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Introduction

INTRODUCTION

square miles in the northeast corner of Macomb County. The City
located at the eastern boundary of the county, and extends intc
adjacent to St. Clair County, approximately midway between the 1y
county seats of Mt. Clems and Port Huron.

Gratiot Avenue (M3), Main Street (M19), and 32 Mile Road, also
known as Division Road, are the principal regional highways serv f——
Richmond.

History

Richmond was founded by Erasmus Beebe in 1835. He traveled on foot with histtveadoand several men

from an English settlement in New York from their eastern home to Cleveland, Ohio. In Cleveland, they
acquired passage on the Robert Fulton Steamer to Detroit. On foot again, the pioneers made their way north to
a settlement in Arlada. Traveling along the Armada Ridge, they came upon an area where it intersected
another ridge. Attracted by the beauty of the area and the richness of the soil, Beebe returned to Detroit to
purchase the government land grants. Slowly the commurety gnd developed its own trades and
businesses.

The Grand Trunk Railroad arrived in 1859, which accelerated the growth of the fledgling community. The
railroad provided convenient access to theG@rkeenber and agricultural products, commaodities thaewe
demand during the Civil War. In the following decades, industry flourished in the area. By 1878, the voters of
Beebé&s Cornersand the two nearest neighboring communities, Ridgeway and Cooper Town, agreed to
incorporate as one communityhe following year, the Village of Richmond was established by an act of the
Michigan Legislature. Richmond eventually was established as a home rule city in 1966.

The legacy of Richmortd rich history is seen today in the numerous historic structures that réradiistoric
business district, and the street system established in the nineteenth century. Indeed, the historical character of
the City is one of the greatest assets of the community.
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Introduction

The City of Richmond Master Plan provides a comprehensiveaofiive City as it exists today, with an eye
toward what it can become in the future. In the analysis of current conditions, the following topics are
considered in the Master Plan:

=8 =4 =8 = =8 =8 a8 oo

Population and housing data
Existing land use

Physical condition of struates
Housing needs assessment
Historic structures and preservation
Property tax revenue

Public utilities, including sewer and water
Natural resources and features
Community facilities

Transportation systems

Economic conditions

Through a comprehensive aysik of the above issues, the Master Plan prescribes a vision for the future
development and redevelopment of the City of Richmond. In particular, the following plans are presented:

)l
)l
)l

Community goals and objectives
Future land use plan
Main Street and Gritt Avenue corridor plan

The Master Plan has been prepared in compliance witflitthegan Planning Enabling Act, Act 33 of 2008
as amended.
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Population and Housing Analysis

POPULATION AND HOUSING ANALYSIS

Regional Growth Trends

The City of Richmond, a long settled communitypbised on the
outer edge of the growing metropolitan Detroit area. The greei
percentage of Macomb Coubtyshare of this growth is occurring "
south of Richmond in the townships of Chesterfield, Macomb, ¢ n“ Th
Shelby and the City of Sterling Heights. Edws experienced
substantial new housing construction in recent years. These t 1§ .
communities have consistently been among the top ten growi ﬁ ey,
communities in the seven county southeast Michigan regi: T
Macomb Township led all communities in 2001 witR89 new
housing units. Chesterfield Township was sixth with 499 ne
housing units, Sterling Heights seventh with 485 units, and She |z
Township tenth with 422 units during 2001. The total new housing
units for all of Macomb County during 2001 was 4,40B.is significant to note that the above four
communities accounted for 60.8 % of the total new housing in Macomb County during 2001.

Along with new housing has come population increases in communities throughout the region. The major
exceptions to thiare the older fully developed communities, due in large part to lack of developable land and
the decrease in household size.

In Macomb County, Macomb Township, during the ten year period from 1990 to 2000, saw a population
increase of 27,764 persons. €TH.S. Census of 1990 reported a population of 22,714 and the 2000 Census
reported a population of 50,478 persons for the Township. Adding nearly 30,000 persons is roughly
equivalent to the population of East Pointe or Port Huron, each with approxi@2ed0 persons.

Lenox Township directly south of Richmond also experienced a high percentage population increase during
the 1990's decade. Population rose from 3,069 in 1990 to 5,362 persons by 2000, an increase of 74.7%. The
City of Richmonds populatbn increased by 18.2% during this same period, rising from 4,141 to 4,897.

A more meaningful measure of growth, however, is the number of additional households in a community.
Over the last decade, from 1990 to 2000, the number of households increlsisembinb Township from

7,355 t0 16,946 (130.4%), Washington Township from 3,826 to 6,155 (60.9%), Bruce Township from 1,324
to 2,114 (59.7%), Riley Township from 654 to 1,020 (56.0%), Chesterfield Township from 8,916 to 13,347
(49.7%), Lenox Township fro®@79 to 1,446 (47.7%), Shelby Township from 16,836 to 24,486 (45.4%), and
the City of Richmond from 1,540 to 1,977 (28.3%). The significant increase in the number of households in
Macomb, Washington, Bruce, Riley, Chesterfield, Lenox, and Shelby Towradtpunted for almost 60% of

all new households during the last decade in Macomb County.
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Population and Housing Analysis

The City of Richmond and several communities surrounding the City, including the Townships of Richmond,
Lenox, Columbus and Casco and the Village of New HavenGitydof Memphis. Collectively these
communities had increases in the number of households from 1990 to 2000 (see Table 1) of 2,152 households.

A third area of Macomb County that has grown during the last decade is the four township area centered on
Romeo. These are the Townships of Bruce, Washington, Armada and Ray and the Villages of Romeo and
Armada. By far the greatest number new housing construction has occurred in Washington Township, where
2,596 new housing units were added from 1990 to 20009.@%bincrease. Bruce Township, immediately

north of Washington added 720 housing units during the same period, a 294.7% increase from 1990.

Table 1
Population and Household Growth
City of Richmond and Selected Area Communities

2000 20@ est. Change20000 20@
Community Population Households Population Households Population Households
City of Richmond 4,897 1,977 5,916 2,412 1,020 436
Richmond Township 3,416 1,020 4,008 1,218 592 198
Lenox Township 5,362 1,446 6,017 1,762 655 316
Columbus Township 4,615 1,533 4,836 1,638 221 105
Casco Township 4,747 1,634 4,686 1,711 (62) 76
Village of New Haver 3,071 1,064 5,420 1,939 2,349 875
City of Memphis 1,129 457 1,084 477 (49 20
Total @y of Richmonc 27,237 9,131 31,967 11,157 4,730 2,026
and Surrounding

Communities

Macomb County 788,149 309,203 835,948 344,375 47,799 35,172

Sources: U. S. Bureau of Census 2660 SEMCOGor May 2008estimates

The conclusion reachedom examining this data is that the l@mshare of housing construction and
population migration continues to move northerly within the Metropolitan Detroit area and was concentrated
heavily during the past decade in the tier of townships which inclugelbys Macomb and Chesterfield.
Macomb Township especially has experienced unusually strong growth for both Macomb County and the
sevencounty Detroit region. The townships of Washington and Bruce on #68/Wan Dyke corridor have

also been growing atgreater rate than the several communities in the Richmond area of Macomb and St.
Clair counties. Long range projections of population, housing, and employment by individual community
continues this trend which is discussed later.

City of Richmond Master Plan 5



Population and Housing Analysis

Population change fdlacomb County and the City of Richmond since 1950 is shown in Table 2. During this
period, Macomb County doubled in population during the 1950's, an increase of 220,843 persons. It grew by
another 219,505 persons during the 1960's, but then taperxeithafie general economic slowdown during

the 1980's and in to the 1990's. However, the SEMCOG 2030 Regional Development Forecast indicates that
the growth rate during the past ten years will continue reaching a projected population of 930,420dvy the ye
2030.

The City of Richmonds population has steadily increased since 1950. During the decades since, population
has risen an average of 560 persons each decade, to the current population of 4,825. Projections made in the
SEMCOG 2030 Regional Develogmt Forecast indicate a population of 7,682 by the year 2030. This
increase of over 2,700 persons is reflective of thedSikycation on the Gratiotl4 growth corridor, available

public utilities, vacant land, public service delivery, and a positiageras a desirable community.

Table 2
Historical and Projected Population
City of Richmond and Macomb County

Richmond 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2035
Population 2,025 2,667 3,234 3,616 4,141 4,897 7,322
No. Change 642 567 382 525 756 2,425
% Change 31.7 21.3 11.8 14.5 18.2 49.5
Macomb

County 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2035
Population 184,961 405,804 625,309 694,600 717,400 788,149 925,723
No. Change 220,843 219,505 69,291 22,800 70,749 137,574
% Change 119.3 54.0 111 3.3 9.9 17.5

Source: SEMCOG 2035-orecast
Age of Population

Age characteristics of population are an indication of public service demands and program needs. The median
age of the City of Richmond rieents increased during the 1990s from 32.2 in 1990 to 36.3 in 2000 (Table 3).

City of Richmond Master Plan 6



Population and Housing Analysis

2000
36.3
37.3
34.0
34.2

Table 3
Median Age
City of Richmond and Surrounding Communities, 192000
Community 1990
City of Richmond 32.2
Richmond Township 32.7
Lenox Township 33.0
Columbus Township 31.9
Casco Township 29.2

34.7

Sources: U.S. Census of Population, 1990 and 2000

Age By Life Cycle

A more understandable age distribution of the &itpopulation can be shown when age categories ar
combined into life cycle stages as shown in Table 4.

The age distribution data indicate that the number of mature families has been growing. Conversely, there has
been a small decrease in family forming age group. The age distribution data intiattekile the
elementary, secondary and pestondary age group has declined slightly, the growth rate for tisehwel

age group remains relatively flat. Table 4 also indicates the number of seniors is growing in population and
will continue to growas the mature family population reaches retirement age.

Table 4
Age of Population By Life Cycle
City of Richmond, 1990 and 2000

Age Group Life Phase 1990 % of Total 2000 % of Total
Under 5 years  Preschool 282 6.8% 307 6.3%
5-17 years Elementary, Secondary 1,271 30.7% 1,318 26.9%
18-34 years Family Forming 1,341 32.4% 1,508 30.8%
35-64 years Mature Families 677 16.3% 1,112 22.7%
65 + years Retirement 570 13.8% 652 13.3%
Sources: U.S. Census of Populati®@90 and 2000
City of Richmond Master Plan 7



Population and Housing Analysis

Gender Distribution

The 1990 population included 1,901 males and 2,240 females, about 45.9% and 54.1% respectively. The
gender distribution of the City has remained relatively consistent during the last decade. Accord2@P the
population included 2,348 males and 2,549 females, about 47.9% and 52.1% respectively.

Household Composition

The average household size has declined 36.4% since 1980, resulting in fewer persons per household (Table
5). This reflects a national trend srhaller families, more emptyester, singlgparent, senior, and single
person households.

Table 5
Person per Household
City of Richmond, 19802030

1980 1990 2000 2030
Household Population 3,556 4,004 4,850 7,607
No. of Households 1,232 1,540 1,977 3,409
Persons per Household 2.80 2.60 2.45 2.23

Source: SEMCOG 2030 Regional Development Forecast and U.S. Census of Population
Household Types and Relationships

According to the 1990 Census, the City of Richmond had 1,662 hausingf which 1,540 were occupied

and 122 were vacant. In 2000, housing units had increased to 2,062, of which 1,977 were occupied and 85
were vacant. Vacant housing decreased 30.3% during the 1990s and home ownership increased 36.5% for that
same time p@od (Table 6).

Owner occupied households account for over 70% of the total number of households in the City of Richmond
according to 2000 census data. The total number of households increased 28.0% over the past decade.
However, over 65.6% of the tdtaumber of households in Richmond are households without children. Other
factors describing household types and relationships are also shown in Table 6.

City of Richmond Master Plan 8



Population and Housing Analysis

Table 6
Household Types and Relationships
City of Richmond, 19902000

1990 2000 % Gange

Total Housing Units 1,662 2,062 24.0

Owner ncciinied 1037 1416 65

Renter occupied 503 561 11.5

Vacant 122 85 (30.3)
Family Households (families) 1,052 1,332 21.0%
NonFamilv Households 488 645 32.1%
Total Households 1,540 1,977 22.1%

Source: U. S. Census 1990 and 2000.
Housing Characteristics

Housing in Richmond is predominately single family residential with 1,143 single family detached housing
units, 219 single family attached and 71 two fgrdiliplex units. Mobile homes account for slightly more than
5% of the housing stock in the community with 111 units and multgsrély (multi-unit apartments) account

for approximately 25% of the housing stock.

Richmonds housing is very well maintaed with few observable dilapidated structures. Nearly 50% of the
current housing stock was constructed prior to 1960. Since age of housing is most often the first indicator of
housing quality, continued maintenance and upgrading is encouraged.

The 200(census reported a 93#crease in the median housing value in 1999 for the City of Richmond. At
$135,300, the median housing value was within 2% of the median housing value for all of Macomb County.
The increase is partly attributed to an overall ineeaa housing value in the region, but more importantly, the

new housing units that have been constructed in the past decade are generally more expensive than the
established housing stock.

Between 1990 and 2000, the most significant increase in ownggieddousing occurred in the $100,000 to
$149,000 value range, and accounts for 48% of owner occupied housing in the City of Richmond (Table 7).

City of Richmond Master Plan 9



Population and Housing Analysis

Table 7
Owner Occupied Property Values
City of Richmond

1990 Owner Perent of 2000 Owner Percent of

Value Occupied Housing Housing Occupied Housing Housing
Under $50,000 118 14.0% 30 2.6%
$50,000 to $99,999 625 74.1% 186 16.0%
$100,000 to $149,000 84 10.0% 556 48.0%
$150,000 to $199,999 14 1.7% 277 23.9%
$200,000 to $2000 3 0.4% 110 9.5%
Over $300,000 ) 0.0% 0 0.0%

844 100.0% 1159 100%

Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1990 and 2000.

The City has a varied mixture of housing with most being single family detached as stated. @ndirafne

the housing units were five rooms or larger with two and three bedroom units predominate. Overall,
Richmonds housing stock is varied offering a wide range of choices from mobile homes and studio
apartments to large single family homes in newly buildstibions.

Educational Attainment and Income

In the City of Richmond, of persons 25 years and over, 11.7% did not complete high school, compared to
20.2% in 1990. High school graduation rates increased by the year 2000 to 35.5%, compared to 28.2% in
1990. Of the 25.1% of the population who attended college, 9.4% received associate degrees, 7.3% received
b a ¢ h edegeee, ansl 6.4% have a Madéteor professional degree. In Macomb County as a whole, 32.8%

are high school graduates and 17.6% have reteiv®mcheldrs degree or higher.

The City of Richmond experienced an increase in annual household income from 1990 to 2000, especially for
incomes brackets greater than $75,000. However, even as anrsgidgiduncomes in that bracketreased,

the medan household income declined 6% by 2000. Median household income for the City of Richmond lags
20.1% behind the median income for Macomb County (Table 8).
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Population and Housing Analysis

Table 8

Household Income in 1983999, as reported in 2000 Census

City of Richmond
Anrual Household Income 1989 Households | 1999 Household % Change
Less than $10,000 212 100 -52.8
$10,000 to $14, 999 122 128 4.7
$15,000 to $24,999 216 245 11.8
$25,000 to $34,999 233 297 21.5
$35,000 to $49,999 311 327 4.9
$50000 to $74,999 368 445 17.3
$75,000 to $99,999 48 192 75.0
$100,000 to $149,999 29 220 86.8
$150,000 to $199,999 0 30 100.0
Median Household Income $46,150 $43,378 (6.0)
(in 1999 dollars), City of Richmond
Median Household Income $52,172 $52,102 (0.13)
(in 1999 dollars), Macomb County

Sources: Southeast Michigan Council of Governments

Employment by Occupation

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 2,551 Richmond residents over the age of 16 comprise the labor force.
Approximaely 25% were employed in management, professional, or related occupations; 11.4% in service
occupations; 24.3% in sales and office occupations; 12.5% in construction, extraction, and maintenance
operations; 25.8% in production, transportation, and mateoving occupations. The remaining 0.7% were
employed in farming, fishing and forestry.

Among Richmond families, over o#fmlf were tweincome families and one in five had three workers with
incomes. The automobile was the preferred means of traasporto work, with 85% ofhe work force
driving alone, with a mean travel time of 32 minutes. Employment was largely within Macomb and Wayne
Counties.

According to the 2000 U.S.egDsus, the total employmenttire City of Richmond was 2,664. Empiognt

grew 30.7% between 1990 and 2000. During that same time period, the services industry accounted for nearly
36% of all the new jobs opportunities. However, 41% of the total number of jobs in 2000 were in retail trade.
Both industry sectors refledid trend seen at the national level. SEMCOGs 2030 Regional Development
Forecast projects the total number of jobs to increase 58.6 percent for the City of Richmond by 2030; adding
1,561 new jobs, primarily in the services and retail trade industries.

City of Richmond Master Plan 11



Population and Housing Analysis

POPULATION AND HOUSING ANALYSIS

Key Findings:

1 The population and number of households in the City of Richmond has been increasing.

1 The greatest increase in population and housing units in the region is occurringohtawaships south
of the City of Richmond comprised of Macomb, Shelby, and Chesterfield townships.

1 Historical growth patterns in the metropolitan Detroit region show a ring of growth expanding from the
central city.

1 The City of Richmond is located ditet outer edge of the growing metropolitan Detroit area.

1 Inthe nexttwo decades, the population and the number of households in the City of Richmond is projected
to grow at a faster rate than in the past.

1 The median age of the Citg population is incresng.

1 The number of households has increased 60% since 1980.

1 The average household size is decreasing.

1 Mature families are making up a greater percentage of thé<aypulation.

1 Young families are making up a smaller percentage of thé €ggpulatdn.

9 The number of housing units has increased 24.0% from 1990 to 2000.

1 The value of owneoccupied housing has increased substantially in the past ten years.

1 Nearly 50% of the housing stock in the City was built before 1960.

9 High school graduation res increased 35% over the past decade.

1 Maedian household income decreased 6%.

T Employment grew 30.7% between 1990 and 2000.

1 The City of Richmond is projected to add 4,225 new jobs by 2030, primarily in the services and retail

trade industries.
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Existing Land Use Analyss

EXISTING LAND USE ANALYSIS

Land Use Categories

Ten land use categories are represented on the Existing Land Use Map. The following table describes each
land use as well as the amount of land, in acres and percentage of the total area of the City, eseh land
occupies within the City of Richmond.

Single Family Residential

The predominant land use in the City is single family residenti %%
use, comprising approximately 491.36 acres of land, or 29.18%) pé
the total area of the City. Most of the single fgmisidential
dwellings exist on small lots, ofthird acre or less, in compaci
neighborhoods. The few large lot single family dwellings in th:
City are located in the northeast sector. New single farri
residential neighborhoods are currently under idgwveent in all 4 ==
areas of the City, except for the fully developed central portion ==
the City.

Two-Family Residential

Most of the twefamily residential dwellings are concentrated in a new development located at the north end of
the City, west of Main S¢et (M-19) and south of 33 Mile Road. A 212 unit tfeanily development has is in

the process of being completed. The remainingfamaily residential dwellings are distributed throughout the
City, interspersed in single family residential neighborho&dsieral of these twiamily residential dwellings

are converted singtiamily residential dwellings.

Multiple Family Residential

There are three concentrated areas of multiple family residential uses in the City. The first area includes a
series of agrtment buildings on the east side of Beebe Street and north of Division Road. The second area of
concentration is the land east of Howard Street, north and south of Dow Street. The third area consists of
senior housing on the west side of the City,udelg dwellings on Stoecker Lane and a facility on the north

side of Division Road.
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Existing Land Use Analysis

Mobile Homes

All of the dwellings comprising this land use category are located within a single mobile home park located to
the east of Beebe Street and nortBivision Road. This land usmtegoryaccounts for less than 1% of the
total area of the community.

Table 9
Existing Land Use Categories and Area

Land Use Categor] Description Acres % of Total
Single Family Includes all single fadtached dwellings. 491.36 29.2%
Residential

TweFamily Includes all tf@mily attached dwellings, including singld 34.86 2.07%
Residential dwelling converted tofavoily dwellings.

Multiple Family Residential structures containimgathneore dwelling units 51.55 3.06%
Residential including triplexes, apartments, attached condominium

assisted living facilities, and nursing homes.

Mobile Homes Parks or courts specifically designed and developed fo 15.58 0.9%
exclusive use of mobile homes ldlcatedn for temporary
permanent use as dwellings.

Commercial Improved land parcels used predominantly for wholesg 100.14 5.9%
retail services, including financial institutions.

Office Improved land parcels used predonforgotiyate office 8.78 0.5%
services, including medical and dental offices.

Industrial Improved land parcels used predominantly for industry 46.87 2.8%
warehousing, light assembly and manufacturing, and g

Public/Serflublic | Land parcels, either improved or unimproved, which ar| 168.05 10.0%
the public or private interest and exempt from real taxa
including public and private schools, churches, cemete
parks, and government buildings and uses.

Agricultural Land used predominantly or wholly as cultivated farmig 169.22 10.0%
pasture or woodlands with or without associated farm g
and residences.

Vacant Unimproved land with no current use. 574.56 34.12%

Water Land containing surface WiagelLake Angela West & Eas 2.84 1.4%
Golden Pond).

Total 1,683.81 100%
Source: McKenna Associates, 6/00
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Existing Land Use Analysis

Commercial

There are essentially three commercial districts in the City of Richmond. Two of the commercial districts are
locatedon Main Street, one near the intersection of Division Road and the other near the intersection of Beech
Street. Both of these commercial areas are characterized by traditional form, that is, buildings located on the
front property line with party walls ia pedestriatoriented environment. Most of the commercial uses in these

two districts are of the neighborhood convenience, specialty retail, and restaurant variety.

The third commercial district is located in Muttonville, near the Gratiot Road corridibis area is
characterized by automobiteiented development, evidenced by large parking lots and-tiniudacilities.
Most of the large scale commercial uses are located in this district.

Office

Office uses account for less than one half offzereent of the total

land area in Richmond, and are distributed mainly along the M
Street corridor and also on Beebe Street, north of Water Street,
on Stoecker Lane, south of Division Road. All of the office uses (
at a neighborhood scale, inclad insurance, medical and dental, j

real estate, and attorréey/offices. There are no large office parks o -i&/i
districts in the City.

Industrial

The majority of industrial uses are located along Division Road,

near the Grand Trunk Western Railroad. A figlitlindustrial uses are clustered on Skinner Drive and Burke
Drive, north of Division Road. A concrete plant is located on the other side of Division Road, north of the
Grand Trunk Western Railroad. A few individual, isolated industrial uses are footiter areas of the City,
including the granary at the corner of Main and Beech streets.

Public and SemiPublic

Public and sempublic uses account for 10 percent of the land area in the City. In terms of land area, the
largest public and sempiublic aeas are as follows:

1 The high school, middle school, and elementary school, wh /
comprise the educational campus south of Division Road, we: ;
of Main Street. 3

: . . L
1 The area occupied by Beebe Street Memorial Park and Bai s i}
Park. !

9 The U. S. Post Office andibhigan State Police facility on the
north side of Division Road.
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Existing Land Use Analysis

Other public and senpublic uses found in the City are municipal government facilities and parks, churches,
private schools, and cemeteries. Public and gerlic uses are vital iforming a sense of community,
because they tend to serve as important gathering places.

Agricultural

Land at the northwest section of the City is still used for agricultur:
purposes. Substantial agricultural land is also located on the st
side ofthe City between 31 Mile Road and Main Street and at th
southwest corner of Division and Gratiot Avenue. Agricultural u : s
accounts for approximately 169.22 acres, or 10% of the total lia
area in the City.

Vacant

Approximately one quarter of the totahd in the City is unused. =
Some of the vacant land is undeveloped but has been platted tor
future development. For example, there are four different residential
developments that are under construction at the north end of the City that will consunmaf theclhacant
land in this part of the City. Also, the vacant land arodhdke Angel&@is platted for residential

development. Excluding these planned areas, there is still a substantial amount of unused land in the City.

Notably there are large und=uped parcels east of Beebe Street Memorial Park, north of Division Road and

west of Gratiot, east of Lake Angela Estates, at the southwest corner of the City, and on the south side of

Division Road, east of Howard Street.
LAND USE ISSUES

Land Use Compdibility

There are no stark land use conflicts in the City. However, there are some areas for concern, which are as

follows:

9 Although the granary located on Main Street is an isolated industrial use surrounded by residential uses to

the west and commaeat uses to the south and east, the use itself is benign enough not to have a negative

impact on adjacent uses. Indeed, the granary could be viewed as a historic landmark of sorts, evoking

Richmonds agricultural heritage. However, the accessory buitdamgthe north side of the site, because
of their poor condition, detract from the overall quality of the neighborhood.

1 The Department of Public Works building and yard is located in a residential district. Although it is not
located in an ideal locatiothe DPW facility does not seem to have contributed to physical decline of the
residential neighborhood. Most of the residences are in good condition, except for two houses near
Division Road (see Map 3). The condition of these two houses is probalalgted by their proximity to
Division Road more so than the DPW facility.
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Existing Land Use Analysis

1 Automobile dealerships and gas stations are categorized as commercial uses, but they have a disruptive
impact when located in pedestriariented commercial districts. Gas stas generate a large number of
vehicle turning movements into a site, which increases the potential for vadlestrian conflicts. Bank
and restaurant driveiaru facilities have the same effect. Automobile dealerships consume a large amount
of land, hereby creating gaps in the streetwall of buildings that is crucial in forming an interesting
pedestrian environment. These vehiolented uses belong in a highway commercial district such as the
Gratiot Avenue corridor.

1 Intensive commercial uses, e.gas stations and faftod restaurants, have the potential to negatively
impact adjacent residential uses. Many of the potential conflicts can be addressed through good site
development standards, such as screening, lighting, architecture, and acwksslst

Integration of Land Uses

There are two distinct land use patterns that have developed over the years to form the current landscape of
Richmond. The first of these patterns occurred befor8ebend World Waiit emphasized an integration of

land uses among fairly compact blocks. Attention was paid to the accessibility of everydesuosess

stores, work places, schools, churches, and playksot. This pattern was established along Main Street from
Madison Street to Mary Street, and extethtb Beebe Street to the east, and Grove Street to the west. To this
day, this area of the City remains walkable.

After the Second World Wara new pattern developed, where land uses became more segregated. The
growing popularity of the automobile deetprimary means of transportation made it possible to develop large
areas with only one land use. For example, the area of the City north of Madison Street is exclusively
residential, except for a church or two. Obviously, there were perceived bengfissdevelopment pattern,

mainly in that land use conflicts were avoided. However, there are disadvantages to segregating uses. Itleads
to the reliance on the automobile. For example, there is only one park planned for the north end of the City.
Therefore, children must rely on their parents to drive them to a park for outdoor recreation activities.
Residents on the north side must drive to meet their everyday needs.

The segregation of uses also leads to the creation of uniform environments alWheusing units appear

similar. For example, in the central, older section of the Cityfanaly residential dwellings are integrated

within single family residential neighborhoods. In the newly developed area of the City, all of the duplex units
are concentrated within a single development. Zoning regulations can also contribute to the segregation of uses
and uniform environments.

Of the two land use patterns, Richmond draws much of its appeal fromitsipdevelopment. The historic
busines districts and residential neighborhoods provide the City with assets that help define it as a unique
community within the region. This traditional pattern of development, mixed uses and mixed densities, has
made the City a desire destination to livayk, and visit. New development within the City should be
planned to complement the established development pattern.
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EXISTING LAND USE ANALYSIS

Key Findings:

f

The predominant land use in the City is single famigydential, which accounts for nearly etérd of
the total land area in the City. Other residential catedsétiesfamily, multiple family, and mobile
home®account for another 6.06% of the @ig/total land area.

The City contains a substantial amoohpublic and serpublic uses, which comprise approximately
168.05 acres or 10% of total land area. Key public andgahiic uses include schools, churches, parks,
and government offices and facilities.

Over 40% of land area in the City is either vataa used for agriculture. This represents the potential for
development within the current City limits.

Office use accounts for less than one half of one percent of the area of the City.

Less than 3% of the land area in the City consists of indussesa. Redevelopment of existing industrial
areas (i.e. Granary District) could increase property values and strenghten the tax base.

The land use pattern around the periphery of the City is different from the central part of the City.
Specifically, land uses tend to be more segregated around the periphery, resulting in a more automobile
oriented environment, whereas land uses are more integrated and compactly organized in the central area
of the City, leading to a walkable environment.

Existing mixeduse development patterns should be preserved and encouraged.
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STRUCTURAL QUALITY ANALYSIS

Introduction

In addition to land use, the physical condition of buildings and other structures must be assessed to determine
the state of a community. €lphysical decline of structures is often an indication of an inappropriate location

of a land use, such as an incompatible industrial use adjacent to residential use. It can also have a cumulative,
or fisnowbalb effect, as a few deteriorating buildingancaffect an entire neighborhood. Therefore, it is
important to identify the substandard buildings in the City, and, more importantly, areas that may be subjected
to any blighting influences. Such information will help determine actions that the Ciigkeato counteract

any negative trends.

Overall, the condition of the vast majority of buildings in the City of Richmond is sound. This is remarkable
considering Richmond is a mature community with several old structures. The 2000 census indicated that
nearly 50% percent of the Citg housing units were constructed before 1960. Map 3 shows the location of
buildings that are considered deteriorating or substandard.

Standard Quality Buildings

Most of the buildings surveyed are classified as of starglality, which is a broad category including new
buildings and older buildings that are well maintained. This category also includes buildings that appear
structurally sound, but may require routine maintenance, such as cleaning, painting, replacembmvefor

a roof. All buildings that are not categorizeddaterioratingor substandardire considered standard.

Deteriorating Buildings

Buildings are categorized as deteriorating if they exhibit signs of substantial wear and tear that will require
more than routine maintenance to repair. Signs of substantial wear include cracked and damaged exterior
walls, sagging roofs and porches, rotting wood frames, or an accumulation of deficiencies. Basically, these
buildings have the potential to be repaiaed rehabilitated with a reasonable investment. However, in their
present condition, they contribute to blight.

Four deteriorating residential buildings and one deteriorating commercial buildings have been identified. Two
of the deteriorating buildingsre located on the same block, north of Division Road, a red brick structure on
Main Street and the other on Forest Avenue. The third deteriorating house is located on the east side of Main
Street, south of Pierce Street. A fourth deteriorating haukeated at the northwest corner of Stone and
Division Roads.

The deteriorating commercial building is a former gas station, on the east side of Main Street, north of Beier
Street. This site is planned to be redeveloped as a new gas station arehtyyauroccupied.
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