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I-375 ALTERNATIVES STUDY 
PUBLIC MEETING #2 SUMMARY 
JUNE 12, 2014, 2:00-8:00PM 
EASTERN MARKET SHED #2 
2934 RUSSELL STREET 
DETROIT, MI 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Public Meeting #2 consisted of an open house format, including over 30 display boards and orientation presentations 
at 2:00pm, 4:00pm, and 6:00pm.  Project team members were stationed at each series of boards to engage and field 
questions from attendees.  The 30 display boards consisted of information and illustrations related to alternatives for 
the primary study areas, secondary study areas, and innovative corridor elements.  The display boards were 
organized into four stations: 
 

• Station 1: Introduction 
• Station 2: Primary Study Area Alternatives 
• Station 3: Secondary Study Area Alternatives 
• Station 4: Ideas 

 
Attendees were able to provide feedback by engaging with project team members, placing stickers on the evaluation 
boards located at each station, and submitting written comments.  
 
Throughout the duration of the meeting, 199 attendees signed-in at the welcome station.  However, 162 completed 
the attendee profile.  As illustrated in Figure 1, approximately 60% of attendees live within or near the study areas, 
and an additional 24% of attendees commute to work within or near the study areas. 
 
Figure 1: Attendee Profile 
PROXIMITY OF HOUSING + WORK TO STUDY AREAS # OF ATTENDEES 
I live in or near the study areas 58 
I live + work in or near the study areas 42 
I work in or near the study areas but don't live here 39 
I don't live or work in the study areas 23 
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ALTERNATIVE FEATURE RATING 
This document summarizes attendee evaluation of primary study area alternatives (Station 2), attendee evaluation of 
secondary study area alternatives (Station 3), attendee preference for specific corridor elements (Station 4), and 
written comments provided by attendees. 
 
Station 2: Primary Study Area Alternatives 
This station included a summary board that diagrammatically compared each of the six alternatives and two boards 
for each of the six alternatives.  The first board for each alternative provided illustrations, data, and information on the 
design concept.  The second board for each alternative provided an opportunity for attendees to provide their 
feedback (negative, neutral, positive) on the major characteristics of each alternative and each alternative as a whole. 
 
Alternative #1: Reconstructed Freeway As Is 
Meeting attendees provided generally negative feedback on Alternative #1, specifically related to maintaining I-375 as 
a subsurface freeway.  While other elements of Alternative #1 scored more favorably, the overall feedback was 
largely negative, with approximately 85% opposed and 10% in favor of the overall concept.  See Figure 2 for 
complete evaluation results of Alternative #1. 
 
Figure 2: Alternative #1 Evaluation Results 
ALTERNATIVE #1 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Maintaining I-375 as a subsurface freeway to allow high-speed 
access to downtown 64 8 22 

Modifying two southbound ramps to improve operations and 
increase storage (i.e. queuing) capacity 11 7 20 

Large, landscaped embankments along the freeway 15 10 22 

West Jefferson curve remains as existing 55 3 10 

OVERALL 86 5 10 
 
Alternative #2: Reconstructed Freeway with Riverfront Connection 
Meeting attendees provided mixed feedback on Alternative #2.  Similar to Alternative #1, attendees were more so 
opposed to maintaining I-375 as a subsurface freeway.  However, specific modifications that improve vehicular and 
non-motorized access score more favorably.  Overall feedback on Alternative #2 was much more balanced than 
Alternative #1, with approximately 54% opposed and 37% in favor of the overall concept.  See Figure 3 for complete 
evaluation results of Alternative #2. 
 
Figure 3: Alternative #2 Evaluation Results 
ALTERNATIVE #2 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Maintaining I-375 as a subsurface freeway to allow high-speed 
access to downtown 40 3 26 

Modifying two southbound ramps to improve operations and 
increase storage capacity 5 5 27 

Creating new riverfront connection from East Jefferson 
(secondary movement, requires exiting freeway) 9 4 51 

Addition of bike lanes along Service Drives 8 0 46 

OVERALL 64 4 44 
 
Alternative #3: Freeway Transitions to Surface Street at Larned 
Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #3, specifically related to the conversion of I-
375 to a surface street at Larned to eliminate the Jefferson Curve.  Other elements of this alternative that improve 
vehicular and non-motorized access also scored favorably.  Overall feedback on Alternative #3 was generally 
positive, with approximately 58% in favor and only 32% opposed to the overall concept.  See Figure 4 for complete 
evaluation results of Alternative #3. 
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Figure 4: Alternative #3 Evaluation Results 
ALTERNATIVE #3 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Converting I-375 to a surface street from Larned south to 
eliminate Jefferson curve and create direct riverfront access 11 3 61 

Conversion of northbound service drive to two-way local street 19 3 31 

Creating new riverfront connection directly from principal 
roadway 6 1 50 

Creation of new greenway space to buffer neighborhood from 
principal roadway and create non-motorized opportunities 3 6 54 

OVERALL 41 13 74 
  
Alternative #4: East Edge Boulevard 
Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #4, specifically related to the conversion of I-
375 to a surface street throughout the primary study area.  Other elements of this alternative that improve vehicular 
and non-motorized access and create residual development parcels adjacent to the Central Business District (CBD) 
also scored favorably.  Overall feedback on Alternative #4 was generally positive, with approximately 65% in favor 
and only 34% opposed to the overall concept.  See Figure 5 for complete evaluation results of Alternative #4. 
 
Figure 5: Alternative #4 Evaluation Results 
ALTERNATIVE #4 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Replacing I-375 as surface boulevard to create new access, 
reduce speeds, reduce pedestrian crossing distances, eliminate 
Jefferson curve 

19 2 56 

Creating new riverfront connection directly from principal roadway 8 2 34 

Developing greenway/bikeway feature along east side of new 
boulevard 3 3 47 

Creation of potential development parcels on the west (downtown) 
side of the corridor 9 8 44 

OVERALL 42 1 79 
 
Alternative #5: West Edge Boulevard 
Meeting attendees provided mixed feedback on Alternative #5.  Specific features of the alternative scored favorably, 
including the conversion of I-375 to a surface street throughout the primary study area and improved vehicular and 
non-motorized access.  However, overall feedback on Alternative #5 was much more balanced than Alternatives #3 
and #4, with approximately 52% in favor and 41% opposed to the overall concept.  See Figure 6 for complete 
evaluation results of Alternative #5. 
 
Figure 6: Alternative #5 Evaluation Results 
ALTERNATIVE #5 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Replacing I-375 as surface boulevard to create new access, 
reduce speeds, reduce pedestrian crossing distances, eliminate 
Jefferson curve 

20 2 52 

Creating new riverfront connection directly from principal roadway 7 1 45 

Conversion of northbound service drive to two-way local street 
with bike lanes 16 5 30 

Creation of potential greenway/storm water management space 
along east side of corridor between principal roadway and local 
roadway, with long-term redevelopment potential 

20 9 39 

OVERALL 41 6 52 
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Alternative #6: One-Way Pair of Surface Streets and Below-Grade Greenway 
Meeting attendees provided mixed feedback on Alternative #6.  While specific features of the alternative scored 
favorably, including the conversion of I-375 to a surface street throughout the primary study area and improved 
vehicular and non-motorized access, other features were met with both negative and positive response, including the 
configuration of one-way paired surface streets and the reuse of below-grad space for a multi-use trail.  Overall 
feedback, similar to Alternative #5, was much more balanced than Alternatives #3 and #4, with approximately 51% 
opposed and 40% in favor of the overall concept.  See Figure 7 for complete evaluation results of Alternative #6. 
 
Figure 7: Alternative #6 Evaluation Results 
ALTERNATIVE #6 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Replacing I-375 as two parallel one-way streets to create new 
access, reduce speeds, reduce pedestrian crossing distances, 
eliminate Jefferson curve, and make direct riverfront access 

32 2 38 

Creating new riverfront connection directly from principal 
roadway 12 2 39 

Reuse of below-grade space for multi-use trail (similar to the 
Dequindre Cut) 33 6 45 

Addition of on-street bike lanes along parallel principal 
roadways 4 2 46 

OVERALL 64 10 50 
 
 

Station 3: Secondary Study Area Alternatives 
This station consisted of two boards for each secondary study area.  A total of three secondary study areas were 
analyzed, including the Jefferson East area between I-375 and Joseph Campau, the Jefferson West area between I-
375 and Washington, and the I-75/I-375/Gratiot Interchange.  The first board for each study area provided 
illustrations, data, and information and the two design concepts developed for that particular study area.  The second 
board for each study area provided an opportunity for attendees to provide their feedback (negative, neutral, positive) 
on the major characteristics of each alternative and each alternative as a whole. 
 
Jefferson East Alternative #1: Six Travel Lanes with Landscape Median 
Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #1, specifically related to the reduction of 
travel lanes and the creation of a landscaped median.  Overall feedback on Alternative #1 was generally positive, with 
approximately 65% in favor and only 30% opposed to the overall concept.  See Figure 8 for complete evaluation 
results of the Jefferson East Alternative #1. 
 
Figure 8: Jefferson East Alternative #1 Evaluation Results 
JEFFERSON EAST #1 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Reduction of roadway from four to three lanes in each direction, 
with parking prohibited during peak hours, in order to provide 
median refuge space for pedestrian crossings 

5 1 25 

Creation of landscaped median for beautification and access 
control 6 2 32 

OVERALL 11 2 24 
 
Jefferson East Alternative #2: Four Travel Lanes with Buffered Bike Lane 
Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #2, specifically related to the reduction of 
travel lanes, inclusion of on-street parking, and the creation of buffered bike lanes.  Overall feedback on Alternative 
#2 was generally positive, with approximately 65% in favor and only 41% opposed to the overall concept.  See Figure 
9 for complete evaluation results of the Jefferson East Alternative #2. 
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Figure 9: Jefferson East Alternative #2 Evaluation Results 
JEFFERSON EAST #2 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Reduction of roadway from four to two lanes in each direction 
plus parking in order to shorten crossing distances 5 0 30 

Creation of buffered bike lanes along the corridor, protected 
from moving traffic by median space 0 0 43 

OVERALL 15 1 30 
 
Jefferson West Alternative #1: Left-Turn Changes to Improve Operations and Pedestrian Flow 
Meeting attendees provided generally negative feedback on Alternative #1.  While specific elements of the alternative 
received balanced responses, the overall feedback was largely negative, with approximately 78% opposed and only 
18% in favor of the overall concept.  See Figure 10 for complete evaluation results of the Jefferson West Alternative 
#1. 
 
Figure 10: Jefferson West Alternative #1 Evaluation Results 
JEFFERSON WEST #1 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Elimination of eastbound left-turn to Woodward to reduce traffic 
queuing and improve pedestrian crossing 6 0 9 

Relocation of westbound left-turn at Beaubien to crossover to 
reduce queuing and safety issues along Jefferson 3 1 6 

OVERALL 22 1 5 
 
Jefferson West Alternative #2: Additional Left-Turn Changes to Improve Operations and Pedestrian Flow 
Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #2, specifically related to the elimination of all 
left-turns to Woodward Avenue, the creation of a pedestrian promenade to Hart Plaza, and the relocation of left-turns 
at Beaubien.  Overall feedback on Alternative #2 was largely positive, with approximately 71% in favor and only 10% 
opposed to the overall concept.  See Figure 11 for complete evaluation results of the Jefferson West Alternative #2. 
 
Figure 11: Jefferson West Alternative #1 Evaluation Results 
JEFFERSON WEST #2 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Elimination of all left-turns to Woodward to reduce traffic 
queuing and create pedestrian promenade to Hart Plaza 11 0 25 

Relocation of all left-turns at Beaubien to crossover to reduce 
queuing and safety issues along Jefferson 6 0 20 

OVERALL 14 0 34 
 
Interchange Alternative #1: Minimal I-75 Modifications, New I-375/Gratiot Interchange 
Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #1, specifically related to the increased 
accessibility provided by the creation of an I-375 interchange at Gratiot.  Overall feedback on Alternative #1 was 
generally positive, with approximately 69% in favor and only 23% opposed to the overall concept.  See Figure 12 for 
complete evaluation results of the Interchange Alternative #1. 
 
Figure 12: Interchange Alternative #1 Evaluation Results 
INTERCHANGE #1 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Creation of an I-375 interchange at Gratiot Avenue in order to 
increase accessibility to the northeast portion of downtown 5 0 27 

Conversion of the Gratiot Connector to a surface street with 
intersection at Russell Street 11 0 22 

OVERALL 6 2 18 
 
Interchange Alternative #2: Reconstructed Interchange with Surface Boulevard at Gratiot 
Meeting attendees provided largely positive feedback on Alternative #2, specifically related to reconstruction of the I-
375 interchange and the elimination of the Gratiot Connector.  Overall feedback was largely positive, with 
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approximately 82% in favor and only 16% opposed to the overall concept.  See Figure 13 for complete evaluation 
results of the Interchange Alternative #2. 
 
Figure 13: Interchange Alternative #2 Evaluation Results 
INTERCHANGE #2 
  NEGATIVE NETURAL POSITIVE 
Full reconstruction of the interchange to reconfigure I-75 as the 
through movement, and add direct connections to Brush and 
Gratiot 

11 0 30 

Elimination of the Gratiot Connector, with traffic instead served 
by the new surface intersection of I-375 and Gratiot 11 1 30 

OVERALL 9 1 45 
 
Images of the evaluation boards are included in Appendix A. 
 
Summary of Feedback on Specific Design Treatments 
To better understand the motivation for how attendees evaluated each alternative, responses related to specific 
design treatments were compiled to determine how they compare to each other regardless of the overall alternative.  
The design treatments met with the most positive and most negative responses are highlighted below, and have been 
assigned a + or – rating based on the number of positive and negative responses for each. 
 

• Direct riverfront connection    +135 
• Bike lanes along I-375 corridor and East Jefferson +123 
• Convert I-375 to a surface boulevard  +119 
• Greenway/bikeway along east edge of I-375  +114 
• New interchange at I-375/I-75/Gratiot  +60 
• Reduction of travel lanes on East Jefferson  +45 
• Developable land along east edge of I-375  +31 
• Maintain West Jefferson curve   -45 
• Maintain I-375 as a sub-surface freeway  -56 

 
In addition to the evaluation that attendees provided on specific treatments within each alternative, Station 4 provided 
an opportunity for attendees to provide their preference on innovative corridor elements that could be integrated into 
the final alternative.  These elements were separated into specific categories, including pedestrian design, bicycle 
design, walls/bridges/paths, landscape design, and corridor innovation.  The elements that received the most support 
included buffered bike lanes (with a physical barrier), enhanced pedestrian environments (on bridges and 
crosswalks), wind/solar energy treatments, stormwater treatments, and public art.  Results are included in Appendix 
A. 
 
WRITTEN COMMENT SUMMARY 
Seventy-seven written comment forms were submitted at the meeting.  The following is a synopsis of comments 
received: 

• Multiple residents of Lafayette Park and East Side neighborhoods expressed concern with the potential 
impacts of options which would convert the principle roadway to a surface street.  Several attendees shared 
their experience with crime, congestion, littering, and parking that spills into the neighborhoods from 
Downtown.  These attendees were concerned that surface street options would only amplify these problems. 

• Multiple residents of Lafayette Park and East Side neighborhoods also expressed concern about the 
potential environmental impact of the at-grade options, including increased noise, vibration, and pollution. 

• Multiple residents of Lafayette Park and East Side neighborhoods also expressed concern about the 
impacts that potential development adjacent to the neighborhood could have on the character of the area. 

• Most attendees were supportive of a reconfigured interchange that eliminates the Gratiot Connector and 
makes I-75 movements easier.  In addition, most attendees were supportive of a direct riverfront connection 
and the elimination of the Jefferson curve. 

• Most attendees were supportive of non-motorized improvements, including bike lanes along I-375 and 
Jefferson Avenue, enhanced non-motorized connections across I-375 (whether it remains below-grade or is 
brought to grade), and any treatments that are incorporated to make this corridor more livable and walkable. 

• Those attendees in favor of the surface street alternatives mentioned that this would be a transformative 
project aligned with the current trends of downtown and that it would divert from previous planning habits 
that placed preference on automobile travel.  Some attendees suggested that the new boulevard be named 
Hastings Street as a tribute to the history of the area. 

• Some attendees in favor of a surface boulevard prefer that the alternatives reduce the travel lanes from four 
lanes, suggesting that future traffic volumes will continue to decline and that traffic can divert to M-10 and 
other downtown surface streets. 
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• Several attendees were in favor of maintaining I-375 as a below-grade freeway, noting that it provides quick 
access to the Central Business District (CBD) and acts as a buffer between the Downtown and adjacent 
neighborhoods.  Several attendees referenced increased traffic during special events that require faster 
access to Downtown. 

• Several attendees mentioned the importance of maintaining access to the Detroit/Windsor Tunnel 
• Several attendees mentioned the importance of considering impacts to Christ Church parking lots for any 

alternative that provides a direct riverfront connection. 
• Several attendees mentioned that the below-grade greenway shown as part of Alternative #6 would be 

disconnected and redundant with the Dequindre Cut, and that a revised alternative that immediately creates 
developable land would be preferred. 

• Several attendees mentioned that potential public transit should be considered for this corridor. 
• Several attendees inquired whether the I-375/I-75/Gratiot interchange should be the primary project, 

followed by redesigning the remainder of the corridor. 
• Several attendees inquired what the criteria would be for choosing a final alternative. 

 
A complete list of comments is included in Appendix B. 
 



Page 8 of 14 
 

APPENDIX A: Evaluation Boards 
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APPENDIX B: Comment Forms 
 
(Contact information provided has been redacted) 
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