-friendly consider-
ations, closed captioning

Proposed Input • Site-specific ideas and historical/cultural context and 
thoughts

Interactive Mapping

Meeting Elements Considerations

Time • 1.5-2 hours for in-person meeting
• Weekday nights or weekend

Participants

• Residents from different locations
• DSC members
• Developer representative
• Neighborhood association representative

Goals & Objectives • Form a story map for project area

Resources Needed

In-person tour: Place, food 
and drinks, and writing, infor-
mational, and presentation 
materials

Remote tour: Technical 
specialists, online plat-
form

Accessibility
In person tour: Childcare, bar-
rier-free and senior-friendly 
facilities, interpreter

Remote tour: Interpreter, 
senior-friendly consider-
ations, closed captioning, 
online tool training

Proposed Input • Location-specific photos, drawings, ideas, memories, 
and stories
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Continuous feedback from residents is vital 
to the process; community members must feel 
they are involved in the process and their voices 
are being heard. This feedback can and should 
be continuously used by BCV to shape, evalu-
ate, and improve the process as it is ongoing. 

Considering accessibility, feedback opportu-
nities should be offered in multilingual formats, 
especially Spanish. This can help ensure that as 
many residents participating in the process have 
an opportunity to provide feedback as possible. 

In addition to written feedback from resi-
dents, tracking engagement metrics can evalu-
ate the community driven development process. 
Understanding participation in the process can 
allow BCV and D4 to identify if certain groups 
are missing from the discussion or identify 
potential gaps in the process that might cause 
barriers to participation.

Productive and continuous community input 
can assure that the development aligns with 
community goals, and this kind of input is only 
possible through a trusting relationship between 
the community and the team. As Minneapolis 
community organizer Roberto de la Riva Rojas 
has noted, community-led development must 
“move at the speed of trust,”75 so the develop-
ment should not be rushed to meet any pre-
conceived project deadlines. Residents of the 
impact area have reinforced this sentiment by 
expressing that “nobody is rushing [BCV] to do 
anything quickly.”76 Building trust is a continu-
ous process premised on communication and 
participation techniques that best accommodate 
residents. This concept of building trust should 
be at the forefront as BCV moves through this 
process.

Feedback & Tracking Feedback

Reflection Platform/Survey 
An ongoing survey or similar platform (i.e. Google Form) can be shared with residents so 
they can share reflections or thoughts following all formal meetings and discussions.
The link to this feedback survey can be shared at meetings and other activities, as well as 
shared on social media or other platforms to encourage continuous feedback.
A system for organizing responses should be in place to ensure that comments are being 
considered.

Email Address77/Online Feedback Form
BCV can share an email address, as well as a link to an ongoing online feedback form, 
with residents that they can reach out to with thoughts or reflections at any time. This 
might allow for community members to share comments that they may not be comfortable 
sharing in a group setting, ensuring that their voices are still heard.
Similar to a survey, this email and link to a form can be shared throughout the process - at 
meetings, on postings, in discussions with residents - to give an ongoing opportunity to 
share feedback or comments.
Like the survey, a system should be in place to keep track of incoming emails and form 
responses to ensure they are considered.

Phone Number (Call/Text) 
Similar to an email address, a phone number can be continuously provided for residents to 
call or text with comments and questions they may have, and it could include methods to 
record ideas from calls/texts.

Written Feedback 
Digital feedback may not be everyone’s preferred method for input, so opportunities for 
written feedback should be offered as well. Providing different modes of feedback can 
help give more residents the opportunity to give input on the process.
Paper response forms can be provided at meetings that residents can fill out, or can be 
available at the site and BCV office if residents want to pick up and share their thoughts. 
A drop-off box for these forms can also be located at the site or office.
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This section focuses on how the CDD guide 
could be put into practice through the implemen-
tation of the DSC. This structure provides brief 
instructions on the preparation, operation, main-
tenance and follow-up of each recommendation 
in the community-driven development guide. 
Timing

The timeline of implementation assumes a 
development time period of two years, in which 
the first four to five months are the preparation 
and notification phase; the rest should be ded-
icated to the participation phase. In order to 
ensure ample communication and transparency, 
a summary of the last year’s efforts will be made 
at the end of the second year, we also assume 
potential follow-ups happen within the coming 
2-3 years and some kind of feedback activities 
can take place.

Several activities are distributed within each 
phase; the phases assume the structure of iden-
tifying goals and tasks, which are to be complet-
ed by the DSC and assisted by neighborhood 
organizations.
Budgeting 

The implementation of a CDD process may 
be more involved and more expensive than a 
typical city-mandated community engagement 
process. Because of this, our team has identified 
the following considerations that a developer, 
community organization, or city may need to 
plan and budget for: 
• Costs of meetings, events, and activities (i.e., 

space rental). 
• Barrier-free considerations (language, dis-

abilities-friendly, and provision of childcare 
services), as well as senior-friendly facilities.

Collect Demographic Information 
of Participants78,79 
Collecting demographic informa-
tion from those that are attending 
meetings, participating in discus-
sions, and providing input is helpful 
for understanding if those engaging 
in the process are reflective of the 
community at large. 
Information may include race, 
gender, age, income, among other 
factors. This can then be compared 
with the demographic analysis of 
the community to see if partici-
pating reflect the make-up of the 
larger community.

Participation Metrics80,81 
Metrics to understand participation 
include tracking how many people 
attend meetings, fill out input mech-
anisms, and participate in other 
process activities. 

Continued Engagement 
Another key part of tracking par-
ticipation is if people are staying 
engaged after initially engaged. 
BCV can track if the same individ-
uals are repeatedly participating in 
the process, or if there are patterns 
of single-time attendance/use.

Implementation

• Promotional materials, including print ma-
terial, advertisement costs, and texting and 
phone call campaigns. 

• Compensation for DSC members for their 
work on operating the committee and pre-
paring for activities. 

Formation of DSC
The Development Supervisory Committee 

(DSC) is a mechanism that empowers residents 
to nominate and ultimately elect committee 
members to help oversee a development pro-
cess. Residents will elect 10 to 15 seats from the 
general community body, and one coordinator 
from each community association or block club. 
There will also be a representative from the de-
velopment organization. In total, the DSC will be 
around 20 members.

The DSC nomination process begins at 
the beginning of the notification phase, and 
should elect members within two months of the 
beginning of the development process. This 
committee is subject to change, depending on 
the length of the development process. In some 
cases, a rotation of DSC members may make 
sense; however, other situations may warrant a 
long-term, stable representative body. To ac-
count for these needs, an evaluation of the DSC 
should take place at the end of each year, which 
will allow for the potential of member rotation 
and re-nomination as needed.
DSC in Cooperation

The members of DSC work with and rep-
resent the community’s interests, which means 
they work for the future of the project. DSC 
members from neighborhood organizations do 
not work for their organizations, but rather for 
the whole community, as they have the important 
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Potential Timeline of Activities
role of coordinator between the developer and 
community members.
      The DSC takes the lead in the development 
implementation process, permitting the commit-
tee to make plans, decide meeting times and 
locations, engage in research, and distribute 
outreach tasks to neighborhood associations 
throughout the project. Neighborhood asso-
ci-ations should also be intimately involved in the 
development process, and they should seek to 
work closely with the DSC. We see the DSC as 
a community-focused advisory committee that 
may be applicable to other community-related 
projects and programs. As such,  this system, 
or a version of it, may be expanded to a stand-
ing body for community-related affairs in future 
development.

Background research
Potential plan & timeline
Preparation for focus group meetings and resident pre-talks
DSC pre-nomination
Notification phase 1
Focus group meetings
DSC election and formation
Notification phase 2
Online survey/info sessions
Big group meeting 1
Small group meetings phase 1
Big group meeting 2
DSC mid-time evaluation

Year

1

2

1-2
1-3
2-3

3

4-5

5-6
7-8
9-11

11

Interactive mapping event
Open space meeting event
Big group meeting 3
Small group meetings phase 2
Big group meeting 4
Big group meeting 5
Big group meeting 6
DSC end-of-phase evaluation

1

2-3
4-6
7-8

9-10
11-12

12

Month Activity
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Time Work Stage Goals & Objectives DSC tasks 
(research group tasks before election) Neighborhood association tasks

Month 1-2, 
Year 1 Background research Get local context Pre-research on context and local demographics Pre-contact with community

Month 1-3, 
Year 1 Potential plan & timeline Draft plan for the coming 2-year 

implementation phase Make and decide the plan with stakeholders Help with forming the plan

Month 2-3, 
Year 1

Preparation for focus 
groups & resident pre-talks

1) Make simple plan overview 
2) Rehearse for upcoming meetings Contact with n-hood organizations and notify Notify and make sure participants to the 

meeting
Month 3, 
Year 1 DSC pre-nomination Confirm nominees for DSC Confirm guidelines for DSC nomination Notify residents for DSC nomination

Month 3, 
Year 1 Notification phase 1 Notify residents on the draft plan and 

focus group
Make notifications for focus group meeting and 
coming events through remote means

Make notifications through in-person/com-
munity specific methods

Month 3, 
Year 1 Focus group meetings Get some residents' voice on the 

CDD Plan, especially for activity types
Prepare and collect feedback from the meeting to 
help with next steps Call for meeting participants

Month 4-5, 
Year 1 DSC election and formation Form the DSC 1) Confirm guidelines for DSC election 

2) Make DSC work codes
1) Assist with election process 
2) Notify the community with election results

Month 4-5, 
Year 1 Notification phase 2 Notify residents on the completed 

plan and coming activities Make notifications through various methods Make notifications through various methods

Month 5-6, 
Year 1 Online survey/info sessions Get more detailed data and infrom 

with more details Design the survey and info sessions Notify on the sessions and distribute the 
survey

Month 7-8, 
Year 1 Big group meeting 1 Get input for fundamental topics and 

ideas in the plan
1) Organize and prepare for the meeting 
2) Making follow-ups for the meeting results

1) Notify and make sure participants to the 
meeting 
2) Sending follow-ups to the community

Month 9-11, 
Year 1

Small group meetings 
phase 1

Get input for specific topics in the 
plan

1) Make sure what meetings are to be held 
2) Distribute members, resources and preparation 
for each session 
3) Contact necessary individuals to small meetings

1) Notify and make sure participants to the 
meeting 
2) Sending follow-ups to the community

Month 11-12, 
Year 1 Big group meeting 2

1) Report out 
2) Get input for fundamental topics 
and revised ideas in the plan

1) Feedback on the previous meeting and make 
preparetion for this new period 
2) Report on following activities

1) Notify and make sure participants to the 
meeting 
2) Sending follow-ups to the community

Recommended Timeline by Point in Process
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Time Work Stage Goals & Objectives DSC tasks 
(research group tasks before election) Neighborhood association tasks

Month 12, 
Year 1 DSC mid-time evaluation Evaluate DSC's work for the year and 

rotate members if necessary
1) Give evaluation report out 
2) Confirm guidelines for potential nominations

1) Notify residents on the evaluation 
2) Help with member rotation

Month 1, 
Year 2 Interactive mapping event Get input from local context, historical 

features and memories
1) Prepare for mapping tools 
2) Show the mapping outcome afterwards Contact necessary individuals

Month 1, 
Year 2 Open space meeting event Get input in a collaborative way 1) Make instruction on open space meeting 

2) Prepare for the place and tools Contact with place and humans

Month 2-3, 
Year 2 Big group meeting 3

1) Report out 
2) Get input for developed topics in 
the plan

1) Report on previous meetings and activities 
2) Summary for the first year implementation

1) Notify and make sure participants to the 
meeting 
2) Sending follow-ups to the community

Month 4-6, 
Year 2

Small group meetings 
phase 2

1) Report for topics in phase 1 
2) Get input for specific topics in the 
plan

1) Make sure what meetings are to be held 
2) Distribute members, resources and preparation 
for each 
3) Contact necessary individuals to small meetings

1) Notify and make sure participants to the 
meeting 
2) Sending follow-ups to the community

Month 7-8, 
Year 2 Big group meeting 4

1) Report out 
2) Get input for fundamental and 
broad topics in the plan

1) Feedback on previous meetings and make prepa-
retion for the new period 
2) Report on following activities

1) Notify and make sure participants to the 
meeting 
2) Sending follow-ups to the community

Month 9-10, 
Year 2 Big group meeting 5

1) Report out 
2) Get input for fundamental and 
broad topics in the plan

1) Feedback on previous meetings and make prepa-
retion for the new period 
2) Report on following activities

1) Notify and make sure participants to the 
meeting 
2) Sending follow-ups to the community

Month 11-12, 
Year 2 Big group meeting 6

1) Report out 
2) Get input for fundamental and 
broad topics in the plan

1) Report on previous meetings and activities 
2) Summary for the second year implementation

1) Notify and make sure participants to the 
meeting 
2) Sending follow-ups to the community

Month 12, 
Year 2

DSC end-of-phase evalu-
ation Evaluate DSC's work for the year Give evaluation report-out Notify residents on the evaluation
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Time Action Responsible person(s)

2 weeks before the meeting

Make budget plan for the meeting DSC

1 week before the meeting DSC

2 days before the meeting DSC

2 hours before the meeting DSC

Send invitation to guests People coordinator

1 week before the meeting

Put up and send notifications to residents People coordinator & neighborhood organiza-
tions

Get the place reserved for the meeting Place coordinator

Make sure participant list to the meeting People coordinator

Prepare for furniture, presenting tools and other hard needs Material coordinator, technology coordinator

Make sure barrier-free facilities and senior-friendly considerations Place coordinator

Reserve for food and drinks Material coordinator

Order print materials Material coordinator

Determine Presenters and presentation materials DSC

2 days before the meeting

Contact for traffic,childcare and barrier-free needs Place coordinator

Get meeting place and materials arranged Place coordinator

Test video, audio, light, online meeting functions and other facilities Technology coordinator

Make sure parking and other infrastructure Place coordinator

Prepare for pandemic-specific items and emergency considerations Material coordinator

Rehearse for meeting presentation Presenter(s)

2 hours before the meeting Re-inform meeting participants and update the list People coordinator

Double check for key points Coordinators

Big Group Meeting 1
Sample Meeting Preparation
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Key Takeaways
There are many ways to apply and adapt the scorecard 
throughout a single project or across multiple projects. It 
bears repeating: there is no one-size-fits-all when it comes to 
equitable development.

We have begun the process of equity research and the 
creation of these tools to further equity goals, but it is through 
the initiative of developers and/or communities to keep the 
conversation going.  

While all development projects have timelines and budgets to 
work with, time and money needs to be invested in building 
relationships of trust within the community. Aligning projects 
with the needs of the community can further equity, further the 
project’s longevity, and save time and money in the long-term.

This entire process should move no faster than the speed of 
trust.
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Community members, organizations, and the 
City of Detroit have made significant progress on  
equitable development efforts in recent years. 
The CBO is the first-of-its-kind in the nation; 
while our team identified gaps and shortcomings 
in the ordinance, it has resulted in improved 
community benefits from several projects across 
the city. Our scorecard and guide to communi-
ty-driven development are a natural evolution of 
the existing landscape of equitable development 
initiatives and can supplement the CBO to fill 
gaps and make it more accessible for residents. 

Equitable development work in Detroit will 
continue long after this report. As we’ve seen 
in communities like the West Side of St. Paul, 
Minnesota, the strongest scorecards are living, 
iterative documents that are championed by 
organizations and residents within the local area. 
To ensure a smooth handoff to our project part-
ners, we highlight below some notable recom-
mendations. 

Our MEDD scorecard should receive its first 
test-run in the development process of BCV and 
D4’s project site at the corner of 14th Street and 
Dalzelle. We believe that applying this tool to the 
14th Street site can exemplify a new approach to 
real estate development. 

Historically, development has been ground-
ed in the financial bottom line. That mindset 
has marginalized communities and furthered 
inequity, sometimes leading to gentrification 
and displacement. By emphasizing equitable 
development and using our scorecard, we hope 
this report outlines changes to the development 
process at the 14th Street site and beyond. We 
believe the scorecard process can be used for 
developments of all sizes and types throughout 
Detroit. In future years our scorecard could be 
codified in a variety of ways by organizations 
and by the City of Detroit. 

the developer and the community, and poten-
tially not draw on any City resources. A develop-
er-led scorecard process could help streamline 
the approval process, as the City would know 
that the community supports a particular devel-
opment. This would save both time and money 
for all parties involved in a development. From 
the community’s perspective, holistic engage-
ment done in good faith by the developer could 
create a project that addresses or solves a mar-
ket deficit. The profit motivation for developers 
heavily influences the where, how, when, and for 
whom development occurs. 

Each of these scenarios would require 
investments of time and resources, which reaf-
firms the need for an organization to champion 
the scorecard in Detroit. Our scorecard has this 
partner in place; D4 will continue to host the 
scorecard in 2021 and beyond. Ultimately, the 
residents, organizations, developers, and City of 
Detroit will determine the long-term impact of the 
scorecard. 

Applying the Scorecard

Scenario 1: Neighborhood- or Community-Based 
Planning Document

The scorecard process could be implement-
ed as an independent addendum to a commu-
nity’s neighborhood plan, as it has been in the 
West Side neighborhood of St. Paul, Minnesota.1 
It could also be explored as an addendum to the 
City’s Master Plan process. Before a scorecard 
can be formally adopted at any level, it must 
be proven and refined by applying it to project 
sites. BCV and D4 will be the first to employ this 
scorecard at the 14th Street site. The surest way 
to prove that our scorecard can improve the 
development process is to implement it in an 
assortment of projects by a variety of develop-
ers. We know that equity-focused developers 
and advocates exist within the Detroit real estate 
landscape; they must now pick up the torch of 
equity in action. 
Scenario 2: Supplement to the Community Bene-
fits Ordinance

The scorecard could also be adopted 
alongside the existing CBO process to help fill 
in gaps and weaknesses in the current process. 
Our scorecard works for projects both large and 
small and is not limited to the regulations of the 
CBO process. We believe that the scorecard and 
the CBO could work in tandem to encourage 
developers of all scales to pursue equity. The 
scorecard can serve as a tool for both visioning 
and evaluation - developers and City staff alike 
could use it in a variety of situations and phases 
of development to insert equity in the develop-
ment process. One benefit of the scorecard is 
that it is a collective tool and could provide a tan-
gible way for residents to discuss development 
in their community. 
Scenario 3: Developer Opt-In

Developers could opt-in to the scorecard 
and engage with neighboring communities on 
their own. Such engagement would benefit both 

What We Did

Measuring Equitable Development in Detroit: A 
Scorecard for Detroiters

This report is based on both primary and 
secondary research. We developed our ini-
tial scorecard principles by analyzing over 20 
equitable development metrics created by a 
variety of local governments and non-profit 
organizations across the country. After analyzing 
local demographic data, we further refined these 
principles to fit the Detroit context. Later, we 
presented our principles to experts, City officials, 
and Detroit residents via small group discussions 
and interviews. Their input was used to further 
refine our principles and weight them categori-
cally based on the needs, desires, and concerns 
our collaborators offered.
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The Community Benefits Ordinance and Detroit 
Development 

Developing our scorecard principles and 
weighting was influenced by our research into 
past projects subject to Detroit’s CBO. We 
analyzed the 11 Tier 1 projects that have been 
subject to the CBO process, as detailed on the 
City of Detroit’s website. We compiled what we 
perceived as the positive outcomes and neg-
ative outcomes of the CBO process. Specific 
benefits that were frequently negotiated for 
provided a basis for weighting the principles of 
our scorecard. Identifying positive and negative 
outcomes from past CBO projects allowed us to 
show where our scorecard and CDD guide could 
improve upon current mechanisms and help 
achieve a new standard of equitable develop-
ment and engagement in Detroit.
A Detroiter’s Guide to Community-Driven Devel-
opment

Similar to the scorecard, we developed a 
community-driven development guide through a 
combination of primary and secondary research. 
We analyzed best practices from community 
engagement plans developed in other cities 
and spoke with community engagement experts 
working across the country. To identify strengths 
and weaknesses of current engagement prac-
tices for real estate development within Detroit, 
we analyzed documents for developments that 
had a Community Benefits Agreement (CBA). We 
then spoke to individuals involved with CBAs 
within Detroit to determine specific ways that 
the community engagement process could be 
improved. Most importantly, we spoke with resi-
dents and business owners in Corktown and the 
surrounding neighborhoods to identify methods 
for community engagement and outreach that 
would be most effective within the community 
surrounding the project site  All of these efforts 
included an emphasis on accommodations for 
coronavirus pandemic.

What Our Partners Will Do

Community Engagement Action
Our research and foundational work leaves 

plenty of opportunity for our partners to move 
forward. From the engagement process, con-
versations will need to be synthesized. Im-
plementation will also be key for our partners 
who will have the responsibility of continuing 
the use of the scorecard as a tool in equitable 
development. The real estate process still must 
be financially feasible. BCV and D4 will have to 
take steps forward balancing both the financial 
feasibility of their development and the input of 
the community.
Continued Equitable Development Engagement

Equitable development is not a one-off 
project and the goal of this partnership is to spur 
an initial investigation into equity with the hope 
of laying a strong foundation for future equitable 
development in Detroit. Further use and devel-
opment of this tool and continued engagement 
with current equitable practices will be vital to 
this effort. It will be our partners’ responsibility 
to use this tool across all types of projects in the 
future and modify it according to a combination 
of community feedback, trial and error, and con-
textual factors. 
Adapting the Tool

Adaptation of our equitable development 
scorecard and CDD guide as permanent fix-
tures of the development process will help in 
the standardization and institutionalization of the 
process. The scorecard is a tool that will need to 
be refined and updated based on the needs and 
conditions of the community and projects. As our 
partners refine their engagement and develop-
ment strategies, the tool itself should naturally 
evolve alongside these efforts. 

Shared the Toolkit

Developed Tools

Researched Equity 

“...the strongest 
scorecards are living, 
iterative documents 

that are championed 
by organizations and 

residents...”
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Equitable Development in Detroit: 
Our partners will be responsible for con-

tinuing the mission of equity in Detroit. This is 
undoubtedly a large task. We hope that by pro-
viding this scorecard as a basis for development 
and taking on strategic partners in the process, 
our partners will champion this approach to de-
velopment and further empower residents.

Conclusion

As we have emphasized throughout this 
report, there are many forms that a Detroit-based 
equitable development scorecard can take 
depending on when and where in the city it 
might be used - after all, it is a tool that we have 
designed to be ever-changing. To begin this 
process of constant change and improvement, 
BCV and D4 must pilot the scorecard, using the 
14th Street project site as a starting point. After 
this pilot phase, the interest and effort of other 
community organizations and developers will 
be critical to ensure that the scorecard is con-
tinually refined to fit the needs and preferences 
of other community contexts across the city. We 
are confident that once the scorecard is proven 
and refined through practice, it will gain enough 
public support to encourage the City to adopt it 
as part of their formal planning process in some 
capacity.

In terms of timeline, residents of Corktown 
and the surrounding neighborhoods should 
see the scorecard in action by the summer of 
2021 through BCV’s outreach and engagement 
process. In that process, we see our partners 
using our community-driven development guide 
to involve residents in a way that addresses their 
needs and preferences, and centers them in the 
decision-making process. We see the scorecard 
as a useful tool to help the community envision 
what the 14th Street site could be, and also help 
the community enforce and evaluate that vision 
as the site is developed. Ideally, this will lead to 
the project breaking ground some time in 2023. 

Above all else, we hope that our scorecard is 
used as a tool for community organizing around 
real estate development beyond the 14th Street 
site, across the city of Detroit. As we’ve iden-
tified in cities like Minneapolis and Cincinnati, 
equitable development scorecards are great 
tools that communities can leverage to identify 

and address their priorities. Through grassroots 
advocacy and use, we hope the scorecard can 
eventually be operationalized on a larger scale 
through Detroit’s neighborhood planning pro-
cess, although we understand this will take time. 
Both the community-driven development guide 
and the scorecard are living documents that 
should be adjusted through an ongoing conver-
sation that leverages expertise from both the 
development team and residents in the neigh-
borhood - a process that will undoubtedly take 
time, effort, and intentionality.

To borrow a phrase from Minneapolis com-
munity organizer Roberto de la Riva Rojas, this 
process should move “no faster than the speed 
of trust.”2 At both the 14th Street site and in the 
larger city of Detroit, we hope our scorecard can 
help guide conversations around development 
that help build that trust, and ultimately help pro-
duce development that centers the needs and 
desires of the People of Detroit.

By centering the voices of current Detroi-
ters, Detroit city leaders have the potential to 
reimagine the status quo of the nation’s urban 
redevelopment processes. The city’s robust 
community of grassroots advocates have proven 
vital to stimulating progressive change through 
major policies like the Community Benefits 
Ordinance, and we hope that our scorecard and 
community-driven development guide can add 
fuel to this already hot-burning fire. Progressive 
thinking is part of Detroit’s identity, and as the 
city’s progressive voices continue to speak out, 
the conversation on equitable development will 
continue to evolve. With this toolkit, we expect 
Detroit will continue to proactively protect and 
promote the livelihood of Detroiters, while also 
maintaining its position as a forerunner on equi-
table policy in the nation and the world.

Continue Outreach 
and Development

Adapt Toolkit

Begin Outreach

“...this process should 
move ‘no faster than the 

speed of trust.’”
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Endnotes
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case-study.pdf.
2  “Housing Solutions: Centering Community Ownership, Control, and Long-term Affordability,” Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, panel discussion with Miriam Axel-

Lute (moderator), Devin Culbertson (panelist), Roberto de la Riva Rojas (panelist), and Andrea Posner (panelist), 4 April 2021.

Figure 40. “The Pheasant” by Bob Spence
Source: www.northcorktown.com
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The Measuring Equitable Development in Detroit 
(MEDD) scorecard is a tool for resident and 
community empowerment. First, this document 
serves as a guide for evaluating development 
opportunities, identifying community needs, and 
establishing a conversation around equity. The 
goal of the tool is not for every development 
to achieve a ‘perfect score’ but to engage in a 
process that requires thought and consideration 
of the potential impacts for all groups, not just 
those whose voices are historically the loudest. 
Second, the use of this tool ensures that all com-
munity voices are at the front of decision-making 
processes. The result is an engaged community 
that is informed and empowered to address 
issues of equity: housing affordability, environ-
mental justice, environmental pollution, transpor-
tation access, and more. This scorecard seeks 
to encourage development that protects existing 
residents and increase investment in a neigh-
borhood without the accompanying negative im-
pacts. Finally, the tool responds to the questions: 
“What is equity in our community? How can we 
achieve it?” 

Introduction Scorecard Points Glossary

Equity in development supports the most vul-
nerable groups in a community by ensuring that 
all decisions do not have a disproportionately 
negative impact due to one’s race, ethnicity, so-
cioeconomic status, neighborhood, background, 
orientation, religion, or culture. When consider-
ing equity, it is important to ask who is and is not 
benefiting from a decision or development, and 
how developments can ensure that those deci-
sions account for local needs and resident input.  

The City of Detroit has a historically tumultuous 
history with development. In recent years, there 
has been an attempt to increase opportunity and 
grow the local economy by accepting nearly all 
development opportunities that present them-
selves, regardless of the potential impact that it 
may have on a community.1 Much of the current 
development in Detroit is also dominated by a 
few large corporations, including Bedrock De-
troit, Ilitch Holdings, Inc., and Ford Motor Compa-
ny.2,3 In an effort to return control to city residents 
and local businesses, our scorecard was created 
with the goal of future developments that are 

community-driven, community-supported, and 
just. 

This tool can be used in a number of ways. Res-
idents, businesses, and neighborhood organiza-
tions can independently use it as a mechanism 
for rating a particular development or project; 
a developer, the City, or a non-profit can also 
use the tool as part of their public process, as a 
means of gathering feedback and engaging the 
community. This tool is also meant to serve as a 
guide for those developers who may wish to go 
above and beyond the requirements of the City’s 
current Community Benefits Ordinance and help 
them understand identified community needs 
or wants. It is our intention that this scorecard 
always serves the residents of a community and 
gives them power in the decision-making pro-
cess. 

For more information about how this scorecard 
was developed, please see the report titled 
Development at the Speed of Trust: An Equitable 
Development Toolkit for the People of Detroit. 

Not all the criteria may be applicable to a development. For instance, if a developer proposes a retail space, it may score highly on the Economic & 
Workforce Development principle but poorly on Housing. During the scoring process, these conditions should be taken into consideration and dis-
cussed. One option is to completely exclude the principle and adjust the scoring as detailed in the following section, another is to fill out the principle as 
is. As each project is unique, this will have to be decided on a case-by-case basis and may need to be adjusted based on community desires. A commu-
nity can ultimately decide whether or not to omit a guideline or principle for an individual project; the scorecard should be used to foster conversation 
and the inapplicable principle may still be valuable for understanding how the project fits within the broader context of development in the community.

Note
The MEDD was developed by the University of Michigan Taubman College Urban 
and Regional Planning graduate 14th Street Capstone team. Published May 2021.
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Community 
Members 

Local Planners 
& Officials

Developers & 
Organizations

Everyone can and should 
complete the scorecard, as it is 
a versatile tool that works in a 
variety of settings. This scorecard 
and process works best when 
as many stakeholders can 
participate as possible, including 
residents, neighborhood 
associations, developers, and 
City officials. It will help center 
the development process 
around residents’ goals, needs, 
and perspectives. 

This scorecard is designed 
to be used throughout the 
City of Detroit. 

It can be used on 
projects of all sizes.

Before breaking ground
 Establish community 

vision and goals 

During development
Update residents & allow 
them to provide feedback

Following completion 
Evaluative tool on the 
process as a whole 

The MEDD can be used:
• In the process of planning,
• To consider new 

developments,
• To engage with residents & 

communities,
• To evaluate the impact of a 

development or policy, or 
• To encourage & make policy 

changes. 
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Points are awarded to each guideline based on 
a scale of 0 (low) to 4 (high). 

0 1 2 3 4

Each person completing the scorecard should 
determine for themselves what the scores of 1, 2, 
and 3 mean. The sum of points in each principle 
is the raw score of that principle. The raw score 
can be compared on its own with other complet-
ed scorecards. It can also be converted into a 
weighted score, which reflects the prioritization 
of community values framed within the score-
card’s principles. This weighted score indicates 
the development’s achievement relative to that 
prioritization and provides the opportunity for 
scores to be analyzed across different projects. 
The standard principle weights are as follows: 

• Community Engagement: 20%

• Housing: 20%

• Economic & Workforce Development: 20%

• Transportation: 10%

• Land Use & Design: 10%

• Environment & Sustainability: 10%

• Financing: 10%

For example, a hypothetical resident, an avid 
biker, may score the transportation principle to 
the right:

1 Project increased connections to all modes of public transit and makes walking, 
biking, and public transit a realistic choice. __ / 4

2

Presence of GPS, other wayfinding systems, and mapping information 
for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and other users was provided. (Transit) 
Information, relating to direction, entrances, and signage, was made available in 
the predominant languages used in Detroit. __ / 4

3

Stakeholders worked together to incorporate Universal Design for all users by 
implementing sidewalks, bike lanes, median islands, pedestrian signals, bus 
lanes, and other facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and public transit 
users of all ages and abilities into new and existing infrastructure. __ / 4

4
Developers advocated for improvement of existing infrastructure around the 
site.and engage in long term maintenance of all facilities (including from transit, 
snow clearance, tree trimming). __ / 4

5 The project implemented equitable transit-oriented development and provides 
affordable housing near transit. __ / 4

Notes: Total:

___ / 20

3

3

4

4

2

16
Where's the accessible bike parking? 

Developer mentioned snow removal, but no landscape maintenance. 

Her raw score is 16. To calculate the weighted score of transportation, we first calculate the raw per-
cent by dividing the raw score by the total potential points. We then multiple that percentage by the 
weight of that principle as listed at left. That number is the weighted score. 

16 ÷ 20 = 80%
Step 1: Raw Score to Raw Percent

80% X .10 = 8%
Step 2: Raw Percent Times Weight

8%
Step 3: Weighted Score

Sum the weighted score of each principle to calculate the entire project's score. Our hypothetical 
biker filled out the rest of her scorecard for a total score of 74%. She can now compare it to others.
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Remember, a perfect score 
does not exist and is not 
the goal of this scorecard. 
Instead, the results of this 
scorecard should spark 
conversations between 
residents, developers, 
and City officials. The raw 
score and the weighted 
score are meant to produce 
two different types of 
conversations.

A high or low score should 
not indicate an automatic 
approval or rejection of 
a project. The final score 
provides a number to center 
a discussion which is the 
scorecard’s ultimate purpose. 

The goal of this scorecard is 
to facilitate a conversation 
about the project, equity, and 
impact across the principles 
outlined. We pose the 
following questions to begin 
discussion: 

• What principles scored 
lowest on your scorecard 
versus what principles 
scored lowest for your 
neighbors? 

• How did you allocate your 
points? 

• How would you change the 
project in order to improve 
the development? 

Without a conversation 
to complement the 
process, the scorecard 
lacks power. The score 
should be included in the 
community conversation 
about how the project fits 
within broader community 
goals, but equity is not 
a quantifiable number. A 
higher score should be 
the goal for a project, 
but the scorecard criteria 
should be adapted to 
the conditions of the 
development. While the 
points are important, the 
conversation is vital. 
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1. Project/plan name:

2. Location:

3. Your name:

5. Your relationship to the project (neighborhood 
member, developer, local official, etc.):

4. Your contact information:

6. Date:

In the steps outlined below, a person utilizing 
the scorecard will allocate a range of points to 
each criteria. 

Step #1: Fill out the general project information 
(left). Then proceed with the next step.

Step #2: Read over each principle’s guidelines. 

Step #3: Use the Glossary to clear up any ques-
tions of content or definition.

Step #4: Give each guideline a score. (Not all 
criteria may apply to your community or project, 
in which case those guidelines will be removed 
from the point allocation process, but may still 
be considered in conversations.)

Step #5: Using the Points Calculator, add up all 
principles scores to calculate the Raw Score. 
Use the Raw Score to calculate the Weighted 
Score.

Step #6: Hold conversations with community 
members around each criterion to discuss both 
the raw and weighted scores.
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1
Project (1) was initiated by the community or a community-based institution (like a local non-profit or community development 
corporation),  (2) works to alleviate an issue (such as safety, food access, littler, lighting, access to affordable housing), (3) addresses 
an opportunity identified by a community entity, or (4) is led by a resident developer. __ / 4

2 Developers and planners partnered with the community to develop their community engagement plan during the ideation and pre-
construction phases of their project. __ / 4

3 Notification of the project distributed to stakeholders via mail and/or digital formats within 30 days of the planning process or upon 
application of public funding. __ / 4

4

A minimum of five meetings were held throughout the process especially within the preconstruction or ideation phases. 
Accessibility was prioritized for at these meetings (with consideration for physical ability, transportation, language, time/days, 
childcare, mode, internet access). The following criteria were met:

1. Meeting locations, times, dates, and formats are strategically picked to ensure accessibility,
2. Coordinates with Detroit City Planning engagement professional to ensure distribution of resources,
3. Meeting focused on conversation with community members, back and forth rather than just presenting information,
4. Information presented, activities/methods used, etc. are legible to participants. __ / 4

5 Community has authority in the decision-making process prior to the project going before the Area Council or local Planning 
Commission for approval. __ / 4

6 Significant changes to the scope or design of a plan/project resulted in additional community engagement (i.e. workshop with 
surrounding residents, update to City Council, etc.) and respond to community priorities and concerns. __ / 4

7 The developer involved local community organizations to monitor progress of the site in the case of sale and extension beyond 
the project. __ / 4

8 Developers have completed a culture and history tour of the project area with a resident, performed research the neighborhood 
and community, identified stakeholders; consulted existing neighborhood plans or studies; and analyzed existing data and maps. __ / 4

Notes: Earned 
Points:

___ / 32
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1 New housing units resulting from the project are permanently affordable. __ / 4
2 Project includes units that are affordable at the City’s Area Median Income (AMI). __ / 4

3 Project management and City officials engage and participate in partnerships with the housing community and advocates to 
support and advocate for policies that preserve existing affordable housing and spur the creation of new affordable units. __ / 4

4 Project supports a range of household types and residents’ life stages that are dignified, safe, and designed with durable materials. __ / 4
5 The percentage of housing that accommodates large families with three to four bedroom units reflects the community's need. __ / 4

6 Intervention integrates housing with community-aligned supportive services designed for vulnerable populations seeking stability 
for health, recovery and personal growth. __ / 4

7 New development incorporates a Renter Equity Program, or similar program that allows renters to build wealth. __ / 4

8
Displacement prevention strategies (such as current residents’ first right of refusal on new housing); educating existing residents 
on relocation assistance; and assurances that increased property values benefits current residents.) for groups like marginalized 
populations, community services, and culturally relevant institutions and businesses. __ / 4

9
Intervention and City policy help existing homeowners retain their homes through programs and resources like repaying over-
assessed homeowners, home repair funds like Make It Home, property tax assistance or exemption programs like Pay as You Stay* 
or the Homeowners Property Tax Assistance Program (HPTAP), etc. __ / 4

10 Affordable housing is located near amenities (health and social services, transportation, education, and quality job opportunities) 
that promote walkability, livability, and community. __ / 4

11 Promotes housing that allows residents to create meaningful community ties at the site level or between the project site and local 
community through renters’ associations, community events, or programming. __ / 4

12 Developer or community organizations establish an impact area around the project site and provide resources for existing tenants 
to make home safety and quality improvements. __ / 4

13 Project includes lead remediation and accountability mechanisms in any project components that are reusing existing built 
structures, in accordance or collaboration with Making Detroit Lead Safe. __ / 4

Notes: Earned 
Points:

___ / 52
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1 All structures, including new builds and renovations, incorporate energy efficiency and environmentally friendly materials 
throughout the project’s lifespan. __ / 4

2 Buildings, including new and renovated structures, are Living Building standard (or similar) certified. __ / 4
3 Recycling and composting processes are used as primary waste disposal methods during construction. __ / 4

4 Development incorporates simple and low-cost projects, such as setting a greenhouse gas reduction goal, installing a rain garden, 
etc. __ / 4

5 Development encourages non-motorized transportation by creating sidewalk infrastructure, crosswalks, bike lanes, bike racks 
when available, and reduces parking lot size when possible. __ / 4

6 Development meets all state and local environmental standards, and cleans or repairs any negative impacts caused by the 
development including, but not limited to, air pollution, water pollution, soil pollution, waste removal, erosion, and more. __ / 4

7 If 50% or more residents in the neighborhood meet the definition for Detroit’s current AMI, the developer should provide additional 
considerations for community benefits, pollution mitigation, local funding, and increased partnerships with local groups. __ / 4

8 Development/project uses native plants and grasses in all landscaping, while removing invasive plant species. It uses plants that 
promote the health of local fauna, such as bees and butterflies, and captures rainwater and prevents soil erosion. __ / 4

9 At least 50% of materials for the project are sourced locally. __ / 4

10
Project has a plan for the future management of the property, beyond the construction phase. Plan should specify the use 
of environmentally-friendly practices and maintenance by periodically assessing facilities and services to determine any 
environmental impacts and identifies ways to mitigate and prevent those impacts. __ / 4

Notes: Earned 
Points:

___ / 40
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1 Project promotes and nurtures local community entrepreneurship opportunities through incubation programs, partnerships with job 
services organizations, union-led development and apprecenticeship programs, etc. __ / 4

2 Retail developers who receive economic development incentives provide space for small, local businesses. __ / 4
3 Affordable commercial storefronts of a variety of sizes are created and leased in affordable housing projects. __ / 4
4 The project provides commercial space to a worker-owned cooperative. __ / 4

5 Commercial space is aligned with a tenanting strategy that promotes BIPOC-owned businesses, women-owned businesses, local/
small businesses, arts/cultural-based businesses, and entrepreneurial opportunities. __ / 4

6 Lease agreements give priority to neighborhood business opportunities. __ / 4

7 A diverse array of businesses owned by people of color are supported and provide job opportunities for full-time employment of 
diverse skill sets. __ / 4

8 There is a community-supported plan to maintain neighborhood affordability and avoid cultural and physical displacement. __ / 4
9 Project brings in new jobs to the local community. __ / 4
10 Project leverages anchor institutions’ spending to support inclusive business development. __ / 4
11 Strategic planning establishes long-term priorities and criteria for economic development to guide future development and growth. __ / 4

12 Project uses 51% Detroiters rule across contractors, consultants, and developers. __ / 4

13 Preference for contractors, consultants, and developers who have unionized employees, project labor agreements, and pay 
prevailing wages. __ / 4

14 Completed and in-progress project jobs hire through a first source job register. __ / 4
15 Employees that hold newly created positions come from immediate or adjacent neighborhoods. __ / 4
16 Project generates long-term Living Wage Jobs as defined by the MIT Living Wage Calculator. __ / 4

Notes: Earned 
Points:

___ / 64
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1 Public space development prioritizes accessibility for low-income or marginalized groups. __ / 4
2 Public space is accessible, affordable, culturally relevant. __ / 4

3 Use of land provides amenities that serve a demonstrated community need (i.e. food access, housing, green space, community 
education opportunities, complete streets, etc.). __ / 4

4 If the project includes housing, the development should maintain or increase density of the surrounding area/zoning district. __ / 4

5 Development includes clean up of land/buildings of marginal quality (i.e. brownfields) as defined by the Detroit Brownfield 
Redevelopment Authority. __ / 4

6 Community assets are affordable and accessible, connected to current assets, and located in low-income/minority areas. __ / 4

7
Development keeps the accessibility to all abilities through Universal Design (ADA) of the exterior (ex: curb cuts, elevators, 
and ramps that allow ease of access to people with canes, wheelchairs etc.) and incorporates the principles of Aging-in-Place, 
Accessible Design, or OHFA Qualified Allocation Plan standards. __ / 4

8 Development preserves and enhances historic qualities of the area. __ / 4

9 Development strengthens local culture, respects local physical design characteristics, and keeps in accordance with existing 
constructions and landscape. __ / 4

10 Local and traditional materials for construction and exterior, as well as local species for public greenspace are recommended to be 
used. __ / 4

Notes: Earned 
Points:

___ / 40
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1 Project increases connections to all modes of public transit and makes walking, biking, and public transit a realistic choice. __ / 4

2 Presence of GPS, wayfinding systems, and mapping information for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and other users is provided. 
(Transit Information, relating to direction, entrances, and signage, is available in the predominant languages used in Detroit. __ / 4

3
Stakeholders work together to incorporate Universal Design for all users by implementing sidewalks, bike lanes, median islands, 
pedestrian signals, bus lanes, and other facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and public transit users of all ages and 
abilities into new and existing infrastructure. __ / 4

4 Developers advocate for improvement of existing infrastructure around the site and engage in long term maintenance of all 
facilities (including transit, snow clearance, tree trimming). __ / 4

5 The project implements equitable transit-oriented development and provides affordable housing near transit. __ / 4
Notes: Earned 

Points:

___ / 20

1
Any City incentives provided to real estate developers, such as, but not limited to, density bonuses, redevelopment funds, or tax 
breaks, result in community benefits for local residents and are evaluated to determine the benefits and burdens on marginalized 
populations. __ / 4

2 Decision-making in lending prioritized banking institutions with at least Moderate rating by Bank Local (or relevant standard). __ / 4

3 Project incorporates a non-traditional, BIPOC, or community-based ownership structure (i.e., land trust, cooperatives, shared equity). __ / 4
Notes: Earned 

Points:

___ / 12
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Fill out the Points Calculator below to determine 
the raw, weighted, and total score of your score-
card. The Calculator uses the formulas at right, 
but each principle's numbers are filled in where 
possible. 

Total: 

3. Sum all Weighted Scores: ___ Total Score

1. Earned points / max possible: ___ ÷ ___ = ___ Raw Score

2. Raw Score * Principle Weights ___ X ___ = ___ Weighted Score

Community Engagement:
1. Earned points ___ ÷ 32 = ___ Raw Score
2. Raw Score ___ X 0.20 = ___ Weighted Score

Housing: 
1. Earned points ___ ÷ 52 = ___ Raw Score
2. Raw Score ___ X 0.20 = ___ Weighted Score

Environment & Sustainability: 
1. Earned points ___ ÷ 40 =  ___ Raw Score
2. Raw Score ___ X 0.10 = ___ Weighted Score

Economic & Workforce Development: 
1. Earned points ___ ÷ 64 = ___ Raw Score
2. Raw Score ___ X 0.20 = ___ Weighted Score

Land Use & Design: 
1. Earned points ___ ÷ 40 = ___ Raw Score
2. Raw Score ___ X 0.10 = ___ Weighted Score

Transportation: 
1. Earned points ___ ÷ 20 = ___ Raw Score
2. Raw Score ___ X 0.10 = ___ Weighted Score

Financing: 
1. Earned points ___ ÷ 12 = ___ Raw Score
2. Raw Score ___ X 0.10 = ___ Weighted Score
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The Problem With Area Median Income

What is Area Median Income (AMI)? 
AMI is a general term used within the housing 
industry that identifies the median income 
across a certain population in order to deter-
mine affordable rent levels. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) uses median family income (MFI) to 
identify eligibility for subsidized housing with-
in certain geographic areas. 

Measurement Level Skews Affordability 
The official boundary for determining MFI in 
Detroit is the Detroit-Warren-Livonia Metro-
politan Statistical Area (DWL MSA). The MFI 
for both the DWL MSA and Wayne County is 
more than double the City of Detroit’s MFI. 
Differences between incomes and rents at 
the City, County, and MSA levels result in 
a nearly $900 affordability gap for Detroit 
residents. Basing affordability off the County 
level skews affordability for city residents.
The Problem
The City of Detroit requires a developer 
to provide at least 20% of all units at rent 
levels affordable to residents between 50% 
and 80% AMI. Because of the differences 
between city and MSA income levels, this 
means that the city’s highest affordability 
standard is out of reach of all city residents 
at or below the city’s median family income.

Differences in Geography and Rents
Geography MFI Median Rent
DWL MSA $64,329 $1,608
City of Detroit $29,272 $732

Wayne County $60,628 $1,515
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Affordable Housing: The Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) defines afford-
able housing as housing on which the occupant 
is paying no more than 30% of gross income for 
housing costs, including utilities.1

Anchor Institution: Generally an organization 
or entity that (1) have deep financial interest in a 
certain area that will prevent it from relocating, 
(2) are usually non-profit organizations, (3) have 
sizeable business and cultural influence and a 
high degree of impact on the local economy, and 
(4) usually have a mission of social justice, equity, 
and democracy.2

Area Median Income (AMI): A measure used by 
housing officials as a basis to determine afford-
ability in housing developments that receive 
city and/or federal funds.3 As of 2016, much of 
Detroit’s rental stock is affordable to Detroiters 
making just above 60% of AMI or more.4 

Community: The word community may refer 
to cities and municipalities. We use the term 
community to describe a group of families and 
individuals who are in relationship to each other, 
either by culture or geography.5

Community Benefits Agreement (CBA): The 
resulting, binding agreement that is signed by 
the developer, the City, and the community that 
details the agreed upon terms resulting from the 
negotiation period of the CBO process.6

Community Benefits Ordinance (CBO): Detroit’s 
Community Benefits Ordinance is the current law 

in place requiring developers to engage with the 
community and local organizations depending 
on the impact of the development. The process 
includes the formation of a Neighborhood Ad-
visory Council (NAC), multiple community meet-
ings, and a negotiation process between the 
community, the City, and the development team.7 

Community Engagement: Any process that 
seeks the community’s input to ensure that the 
city’s decision-making is well-informed. Mean-
ingful community engagement is about having 
representation from the whole community, not 
just a small voice, and hearing from all people. It 
is about an open, two-way dialogue. It gives op-
portunities for the community to propose ideas 
and come up with collective solutions. It is about 
offering an effective, inclusive approach to seek 
diverse opinions. It is an ongoing conversation 
that allows the community to help define and 
shape the city’s future.8

Entrepreneurship: Simply the act of organizing 
or managing a business or enterprise. The ben-
efits of entrepreneurship include: creating jobs; 
growing the local economy; capturing dollars in 
the community; and building the tax base.9 

Equitable Community Engagement: Community 
engagement alone is not enough. It needs to 
be equitable. For engagement to be equitable, 
it must aim for participation from a group rep-
resentative of a community’s geography, race/
ethnicity, age, gender, and other demographic 
characteristics. It must place specific emphasis 
on those who will be most adversely impacted 
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Wayne County Living Wage ($/hour)

No Child One Child

One Adult

One Working $13.78 $32.87

Two Adults

One Working $22.60 $26.62

Two Working $11.30 $17.82
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by the project and those who are most often 
marginalized in these conversations.10

Equitable Development: The Alliance defines 
equitable development as “a process for creat-
ing healthy, vibrant communities of opportunity. 
Equitable outcomes result when strategies are 
put in place to ensure that low-income communi-
ties and communities of color participate in and 
benefit from investments that shape their neigh-
borhoods and regions.”11 

Gentrification: Physical, political, social, econom-
ic, and/or cultural displacement of low-income 
populations resulting from the transformation of 
an area with high levels of affordable housing 
into an area targeting middle- and upper-income 
residential and/or commercial uses.12

Impact Area: A geographic boundary that out-
lines the extent of a real estate project’s antic-
ipated impact. The City of Detroit defines an 
impact area for all projects qualifying for Tier 1 
status as part of the Community Benefits Ordi-
nance (CBO). These areas are defined by the 
City’s Planning Director, and typically include all 
census tracts and census block groups in which 
the project is located, but can incorporate any 
additional areas containing residents that the 
Planning Director determines may be impacted 
by the project.13 

Livability: The sum of the factors that add up to 
a community’s quality of life—including the built 
and natural environments; economic prosperity; 
social stability, equity, and capital; educational 
opportunity; and cultural, entertainment and rec-
reation possibilities.14

Living Wage and Living Wage Jobs: A living 
wage affords the earner and her or his family the 
most basic costs of living without need for gov-
ernment support or poverty programs. A living 
wage is a complete consideration of the cost 
of living. Wages vary according to location, as 
costs of living vary.15 More specifically, the living 
wage is “the wage needed to cover basic family 
expenses (basic needs budget) plus all relevant 
taxes.”16 

Mixed Income Housing: Diverse types of hous-
ing units, such as apartments, townhomes, and/
or single-family homes for people with a range of 
income levels.17

Mixed Use Development: Development that 
combines two or more different types of land 
uses, such as residential, commercial, employ-
ment, and entertainment uses, in close proximity. 
In some communities, mixed use may be defined 
as different uses contained within the same 
physical structure.18

Stakeholder: For the purpose of this scorecard, 
this includes all business owners, residents, and 
community leaders living in the Impact Area 
(defined above).

Supportive Housing: Supportive housing is an 
innovative and proven solution to some of com-
munities’ toughest problems. It combines afford-
able housing with services that help people who 
face the most complex challenges to live with 
stability, autonomy, and dignity.19

Sustainable Wealth Creation: Refers to financial 
intelligence. Persistent poverty can affect multi-

ple generations. As a counter, sustainable wealth 
creation provides individuals, families, and 
communities with the tools for: managing their 
money; making sound financial decisions; and 
building wealth as “a pathway out of poverty.”20 

Universal Design: The design of products and 
environments to be usable by all people, to the 
greatest extent possible, without the need for 
adaptation or specialized design.21

Walkability: A walkable community is one where 
it is easy and safe to walk to goods and services 
(i.e., grocery stores, post offices, health clinics, 
etc.). Walkable communities encourage pedes-
trian activity, expand transportation options, and 
have safe and inviting streets that serve people 
with different ranges of mobility.22

Workforce Development: A range of education-
al, training, and networking activities to cre-
ate, sustain, and retain a viable workforce that 
supports economic security for individuals and 
meets current and future business and industry 
needs.23
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Appendix III: Glossary

Affordable Housing: The Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) defines afford-
able housing as housing on which the occupant 
is paying no more than 30% of gross income for 
housing costs, including utilities.1

Anchor Institution: Generally an organization 
or entity that (1) have deep financial interest in a 
certain area that will prevent it from relocating, 
(2) are usually non-profit organizations, (3) have 
sizeable business and cultural influence and a 
high degree of impact on the local economy, and 
(4) usually have a mission of social justice, equity, 
and democracy.2

Area Median Income (AMI): A measure used by 
housing officials as a basis to determine afford-
ability in housing developments that receive 
city and/or federal funds.3 As of 2016, much of 
Detroit’s rental stock is affordable to Detroiters 
making just above 60% of AMI or more.4 

Community: The word community may refer 
to cities and municipalities. We use the term 
community to describe a group of families and 
individuals who are in relationship to each other, 
either by culture or geography.5

Community Benefits Agreement (CBA): The 
resulting, binding agreement that is signed by 
the developer, the City, and the community that 
details the agreed upon terms resulting from the 
negotiation period of the CBO process.6

Community Benefits Ordinance (CBO): Detroit’s 
Community Benefits Ordinance is the current law 
in place requiring developers to engage with the 
community and local organizations depending 
on the impact of the development. The process 

includes the formation of a Neighborhood Ad-
visory Council (NAC), multiple community meet-
ings, and a negotiation process between the 
community, the City, and the development team.7 

Community Engagement: Any process that 
seeks the community’s input to ensure that the 
city’s decision-making is well-informed. Mean-
ingful community engagement is about having 
representation from the whole community, not 
just a small voice, and hearing from all people. It 
is about an open, two-way dialogue. It gives op-
portunities for the community to propose ideas 
and come up with collective solutions. It is about 
offering an effective, inclusive approach to seek 
diverse opinions. It is an ongoing conversation 
that allows the community to help define and 
shape the city’s future.8

Entrepreneurship: Simply the act of organizing 
or managing a business or enterprise. The ben-
efits of entrepreneurship include: creating jobs; 
growing the local economy; capturing dollars in 
the community; and building the tax base.9 

Equitable Community Engagement: Community 
engagement alone is not enough. It needs to 
be equitable. For engagement to be equitable, 
it must aim for participation from a group rep-
resentative of a community’s geography, race/
ethnicity, age, gender, and other demographic 
characteristics. It must place specific emphasis 
on those who will be most adversely impacted 
by the project and those who are most often 
marginalized in these conversations.10

Equitable Development: The Alliance defines 
equitable development as “a process for creat-
ing healthy, vibrant communities of opportunity. 

Equitable outcomes result when strategies are 
put in place to ensure that low-income communi-
ties and communities of color participate in and 
benefit from investments that shape their neigh-
borhoods and regions.”11 

Gentrification: Physical, political, social, econom-
ic, and/or cultural displacement of low-income 
populations resulting from the transformation of 
an area with high levels of affordable housing 
into an area targeting middle- and upper-income 
residential and/or commercial uses.12

Impact Area: A geographic boundary that out-
lines the extent of a real estate project’s antic-
ipated impact. The City of Detroit defines an 
impact area for all projects qualifying for Tier 1 
status as part of the Community Benefits Ordi-
nance (CBO). These areas are defined by the 
City’s Planning Director, and typically include all 
census tracts and census block groups in which 
the project is located, but can incorporate any 
additional areas containing residents that the 
Planning Director determines may be impacted 
by the project.13 

Livability: The sum of the factors that add up to 
a community’s quality of life—including the built 
and natural environments; economic prosperity; 
social stability, equity, and capital; educational 
opportunity; and cultural, entertainment and rec-
reation possibilities.14

Living Wage and Living Wage Jobs: A living 
wage affords the earner and her or his family the 
most basic costs of living without need for gov-
ernment support or poverty programs. A living 
wage is a complete consideration of the cost 
of living. Wages vary according to location, as 
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costs of living vary.15 More specifically, the living 
wage is “the wage needed to cover basic family 
expenses (basic needs budget) plus all relevant 
taxes.”16 

Mixed Income Housing: Diverse types of hous-
ing units, such as apartments, townhomes, and/
or single-family homes for people with a range of 
income levels.17

Mixed Use Development: Development that 
combines two or more different types of land 
uses, such as residential, commercial, employ-
ment, and entertainment uses, in close proximity. 
In some communities, mixed use may be defined 
as different uses contained within the same 
physical structure.18

Stakeholder: For the purpose of this scorecard, 
this includes all business owners, residents, and 
community leaders living in the Impact Area 
(defined above).

Supportive housing: Supportive housing is an in-
novative and proven solution to some of commu-
nities’ toughest problems. It combines affordable 
housing with services that help people who face 
the most complex challenges to live with stability, 
autonomy, and dignity.19

Sustainable Wealth Creation: Refers to financial 
intelligence. Persistent poverty can affect multi-
ple generations. As a counter, sustainable wealth 
creation provides individuals, families, and 
communities with the tools for: managing their 
money; making sound financial decisions; and 
building wealth as “a pathway out of poverty.”20 

Universal Design: The design of products and 
environments to be usable by all people, to the 
greatest extent possible, without the need for 
adaptation or specialized design.21

Walkability: A walkable community is one where 
it is easy and safe to walk to goods and services 
(i.e., grocery stores, post offices, health clinics, 
etc.). Walkable communities encourage pedes-
trian activity, expand transportation options, and 
have safe and inviting streets that serve people 
with different ranges of mobility.22

Workforce development: A range of education-
al, training, and networking activities to cre-
ate, sustain, and retain a viable workforce that 
supports economic security for individuals and 
meets current and future business and industry 
needs.23
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