
 

 

 

 

 

Appendix J 

Cultural and Archeological Resources 

and SHPO/ACHP Correspondence 



NOTICE
The information contained in this Appendix was developed strictly for the purpose 
of evaluating the environmental impacts associated with the Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project and responding to the regulatory requirements applicable 
to this proposal. Use of this information for other purposes is not intended, and 
any such use is at the risk of the user.



TIMELINE:  SECTION 106 CONSULTATION 

April 5, 2006  
 

Coast Guard letter to SHPO and other state and local agencies as 
introduction and invitation to attend a scoping meeting on May 4, 
2006 for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project (ABEP). 

May 4, 2006  Letter from SHPO advising that they could not attend meeting, that 
the existing Ambassador Bridge “appears to meet the criteria for 
listing in the NRHP", that any alteration to characteristics that 
qualify it for the listing would likely result in an adverse effect 
determination.  Stated that consultants and contractors are not 
recognized as federally-delegated authorities, and requested that 
an application be submitted with future project submissions. 

May 25, 2006 Applicant mailed two copies of March 2006 scoping document to SHPO 
for review. 

November 20, 2006 DIBC and consultant, Elisabeth Knibbe of Quinn Evans Architect, 
with Coast Guard participation by teleconference, provided initial 
presentation to SHPO at SHPO offices on project and preliminary 
evaluation of potential impacts to historic properties. 

February 8, 2007 Date of application to SHPO, including graphics, designation of 
APE, consultant reports identifying historic properties in the 
project area, and "no adverse effect determination" by applicant.  
Application acknowledges that there is a potential visual effect, 
but states that the proposal is in compliance with Standards 3, 9, 
and 10 of the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.  
Application listed Coast Guard as Federal agency contact. 

March 26, 2007 SHPO letter advising of "adverse effect" based on visual impacts.  
"Specifically, the undertaking will result in: 
     
The introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that 
diminish the integrity of the property's significant historical 
features.  Specifically, with its size and scale and its location 
immediately adjacent to the existing structure, the proposed bridge 
will become an overwhelming visual distraction, diminishing the 
integrity of the historic bridge." 
Letter also cited potential impacts to archaeological resources and 
requested additional survey.  Letter also stated ‘Bridge was 
determined eligible for the NRHP  . . . . . . . on June 6, 1986.’” 
Letter also advised of potential archaeological concerns and 
request to perform additional mechanized testing at the proposed 
pier locations to test for fill deposits. 

April 16, 2007 Follow-up teleconference between applicant/consultants, Coast 
Guard, and SHPO, following adverse effect letter.  SHPO requested 
additional information on project purposes and alternatives 
considered. 

April 21, 2007 DIBC sent additional information requested by SHPO regarding 
project purpose and alternatives. 

April 24, 2007 CG issued Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) for comment.   
May 2, 2007 Coast Guard letter to Advisory Council advising of SHPO adverse 

effect determination and establishing Coast Guard as the lead 
federal agency of record for the project. 

May 22, 2007 Advisory Council letter acknowledging receipt of Coast Guard of 
adverse effect determination and participation in the Section 106 
process, citing Appendix A of 36 CFR 800.  Additional information 
was requested by ACHP.  Letter also sent to Secretary, Department 
of Homeland Security, to advise of ACHP participation. 

May 23, 2007 Applicant consultant meeting with Dean Anderson, Historical 
Archaeologist Michigan Historical Center, SHPO offices, to discuss 
Scope of Service document for additional Phase I survey. 



TIMELINE:  SECTION 106 CONSULTATION 

June 12, 2007 Applicant/consultant meeting with ACHP in Washington, DC. 
June 15, 2007 Email letter between applicant/consultant and Dean Anderson of SHPO 

Historical Archaeologist tentatively approving Scope of Service for 
Phase I survey. 

June 26, 2007 Coast Guard letter responding to ACHP letter of May 22, 2007, 
providing additional information requested by ACHP. 

June 29, 2007 Letter from law firm Olson, Bzdok & Howard, representing Gateways 
Communities Development Collaborative (GCDC), requesting GCDC be 
included as consulting party for Section 106 process. 

July 11, 2007 Coast Guard letter to Olson, Bzdok & Howard inviting GCDC 
representative to be consulting party. 

July 13, 2007 SHPO letter providing comments to the Draft EA and request for 
additional information. 

July 17, 2007 SHPO letter to Quinn Evans Architects, consultants for the 
applicant, approving Scope of Service document for the Phase I 
Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey for the project. 

August 6, 2007 ACHP letter to Coast Guard advising of letters received by public 
stakeholders in the project.  [Coast Guard already received the 
letters provided in response to the Draft EA.] 

August 7, 2007 Coast Guard letter to SHPO responding to SHPO letter dated July 13, 
2007.  Provided requested response for additional information, 
including a copy of the latest re-evaluation of the Environmental 
Assessment for the I-75 Ambassador Bridge/Gateway Project. 

August 9, 2007 Meeting at SHPO offices between Coast Guard, applicant and 
consultants, SHPO, ACHP, and GCDC.  Applicant presented design 
alternatives to address adverse effect.  Consultant that performed 
the Phase I archaeological study discussed their findings and 
submitted report.  All responses to Draft EA were provided by Coast 
Guard to SHPO.  SHPO stated they would provide copies to ACHP and 
GCDC representative.  SHPO and ACHP requested additional 
information regarding purpose of the project, alternatives, and 
expansion of the APE for the visual adverse effect and other 
environmental effects. 

September 4, 2007 Coast Guard letter to SHPO addressing outstanding issues from the 
August 9, 2007 meeting, to include confirmation that the Section 
106 process was previously initiated as designated in 36 CFR 800.8, 
Coordination With the National Environmental Policy Act.   

October 25, 2007 Coast Guard letter to SHPO providing the following proposed 
timeline: 
November 5, 2007 – SHPO provides to USCG response to USCG letter 
dated September 4, 2007 and timeline submitted in this letter.  To 
complete USCG documentation requirements under 800.11(e), SHPO also 
provides USCG with qualification information that makes the 
Ambassador Bridge eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places. 
November 14, 2007 – USCG provides preliminary determination of 
potential negative impacts of undertaking on historic resources to 
include traffic, noise, air quality, economic, visual, structural 
stability of existing structure, and socioeconomics. 
November 14, 2007 – USCG provides alternatives investigated. 
Week of December 4, 2007 – USCG to hold meeting with consulting 
parties (GCDC, ACHP, SHPO, Tribal Groups) and the general public to 
seek public input on the potential negative impacts on historic 

potential mitigation. resources and on 
December 18, 2007 – USCG circulates draft MOA to SHPO for review. 
Early January 2008 – USCG meeting with SHPO/ACHP and applicant to 



TIMELINE:  SECTION 106 CONSULTATION 

discuss MOA and any other outstanding issues. 
 

November 14, 2007 Coast Guard letter to SHPO requesting SHPO participation in the 
scheduled December 6, 2007 public meeting in Detroit, Michigan.  
Copies of the letter were also sent to ACHP and GCDC.  The letter 
requested SHPO provide comments to the consultation thus far by 
November 23, 2007 in preparation for the meeting. 

December 6, 2007 Coast Guard held Public Meeting in Detroit, MI to provide the 
public opportunity to ask questions on all aspects of the proposed 
second span at the Ambassador Bridge and to solicit comments from 
the public on the design of the bridge as part of the Section 106 
consultation. 

December 12, 2007 Coast Guard email to Ms. Kelly Kavanaugh, GCDC representative 
(consulting party), to provide her with an overview of the Public 
Meeting held on December 6, 2007.  She was not in attendance.  

January 18, 2008 SHPO letter to Coast Guard in response to CG letter dated September 
4, 2007. Letter confirmed that the Section 106 process was 
initiated when the SHPO received the project application and 
documentation in February, 2007. 

March 21, 2008 Sent advance copy of the FIRST DRAFT MOA to signatory and 
consulting parties in preparation for meeting on March 26, 2008 

March 26, 2008 Meeting held at Sector Detroit between all signatory and consulting 
parties to discuss the FIRST DRAFT MOA circulated by the Coast 
Guard on March 21, 2008.  Items discussed included the issues 
raised by SHPO letter dated January 18, 2008. 

May 14, 2008 Teleconference to discuss SHPO/ACHP edits to MOA with signatory and 
consulting parties.  Coast Guard identified that they do not have 
authority to enforce bridge maintenance beyond keeping it 
serviceable so it does not become a hazard to navigation.  

June 24, 2008 Teleconference to discuss MOA with signatory and consulting 
parties.   

July 1, 2008 Teleconference to discuss MOA with signatory and consulting 
parties.  

July 28, 2008 Teleconference between the USCG, SHPO and ACHP to discuss continued 
development of an MOA for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 
(ABEP). 

July 29, 2008 Teleconference between the USCG, SHPO and ACHP to discuss continued 
development of an MOA for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 
(ABEP).  Continuation of July 28, 2008 teleconference. 

September 8, 2008 USCG and DHS legal met with ACHP.  Agreed to try and sign a final 
MOA for the ABEP by November 17, 2008. 

September 25, 2008 Teleconference to discuss September 23, 2008 version of MOA with 
signatory and consulting parties 

October 3, 2008 Coast Guard distributes final version of MOA to signatory and 
consulting parties. 

October 23, 2008 Teleconference to discuss October 3, 2008 version of MOA with 
signatory and consulting parties. Draft Preservation Agreement was 
distributed to all parties during this conference call. 

December 8, 2008 Preservation Agreement between DIBC and SHPO signed. 
December 11, 2008 MOA between USCG, SHPO, ACHP and DIBC signed. 

 



Section 106

Review Form



STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Application for Section 106 Review 

SHPO Use Only 
IN Received Date / / Log In Date / /

OUT Response Date / / Log Out Date / /

Sent Date / /

Submit one copy for each project for which review is requested.  This application is required.  Please type.   Applications 
must be complete for review to begin.  Incomplete applications will be sent back to the applicant without comment.  Send 
only the information and attachments requested on this application.  Materials submitted for review cannot be returned.  
Due to limited resources we are unable to accept this application electronically.

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
THIS IS A NEW SUBMITTAL THIS IS MORE INFORMATION RELATING TO ER# 

Funding Notice 
Survey
MOA or PA 
Other:       

a. Project Name: Ambassador Bridge Enahncement Project 
b. Project Address (if available): 
c. Municipal Unit: Detroit, Michigan County: Wayne 
d. Federal Agency and Contact (If you do not know the federal agency involved in your project please contact 

the party requiring you to apply for Section 106 review, not the SHPO, for this information.):  Robert Bloom, 
U.S. Coast Guard, 1240 E. Ninth St., Cleveland, OH (216) 902-6085. 

e. State Agency and Contact (if applicable): Martha MacFarmane-Faes, Michigan State Historic Preservation 
Office, Michigan Historical Center, P.O. Box 30740, 702 W. Kalamazoo St., Lansing, MI 48909-8240, (517) 
373-1630. 

f. Consultant or Applicant Contact Information (if applicable): Elisabeth Knibbe, Quinn Evans Architect, 219 1/2 
North Main, Ann Arbor, MI 48104 734-663-5888. 

II. GROUND DISTURBING ACTIVITY (INCLUDING EXCAVATION, GRADING, TREE REMOVALS, 
UTILITY INSTALLATION, ETC.) 

DOES THIS PROJECT INVOLVE GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITY? YES NO (If no, proceed to section III.) 

Exact project location must be submitted on a USGS Quad map (portions, photocopies of portions, and electronic 
USGS maps are acceptable as long as the location is clearly marked). 

a. USGS Quad Map Name: Detroit 
b. Township: 25 Range: 11E Section: 4 
c. Description of width, length and depth of proposed ground disturbing activity: The area of proposed 

disturbancefor the construction of the new span parallells that of the original construction.   Four new piers will 
be 100' wide (prerpendicular to the centerline of the bridge by 20' long (parallel to the centerline of the bridge) 
by 10' deep supported on pile or drilled shafts to rock about 120' below existing grade. In addition, a single 
tower pier will be 12' wide (perpendicular to the centerline of the bridge) by 80' long (parallel to the centerline 
of the bridge) by 20 deep supported on drilled shafts to rock about 120' below the existing grade. The new 
piers will not disturb areas that were not already disturbed during the construciton of the historic bridge. 

d. Previous land use and disturbances: Yes.  Construction of the historic Ambassador Bridge in 1929 
significantly disturbed the soils in the direct vicinity of the proposed new disturbance. 

e. Current land use and conditions: Public park with grass lawns, parking areas and side walks.  Park has been 
closed to the public for security reasons. 

f. Does the landowner know of any archaeological resources found on the property?  NO  
Please describe: Because the existing piers were excavated to a depth of about 120' to bedrock, it is 

presumed that any potential archeological resources were destroyed during the construction of the original bridge.  



III.  PROJECT WORK DESCRIPTION AND AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS (APE) 
Note:  Every project has an APE. 

a. Provide a detailed written description of the project (plans, specifications, Environmental Impact Statements 
(EIS), Environmental Assessments (EA), etc. cannot be substituted for the written description): See 
Attachment IIIa. 

b. Provide a localized map indicating the location of the project; road names must be included and legible. 
c. On the above-mentioned map, identify the APE. 
d. Provide a written description of the APE (physical, visual, auditory, and sociocultural), the steps taken to 

identify the APE, and the justification for the boundaries chosen. See Attacment IIId. 



IV.  IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

a. List and date all properties 50 years of age or older located in the APE.  If the property is located within a National 
Register eligible, listed or local district it is only necessary to identify the district: See Attachment IV. 

b. Describe the steps taken to identify whether or not any historic properties exist in the APE and include the level 
of effort made to carry out such steps: See Attachment IV. 

c. Based on the information contained in  “b”, please choose one:    
Historic Properties Present in the APE  
No Historic Properties Present in the APE  

d. Describe the condition, previous disturbance to, and history of any historic properties located in the APE: See 
Attachment IV.

V.    PHOTOGRAPHS 
Note:   All photographs must be keyed to a localized map, and should be included as an attachment to this 

application.

a. Provide photographs of the site itself. 
b. Provide photographs of all properties 50 years of age or older located in the APE (faxed or photocopied 

photographs are not acceptable). 

VI.   DETERMINATION OF EFFECT 

No historic properties affected based on [36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1)], please provide the basis for this determination.  

      

No Adverse Effect [36 CFR § 800.5(b)] on historic properties, explain why the criteria of adverse effect, 36 CFR 
Part 800.5(a)(1), were found not applicable. 

The criteria for adverse effect is that the undertaking may alter any of the characteristics of a historic property that 
qualify the property for inclusion in the Nation Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the 
property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship , feeling or association.  The construction of the 
second span will alter the views to the bridge.  However, the alteration meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation as follows.   

Standard 3 requires that each property be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use and that changes 
that create a false sense of historical development not be undertaken.  The new span is clearly differentiated from 
the historic span. 

Standard 9 requires that new additions, exterior alteration, or related new construction not destroy historic material 
that characterize the property and that the new work be differentiated from the old and be compatible with the 
massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property.  The new work does 
not touch the historic span.  The new span is parallels the height and general arc of the original span, but, like the 
original span did at the time of its construction, the new span uses state of the art engineering clearly 
differentiating the design of the new span from that of the old. 

Standard 10 requires that new additions or related new construction be undertaken in such a manner that if removed 
in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.  
The new span could be removed without impacting the historic span. 

Therefore, although the new span does have a visual impact, the impact meet accepted historic preservation 
standards for the new construction adjacent to a historic resource. 

Adverse Effect [36 CFR § 800.5(d)(2)] on historic properties, explain why the criteria of adverse effect, [36 CFR 
Part 800.5(a)(1)], were found applicable. 

      



Please print and mail completed form and required information to:
State Historic Preservation Office, Environmental Review Office, Michigan Historical Center, 702 

W. Kalamazoo Street, P.O. Box 30740, Lansing, MI  48909-8240 



Section 106

Attachment Text



February 8, 2007 
Section 106 Review 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 
Attachment IIIa
Project Description 
The Ambassador Bridge spans from the United States to Canada over the Detroit River.  A 
second span will be constructed directly west (downriver) of the existing span.   

The construction of Ambassador Bridge was completed in 1929.  It was constructed by 
McClintock-Marshall Company and designed by Jonathan Jones, one of its engineers.  At the 
time of its construction its design represented the state of the art in bridge engineering.  Upon 
completion it was the longest free span bridge in the world at 1850 feet.  The bridge spans from a 
pylon located on land on the Detroit side to a second pylon located in the river on the Canadian 
side.

The historic significance of the Ambassador Bridge was officially recognized in 1980 when it 
was listed in the National Register of Historic Places (Structure - #80004793).  

The Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project will construct a second span directly west of the 
existing bridge.  The second span will be a cable-stay bridge.  This bridge will span from a pylon 
located adjacent to the existing pylon on the Detroit side to a pylon set on land on the Canadian 
side resulting in an approximately 500 feet longer span for a total span of approximately 2250 
feet.  The location of the second pylon on land rather than in the river like the existing bridge will 
avoid damage to aquatic life due to the construction process and will minimize interference with 
river traffic. 

In summary the new project will have the following characteristics 

• Project length approximately 6200 ft (1890 m) of new 6 lane structure 
• An approximately 2250 ft  (685 m) cable stay span over the river 
• No piers will be placed in the river 
• 152 ft (46 m) vertical clearance above the river (same as the existing bridge) 
• Structure will tie directly into the current plaza projects 
• No changes will be made to the  existing roads and streets in the US and Canada 

The plazas on both sides of the river as designed and approved will accommodate the proposed 
new span with no changes to the existing street systems in the US or Canada. 

Upon completion of the new span the condition of the existing span will be thoroughly evaluated.  
Necessary repairs will be made to repair the bridge.  The bridge will be retained by the Detroit 
International Bridge Company (DIBC).  It will be used for limited vehicular traffic by the DBIC, 
to carry standard traffic if the new span is incapacitated, and for pedestrian/bicycle traffic if DBIC 
works out an agreement with appropriate agencies and organizations to manage the non-vehicular 
use of the bridge. 

See Graphics:   Attachment IIIa – Graphic 1: Historic Photograph 
  Attachment IIIa – Graphic 2: Historic Photograph 
  Attachment IIIa – Graphic 3: Historic Photograph 
  Attachment IIIa – Graphic 4: Historic Photograph 
  Attachment IIIa – Graphic 5: Historic Photograph 



  Attachment IIIa – Graphic 6: Project Plan and Section 
  Attachment IIIa – Graphic 7: Aerial View Looking South 
  Attachment IIIa – Graphic 8: Aerial View of both Spans 
  Attachment IIIa – Graphic 9: View of both Spans Looking East 
  Attachment IIIa – Graphic 10: View of Pylon on Canadian Side 



February 2, 2007 

Section 106 Review 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 
Attachments IIIb and IIId 

Attachment IIIb – Project Location and Area of Potential Effect Map 

Attachment IIIb – Graphic 11:  Project Location and Area of Potential Effect 

This area was identified as the primary view shed of the bridge and the area that is most directly 
effected by its physical presence.  The area is bounded on the north and east by a major railroad 
line, on the south by the Detroit River, and to the west by Grand Boulevard and the Hubbard 
Farms Historic District. 

Attachment IIId – Analysis of Area of Potential Effect 

A.  Physical 
The proposed design will have minimal physical effect on the Area of Potential Effect.    

The new span will connect directly to previously planned and approved improvements to the 
customs and security plaza on the Detroit side of the bridge.  The improvements to the plaza will 
be completed before the new span.  They are currently scheduled for completion in 2009.  These 
improvements have gone through a Section 106 historic review process and have been found to 
have no adverse effect.  (See attached letter dated November 7, 1996 from Kathryn Eckert, State 
Historic Preservation Officer to Nancy Ford Demeter.) 

The new span will require the addition of a pier in the open space area adjacent to the existing 
pier.  The new span will throw additional shadow on the open space adjacent to the existing 
bridge.  It must be noted that this open space has been closed to the public to protect the security 
of the bridge and is never expected to the public again.   The bridge is high enough that the 
shadow is not expected to effect on the growth of landscape materials within the open space. 

No changes will be required to the design of streets feeding to and from the plaza. 

B.  Visual
The existing bridge is visible from the adjacent neighborhoods, downtown Detroit, and along the 
river front.  The view will be changed with the construction of the new span. 

The new span is designed to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 3, 9 
and 10.   

Standard 3 states that each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and 
use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural 
features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 

The proposed design meets this standard by not replicating suspension cable design of the 
original bridge. 



Standard 9 states that new additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not 
destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated 
from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to 
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment. 

The proposed design meets this standard.  The existing span will not be physically 
effected by the new span.  In fact, the existence of the new span will extent the life of the 
existing span through the removal of heavy truck traffic that adversely effects on the 
structural integrity of the existing span. 

The new work is differentiated from the old in that it incorporates state of the art 
engineering.  The new span will be of cable stay construction in contrast to the 
suspension cable design of the original bridge.  The new span will be constructed 
primarily of concrete – permitting a clean design that will provide a visual contrast with 
the intricate exposed steel structure of the existing span. 

The new span will be wider than the existing span, but will roughly parallel its course and 
will match its height and the line of its arc over the river. 

Standard 10 states that new additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be 
undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the 
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired. 

The proposed design meets this standard.  The two spans will be structurally independent 
of each other. 

Attachment IIIb – Graphic 12:  Area of Potential Effect – View 
See also Graphics 6 – 10 for plan, section and renderings of proposed new span. 

C.  Auditory 
A study will be conducted to determine the auditory effect of the new bridge.  Copies will be 
provided to the State Historic Preservation Office upon completion. 

D.  Air Pollution 
A study will be conducted to determine the effect on air quality in the vicinity of the new bridge.  
Copies will be provided to the State Historic Preservation Office upon completion.  The effect is 
expected to be positive due to the reduction of idling time for preapproved trucks unnecessarily 
waiting in line with the trucks that must go through customs. 

E.  Sociocultural 
The new span will improve the existing link between Canada and the United States, thereby 
facilitating continued trade, tourism and other connections between the two countries consistent 
with the historic purpose of the Ambassador Bridge. 



F.  Traffic 
The new span will have no effect on area traffic.  The traffic capacity of the river crossing system 
is determined by the plazas at either end.  The construction of the new span will not increase the 
capacity of the crossing beyond that already approved through the environmental review process 
previously completed for the plaza enhancement.



January 7, 2007 

Section 106 Review 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 
Attachment IV 

IV. Identification of Historic Properties 

Several steps were taken to identify historic resources in the Area of Potential Effect.  First, local 
and national historic sites were identified.  Second, the City of Detroit was contacted to determine 
if they had identified other potential historic districts or sites.  Third, the State Historic 
Preservation Office was contacted to see if they had surveys or other information identifying 
potential historic sites.  Fourth, the effect assessment for the Gateway Enhancements was 
reviewed for its evaluation of historic sites.  Lastly, a qualified historic preservation architect 
conducted a windshield survey of the area. 

Historically Designated Resources 
Graphic 13 locates the designated historic resources within the Area of Potential Effect.  These 
are:

 Hubbard Farms Historic District (Local and National Register Historic Districts) 
 St. Anne’s Church Complex (National Register Listed District) 

Other historically designated resources within the vicinity of the Area of Potential Effect are also 
shown on Graphic 13.  They are: 

 Penn Central Station (National Register Historic District) 
 Cork Town (Local and National Register Historic Districts) 
 Ralph J. Bunche Birthplace (National Register Historic District) 
 Detroit Copper and Brass Rolling Mill (National Register Historic District) 
 Fort Wayne (National Register Historic District) 

Other Identified Resources
Neither the City of Detroit nor the State Historic Preservation Office has identified other potential 
districts or individual historic resources, except for a potential expansion of the Hubbard Farms 
district as noted below. 

Other Buildings Older than 50 Years 
A windshield survey was undertaken by a qualified historic preservation architect within the Area 
of Potential Effect to identify other potentially historic resources and districts.  Photographs of 
streetscapes were taken in areas that may have potential as historic districts.  Photographs were 
also taken of buildings that may be individually significant.   A disk containing the photographs 
and a set of key maps are attached. 

The following paragraphs briefly summarize the results of these findings: 

Graphic 15 divides the Area of Potential Effect into 7 areas.  They are each described briefly 
below.  The associated graphics show the area and representative photographs from each area.  
Copies of all the photographs taken are keyed to Key Maps and included on a CD attached to this 
application.



Area 1 
Area 1 is located generally to the west of the existing bridge.  The area under and directly west of 
the bridge is a public park.  The area under the bridge has been closed to the public for security 
reasons.  The park has no noticeable historic features. 

Most of the remaining buildings appear to be over fifty years old.  The area contains primarily 
industrial buildings.    Many are architecturally altered.  A few residential buildings remain at the 
south end of West Grand Boulevard.  A few commercial buildings are located at the intersection 
of Fort Streets and West Grand Boulevard. In general the amount of alteration to individual 
buildings and number of demolitions significantly comprises the historic integrity of this area.  It 
does not appear to meet the criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 

The one exception is the Postal Ferry Building.  This building and its immediate site retain much 
of their historic character.  The historic significance of the site as the postal ferry terminal might 
meet the National Register criteria A for listing as a resource associated with event that have 
made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. 

See Graphics 16, 17 and 18. 

Area 2 
Area 2 is the area between the I-75 South Service Drive and the Hubbard Farms Historic District.  
This area is a traditional neighborhood with a mix of single-family houses, apartment buildings, 
churches, and neighborhood commercial buildings that are almost all over 50 years old.  The area 
also contains a c1960 elementary school.  This area was previously identified by the State 
Historic Preservation Office as a potential extension of the Hubbard Farms Historic District. 

See Graphics 19 and 20. 

Area 3 
Area 3 is located north between West Vernor Highway and the railroad tracks.  It contains a few 
houses, many vacant lots, a few industrial buildings and a few commercial buildings.  A former 
police station dating from c1935 could meet criteria A for listing on the National Register as a 
resource associated with event that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history, and criteria C as a resource that embodies distinctive characteristics of period of 
construction.  An unusual industrial building might merit additional research to determine its 
history.  The remainder of the area has lost its historic integrity due to alterations to individual 
buildings and the loss of buildings. 

See Graphics 21, 22 and 23. 

Area 4 
Area 4 is the neighborhood located north of St. Anne’s Church complex.  The blocks along the 
western edge of this area abut the service plaza.  These blocks are a traditional neighborhood with 
a mix of single family houses and some commercial buildings.  These blocks may retain enough 
integrity for listing on the National Register.  Most of the rest of this area consists of vacant land 
and new construction. 

See Graphics 24 and 25. 

Area 5 



Area 5 is located on the far eastern edge of the Area of Potential Effect.  It is primarily industrial 
with a mix of industrial building types, some that are more than 50 years old.  None appear to be 
of sufficient architectural significance to merit listing on the National Register.  Their historic 
significance is not known. 

See Graphics 26, 27 and 28 

Area 6 
Area 6 consists of the buildings facing Fort Street running from the railroad tracks west to the 
bridge.  Fort Street was once a major commercial street running west from downtown along the 
river front.  Remaining buildings include small commercial buildings dating from before 1900 
and larger industrial buildings dating from the first decades of the 1900s.  A notable number of 
buildings have been demolished.  Others are in very poor condition.  Although the buildings 
along this stretch of road are interesting, the loss of buildings, their poor conditions and 
inappropriate alterations compromise the historic integrity of the streetscape sufficiently to make 
it ineligible for listing on the National Register.  Nevertheless, some of the buildings may merit 
individual listing based on their historic significance. 

See Graphics 29, 30 and 31 

Area 7 
Area 7 is a traditional neighborhood commercial area dating from the late 1800s and early 1900s.  
The commercial district was split in half when I-75 was constructed.  The western half consists of 
two blocks of one and two story masonry commercial buildings.  Most of the buildings remain in 
tact.  The eastern half of the district retains a number of similar commercial buildings, but many 
more vacant lots where buildings were demolished.  Many of the buildings have been altered to 
reflect the Mexican ethnicity of the area.  These alterations probably make the area ineligible for 
listing on the National Register, although as they age their transformation of the area into 
Mexicantown will gain its own historic significance. 

See Graphics 32 and 33 

Resources Related to Tribal Nations
Letters will go out to representatives of Tribal Nations describing the proposed project and 
requesting review of potential impacts resulting from the project on any known Native American 
sites or land that may be located near and/or impacted by the proposed project. 

It is expected that letters will be sent to: 

Bay Mills Indian Community 
12214 W. Lakeshore Drive 
Brimley, Michigan 49715 

Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe of Michigan 
6650 E. Broadway Road 
Mt. Pleasant, Michigan 48858 

Pokagon Band of Potawatomi 
212 ½ High Street 
Dowagiac, Michigan 49047 



Match-e-be-nash-shee-wish Band of Potawatomi Indians 
658 128th Avenue 
Shelbyville, Michigan 49344 

Little Traverse Bay Band of Odawa 
7500 Odawa Circle 
Harbor Springs, Michigan 49740 

Little River Band of Ottawa 
Planning Department 
375 River Street 
Manistee, Michigan 49660 

Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians 
P.O. Box 249 
Watersmeet, Michigan 49969 

Keweennaw Bay Indian Community 
107 Beartown Road 
Baraga, Michigan 49908 

Hannahville Potawatomi Indian Community 
14911 Hannahville B-1 Road 
Bark River, Michigan 49896 

Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians 
2605 NW Bayshore Drive 
Peshawbetown, Michigan 49682 

Grand River Band of Ottawa Indians 
549 Lydia Street NE 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503 

Burt Lake Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians 
P.O. Box 206 
Brutus, Michigan 49716 

Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa 
206 Greenough Street 
Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan 49783 

The SHPO office will be notified on any response that indicate a potential for impact on 
archeological sites of concern to the tribal nations. 
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Commander (dpw-3)
Ninth Coast Guard District
1240 E. Ninth Street, Room 2019
Cleveland, OH  44199-2060

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

Phone: (216) 902-6084
FAX: (216) 902-6088

                                                  16590 
  B-038/sms 
  April 5, 2006 
 
Mr. Brian D. Conway 
State Historical Preservation Officer 
Michigan Historical Center 
P.O. Box 30740 
702 West Kalamazoo Street 
Lansing, Michigan 48909-8240 
 
Dear Mr. Conway, 
 
I am writing to extend an invitation to you or your representative to attend a meeting to discuss 
and evaluate a proposal to construct a companion structure to the Ambassador Bridge over 
Detroit River.  A proposal has been submitted to the Coast Guard from the Detroit International 
Bridge Company in Detroit and your agency may have review or permitting requirements 
associated with this proposed project.  Your attendance will help the Coast Guard, a federal 
permitting agency, to determine potential environmental impacts related to the proposed project. 
 
The meeting will take place at 10:00 a.m. on Thursday, May 4, 2006, at the CENTRA 
Headquarters in Warren, Michigan.  The address is: 12225 Stephens Road, Warren, Michigan, 
48089.  A location map is attached. 
 
Please contact Scot Striffler of this staff to advise whether you or your representative can attend 
this meeting.  He may be reached by calling (216) 902-6087.  Thank you in advance for your 
attention to this matter. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 ROBERT W. BLOOM, JR. 
 Chief, Bridge Branch 
 By direction of Commander, 
 Ninth Coast Guard District 
 
Copy:   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Chicago, Illinois 
             International Joint Commission, Washington, D.C. 
             U.S. Federal Highway Administration, Lansing, Michigan 
             U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, East Lansing, Michigan  
 
 
 



 
 
 
Copy:   Michigan Department of Natural Resources – Wildlife Division 
             Michigan Department of Environmental Quality – LWMD, Lansing, Michigan 
             Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, Detroit, Michigan 
             Michigan DOT – Bureau of Transportation Planning, Lansing, Michigan 
             City of Detroit, Historic District Commission, Detroit, Michigan 
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4111 Land O’ Lakes Boulevard, Suite 210 
Land O’ Lakes, Florida 34639 

Tel 813.996.2800 • Fax 813.996.1908 
american@ace-fla.com • www.ace-fla.com 

“A Culture of Engineering Excellence” 

May 25, 2006 
 
 
Brian Grennell 
Environmental Review 
Michigan State Historic Preservation Office 
702 West Kalamazoo Street 
Lansing, MI 48909-8240 
 
Re: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
Dear Brian Grennell: 
 
Thanks for talking with me on May 25 about the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project. Again, the 
project consists of building additional lanes of traffic over the Detroit River adjacent to the existing 
Ambassador Bridge. The proposed bridge would be a cable-stayed bridge and would line up with the 
existing bridge.  
 
Please find attached a copy of the Type 2 Categorical Exclusion documentation. We realize this does 
not satisfy the requirements of Section 106, however, it is a good introduction to the project. We are 
interested in setting up a meeting with your office to discuss the Section 106 process and ways to avoid 
impacts to the existing Ambassador Bridge at your earliest convenience. The meeting will include 1-2 
representatives from the Detroit International Bridge Company (the proponent), and 2 representatives 
from American Consulting Engineers, including myself (the consulting firm hired by the proponent). 
Please let me know when you are available to meet and if possible, please provide a few dates to 
choose from, so that more people can attend. Feel free to contact me if you have any further questions 
or need additional copies of the documentation. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
American Consulting Engineers of Florida, LLC 
 

 
 
Anna Peterfreund 
Environmental Scientist 
 
 
 
 
cc: File, Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, David Coburn 
 
F:\Project\5049964\File Cabinet\B. Correspondence\B.04 INTERNAL TEAM CORRESPONDENCE OUT\060525 LET APeterfreund to SHPO 
for meeting.doc 





































































































































































































lAW OFFICES OF

James M. Olson *

Christopher M. Bzdok
Scott W. Howard
Jeffrey L. Jocks
Michael C. Grant
William Rastetter, Of Counsel
Michael H. Detimer, Of Counsel

420 East Front Street
Traverse City, MI 49686

Telephone: (231) 946-0044
Facsimile: (231) 946-4807

www.envlaw.com
January 20, 2009

* Admitted in Colorado
o Admitted in Indiana

Ms. Hala ELgaaly, P.E.
Administrator, Coast Guard Bridge Program
US Coast Guard
2100 Second Street, S.W, Room 3500
Washington, DC 20593

Via ~ Class Mail &
Email to: Hala.ELgaaly@uscg.mil

RE: Section 106 Consultation Memorandum of Agreement
for the Anibassador Bridge Enhancement Project
Our File N° 5550.00

Dear Ms. ELgaaly:

Enclosed please find a resolution signed by my clients, the Gateway organizations. We
appreciate the opportunity tO participate in the consultation process, but cannot sign on to its
outcome. Thank you for your consideration.

CMB :mnm
Enclosure:
xc: clients

G:\WPFILES\MNM\GCDC-5550\Ol-20-09 ltr to H. HLgaaly re resolution regarding MOA.wpd

Sincerely,

Chnstopher M. Bzdok
Chris@envlaw.com

OLsoN, BzD0K & HOWARD
A Professional Corporation

Resolution



In the matter of the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project
Section 106 Consultation Process under the National Historic Preservation Act

16 USC 470 et seq and 36 CFR Part 800

RESOLUTION OF THE
GATEWAY COMMUNITIES DEVELOPMENT COLLABORATIVE

RECITALS

1. The Detroit International Bridge Company (DIBC) proposes to construct a second span of
the Ambassador Bridge directly adjacent to the historic Ambassador Bridge, with the stated purpose
of increasing efficiency for existing traffic flows.

2. The Ambassador Bridge is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.

3. A second bridge span would effectively destroy the historic value of the Ambassador Bridge,
including its visual and aesthetic values.

4. The Michigan State Office of Historic Preservation (SHPO) found the proposed second span
of the Ambassador Bridge would have adverse effects upon the Ambassador Bridge.

5. Federal law requires the USCG, in consultation with SHPO, to develop and evaluate
alternatives or modifications to the proposed project, which could avoid, minimize or mitigate the
adverse effects on historic Ambassador Bridge.

6. The USCG has consulted with SHPO, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP), DIBC, and GCDC, and has proffered a Memorandum of Agreement for the consulting
parties, including GCDC, to execute.

7. The USCG did not consider all available alternatives or modifications, which would meet
the purpose of the proposed second span to the Ambassador Bridge while also avoiding, minimizing,
or mitigating the adverse effects of the second span.

8. The proffered MOA would not avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects of the
proposed second span on the historic Ambassador Bridge, primarily the overwhelming visual
impacts.

9. The proffered MOA would not assure the perpetual historic preservation of the Ambassador
Bridge.

10. In addition to its adverse effects on the historic Ambassador Bridge, the proposed second
span would create other adverse effects, including increased pollution and noise in the nearby
neighborhoods and reduced national security.

RESOLUTION

Therefore, the member-organizations of the Gateway Communities Development
Collaborative respectfully decline the invitation to execute the proffered Memorandum of
Agreement.

Resolved by the Board of Directors:

Bagley Housing Association Date
By Its Executive Director

Page 1 of 2



Bridging Communities Date
By Its Executive Director

Greater Corktown Development Corporation Date
By Its Executive Director

Mexicantown Community Development Corp. Date
By Its Executive Director

Michigan Avenue Business Association Date
By Its Executive Director

Neighborhood Centers, Inc. Date
By Its Executive Director

Southwest Detroit Business Association Date
By Its Executive Director

Southwest Detroit Environmental Vision Date
By Its Executive Director

Southwest Solutions/Southwest Housing Corp. Date
By Its Executive Director

Page 2 of 2



_________________ November 21,2008

Bagley Housing Association Date
By Its Executive Director

November 21, 2008
Bridging Communities Date
By Its Executive Director

Greater Corktown Dev ent Corporation
By Its Executive Director fl~i~ l~~ Date November 21, 2008

~1
%_~1~t1~4-c~) A~,c-’-~ ~ November 26, 2008
Mexicantown Community Date
Development Corporation
By Its Board Chair

November21, 2008
Michigan Avenue Date
Business Association
By Its Executive Director

November 21, 2008
Neighborhood Centers Inc. Date
By Its Executive Director

November 21, 2008
Southwest Detroit Business Date
Association
By Its Executive Director

November 21, 2008
Southwest Detroit Date
Environmental Vision
By Its Executive Director

______________________ November 26, 2008

Southwest Solutions/ Date
Southwest Housing Corp
By Its Executive Director
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Q  U   I   N   N      E   V   A   N   S   /   A   R   C   H   I  T  E   C   T   S

Project Name: Ambassador Bridge Section 106 Project No.: 06145

Photographed by:  Ruth Mills Date:  11/09/2006

Image # Digital # Location Description

1 Detroit News Paper Warehouse Jefferson and West Grand Boulevard

2 Riverside Park and Parking Lot Southwest

3 Riverside Park and Parking Lot South

4 Riverside Park and Parking Lot Southeast

5 Riverside Park and Parking Lot East

6 J. W. Westcott Detroit River Station East

7 Historic Building east of above

8 Riverside Park and Parking Lot West

9 Industrial Building adjacent to News Warehouse, with sign "Composite Products Ltd"

10 Ice Cream Store NW corner W. Grand and Jefferson

11 Same area, wider shot West

12 77/79 and 85/87 W. Grand West

13 100 Block W. Grand West side NW

14 W. Grand Industrial NE cnr Jefferson and W. Grand

15 Empty lot (removed buildings) E side of W. Grand at Fort

16 Crest Motel, west side of W. Grand S. of Fort

17 129 and 123 West Grand - W side

18 Looking North on Vinewood

19 200 Block of Industrial Buildings on Vinewood (215, 255) lkg NW

20 Same, looking SW

21 See photo 210 for better shot

22 3500 Block of 24th looking NW

23 Same, farther north

24 3510 24th lkg W

25 Detroit Animal Control, 3511 Jefferson, lkg SW

26 Industrial Building in 3500 block of 24th, lkg NE

27 Cnr of Jefferson and 23rd, lkg NW

28 744 23rd Street, Alliance Shippers (north of Fort)

29 Empty lot (removed buildings) 23rd street north of Fort

30 3411 Fort Street

31 See photo 209 for better shot

32 1200 Block 25th Street E side

33 1200 Block 25th Street W side

34 3500 Block of Howard Street E of 25th, north side

35 3500 Block of Howard Street E of 2th, south side

219 1/2     North  Main   Street     Ann   Arbor,   Michigan   48104    (734)  663-5888

   PHOTO LOG



Q  U   I   N   N      E   V   A   N   S   /   A   R   C   H   I  T  E   C   T   S

Project Name: Ambassador Bridge Section 106 Project No.: 06145

Photographed by:  Ruth Mills Date:  11/09/2006

Image # Digital # Location Description

36 3525-3527 Howard E of 25th, south side

37 1200 Block of 25th, west side

38 NE cnr of 25th and Porter (dated 1922)

39 3526 Howard St. and 1461 24th Street lkg E

40 1301 and 1401 24th lkg NW

41 1400 Block of 24th lkg NE

42 1257 24th Street

43 1215 24th Street lkg W

44 1400 block of 25th street lkg NW 1407-1449

45 1400 Block of 25th street lkg SW

46 1400 Block of 25th street lkg NW (1449-1475)

47 Webster Elem lkg E 1450 25th

48 Webster Elem lkg NE

49 1505-1521 25th Street lkg NW

50 1516-1550 25th Street lkg NE

51 1535-1559 25th street lkg NW

52 3600 Block of Bagley S. Side

53 3500 Block of Bagley S Side

54 3500 Block of Bagley N Side

55 1600 Block of 24th, west side

56 1500 Block of 24th, west side

57 1522 24th, east side

58 1522 24th street, rear garage

59 3500 block of Bagley, N side lkg W

60 NE cnr of Bagley and 24th

61 3400 Block of Bagley, north side

62 3428 Bagley and People's State Bank

63 3362 Bagley

64 1614 23rd Street

65 1619 23rd Street

66 1633-1635 23rd Street

67 23rd Street N of Bagley, W side behind El Zocalo

68 3344 W Vernor

69 23rd Street N of Vernor

70 NW corner of Vernor and 24th
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Image # Digital # Location Description

71 3500 Block of Vernor N Side

72 Lithuanian Hall

73 Not Used

74 N side of Vernor W of 25th

75 1700 block of 25th W side

76 St Anthony's West side

77 St Anthony's Rectory

78 Rear of block 3500 of Bagley, north side

79 2600 block of Bagley, South side

80 3500 block of Bagley, south side 3541

81 1730 and 1738 24th Street

82 1729 and 1742 24th

83 1711 24th

84 3400 block of Bagley, S side

85 NW cnr 21st and Vernor 3000

86 2801 Vernor, School

87 NW cnr 21st and Vernor, rear

88 21st street east side N of Vernor

89 KBD (Beef Distributor?) 2800 Standish

90 Same

91 Weco, 3000 Standish

92 Reymar Steel, 2100 20th street

93 1841-1845 20th Street, west side N of Vernor

94 20th Street N of Vernor, East side

95 2810 Vernor

96 2737 Vernor

97 2000 Block of Vernor, S. side

98 Newark Between 20th and St. Anne

99 Arrow chemical Products, SW cnr of St. Anne and Newark

100 Back side of Reymar Steel, St. Anne (new)

101 2039/2041 St. Anne

102 2023/2027 St. Anne

103 2669 Vernor

104 Geodesic Dome next to above 2667 Vernor

105 NE corner of St. Anne and Vernor
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Project Name: Ambassador Bridge Section 106 Project No.: 06145

Photographed by:  Ruth Mills Date:  11/09/2006

Image # Digital # Location Description

106 Southwest Solutions Fisher clubhouse Vernor E of St. Anne

107 2443 Bagley HoneyBee Market

108 2435 Bagley

109 18th N of Bagley, E side

110 18th N of Bagley, E side Factory

111 18th N of Bagley,W side Residential 1781-1791

112 18th N of Bagley, W side Residential N of above

113 Cnr of Newark and 18th  Apac Paper

114 St. Anne, E side, dated 1925

115 1730-1742 St. Anne, E. side

116 1735 St. Anne

117 1739 St. Anne

118 1906 St. Anne

119 Chipman, N Side

120 2630 Chipman

121 Donovan's Pub and Precinct 3 Activity Center

122 New Buildings at 20th and Bagley

123 Same

124 2730 Bagley, Matrix Theatre

125 Gazebo at 20th and Bagley, SE Cnr

126 2715 Bagley

127 SE Cnr Bagley and St. Anne

128 Roberto Clemente Rec Center on Bagley

129 2550 Bagley Tortilla Factor

130 2634 Bagley

131 2628 Bagley

132 2600 Bagley

133 2545 Bagley

134 1615 and 1617 16th, S of Bagley

135 1400-1500 Block of 16th, S of Bagley New infill?

136 1425 16th

137 Trinity Church 17th street

138 1400 Block 17th Street, E Side

139 Same

140 1400 Block 17th Street, W side
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Photographed by:  Ruth Mills Date:  11/09/2006

Image # Digital # Location Description

141 1500 Block 17th Street, W side

142 1500 Block 18th Street E side newer infill

143 1500 Block 18th Street E side, older

144 1426 18th St new Westside Central Baptist church

145 1400 block 18th Street W side

146 2600 block Porter Street S Side

147 2658 Porter

148 1400 block St. Anne W Side

149 Austin btw St Anne and 18th, N Side

150 Same, S. Side

151 1500 block St. Anne W Side

152 Same, E Side

153 1300 Block St. Anne E side

154 Same, W side

155 12-1300 Block Cromwell, N side

156 Same, S Side

157 Sampson, N Side

158 Sampson, S Side

159 1200 Block St. Anne, W side

160 St. Anne's Gate condos, E side of 18th Street

161 Lincoln Park Tool and Die, 18th ST

162 12-1300 Block St. Anne, E Side

163 Same W side

164 Stanton Park

165 17th Street, new construction

166 1200 Block 17th street, w side

167 Berm, E side of 18th Street

168 14th Street Truck Storage lkg W

169 Lutheran Bros Commerce C lkg E

170 14th Street, Daily Sports bldg?

171 Large bldg E of railroad tracks

172 Johnson Textile Fabrics, N end of 14th Street

173 Trojan Bldg, N of 14th Street

174 Lutheran Bros Commerce Ctr lkg N

175 No Name - Howard and Vermont next to above
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Photographed by:  Ruth Mills Date:  11/09/2006

Image # Digital # Location Description

176 W Lafayette, N Side E of Vermont

177 Same, S. Side

178 Det Legal News Inland Press, Lafayette

179 2101 W. Lafayette

180 1000 14th Street

181 Comerica Bank, Lafayette and 14th

182 Stables Restaurant, W Lafayette and 14th

183 Greyhound Bldg Lafayette W of 14th

184 Industrial, Lafayette W of 14th

185 2707 Fort Bond and Bailey Machinery

186 Same

187 2801 Fort, Cloyd Container

188 Same

189 Arrow Truck Parts 2637 Fort

190 Same

191 2600 Block N Side of Fort

192 2600 W Fort

193 Johnny's Restaurant, 2500 Block S side of Fort

194 Greyhound Bldg W Fort

195 Composite Forging

196 Same

197 Club 2281 (Fort) Entertainment

198 15th Street S of Fort

199 2121 Fort (empty)

200 2065 Fort

201 2000 block N side of Fort

202 1963 Fort

203 1947 Fort

204 1941 Fort

205 1915 Fort

206 177 S 12th

207 By Detroit News Building (north side)

208 Display Group Building on Fort (E of Rosa Parks)

209 Downtown Paper, Fort E of Grand River

210 3045 W Fort 211: 3015 W Fort
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