Mr. McBride and the Birmingham
. Citizens Protective Association
v 'Reply to Mr. Blucher

Mr. Blucher’s reply to my in the Birmingham Eccentric
for September 30th, has come. to my attention and outjof courtesy I
[ miust reciprocate and say that 1 was interested to see if Mr. Blucher
might ‘iv- a'little enlightenment on the zoning ordinance proposed for
Birmingham, but that I can sympathize with him in his disappointment
for neither did I find anything new i his arguments. i
2 “*3 M, Blucher attempted to indulgé in some fancy footwork, but the
' ordinance on which he had to base his ar was like glef
flypaper, and unfortunately for him he got his feet caught in several
places trying to lure the citi of Birmingh into believing that the
A d zoning ordin is mol '
*: +'Mr. Blucher indicates a feeling in his letter that he should not have
replied, and the way he has entangled himself in his statements proves
' that his feéeling in the matter was well founded.
As the various sections of the ordinance that have been analyzed
in'my statement are facts which will not down even with Mr. Blucher’s
2 sophistry and camouflage perhaps I should not bother with replying
& * to his statement, but I will be a little more. frank perhaps than he was
2 in giving his reasons for replying to my statement and say that there
Jis an inclination in human nature when someone tries to cut some fancy
capers to slap him with a slat while he is performing his antics.
Since Mr. Blucher seems worried so much about who was respon-
sible for certain parts of my statement, 1 will say for the relief of his
- mind and information of the people of Birmingh y

Citizens Protective Association,
who unlike Mr. Blucher have their property, their business and their
idénce in Birmingham and therefore probably have its best interests
| more at heart than the well-meaning Mr. Blucher who is an employee
« } deriving his living from the propagation of zoning laws. Mr. Blucher
down to us in a superior tone from his exalted position of Secre-
and City Planner of the City Planning Commission of Detroit and
we should be awed in the presence of his superior wisdom but
a democracy the people are permitted to make their own
takes rather than be subj d to the mistakes of any self. ti
ed authority over them. i
Blucher says that my statement “contains the same old stereo-
or rather mis-state: that have been advanced
Zoning in the past six years.” He might have said also that
ordinance to which they refer was itself reproduced from
plate from the zoning ordinance that was rejected in De-
Mr. Blucher.
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; that I made about the zoning
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sible for violations of the zoning ordinance. Whether or not such ab-
mdmhnmh-puud,hmhlyb,buyﬂn%
a very unwise thing for a copmunity to pass a law that makes them
possible. A study of the history of court decisions will furnish ample
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. proof of the danger in failing to limit the penalty that can be inflicted.

If for no other reason thin this the ordin
this point alone.

. When Mr. Blucher states that a citizen has the right to appeal
from the Board of Appeals to the courts he is only proving what I
pointed out when I said that this zoning ordinance would result in end-
less lawsuits and untold expense to both the city and its residents. In.
fact, certain individuals have already taken steps to have the unjust
provisions of this ordi declared itutional if it is passed.
But why should the people of Birmingham be asked to pass a law that
will make it necessary for them to go-to the courts to win back the
rights they already have?

should be defeated on

Mr. Blucher answers his own question as to who is the man outside
of Birmingham who drafted the ordinance when he says in his own
statement that he was asked to examine the ordinance after it was draft-
ed and advise the commission what to do.

If Mr. Blucher wishes to place the odium on the incompetence of

the village i of Birmingham and the he was work-
ing with by asking if they followed his advice and adopted the ordi-
nance he r mended, he f his i of the city and its

* needs by failing in pointing out to them that the zones as proposed are
. laid out on a wrong basis b the

r for the zon-
ing law took the present location of the railroad as their basis for laying

+ out the system of zones for the city. Yet just as soon ds track can be

laid the railroad will run approximately one mile east of its present
line. ¢

Article seven, in section three, does not permit of the homelike oc-
cupations if you are to read it literally and certainly when it comes to
law the imagination is not permitted to read into it what the law does
not specify. Courts hold you to what the law says—not your idea of it.

The regulations regarding renting certainly read that a man can
be prevented from renting his house if it is located in a section to which
they apply. Moreover, Mr. Blucher cannot escape the very definite
provision of section seventeen prohibiting anybody from moving into
or out of dwellings without first securing a certificate from both the vil-
lage manager and the health officer.

Whin he says that the proposed zoning ordinance does not lift
the present restrictions on property I will be magnanimous enough to
say that Mr. Blucher made a misstat t, perhaps uni ionally and
also unwittingly, because the restrictions which have been in effect for
feveral years on one of the most lusi bdivi h
have been changed, contrary to the uses specified and agreed upon at
the time the subdivision was recorded and its provisions accepted by the
city. And persons who bought such property are told that it is their
loss. The zoners have no scruples over a binding legal agreement. Fol-
lowing their Prussian precepts, they feel as did the kaiser, that a legal
agreement is only a scrap of paper. If the restrictions can be removed
in one exclusive section, they can be removed in others. Will the peo-
ple of Birmingham authorize this?

in Bir

As if this is not enough, section twenty-one gives the village com-
mission power to amend the zoning ordinance as it sees fit so as to give
it any additional power’it may need to enforce its edicts!

The fact that a man is required to erect fire proof structures instead
of wooden buildings in certain districts, can by no stretch of logic be
interpreted to justify taking all a man’s property without due course of
law and fair o h Mr. Blucher’s ion as
to whether a man should be paid for time lost in going to his office be-
cause he is not permitted to travel more than fifteen or twenty miles an
hour in the yillage, would he for this reason assume to have the right
to confiscate a man’s car without a trial or hearing if he went over
twenty miles an hour? Mr. Blucher’s difficulty is characteristic of all
people who primarily are theorists. He cannot see the difference be-
tween fi i ith ion and ds with com-
pensation. He admits that the proposed zoning ordinance is confisca-
tory and then attempts to justify it, in spite of the fact that the govern-
ment of the United States itself cannot take a foot of any man’s property
witheut compensation after due legal process. If we are to admit the
correctness of Mr. Blucher’s premise then we are forced to acknowl-
edge that Socialism is right gid our present system of protection of

'pm;cﬂyh-llm.

At this point, Mr. Blucher might again refer to the statement of

Abraham Lincoln at the top of this page.

One man places his money,in stocks, bonds or deposits it in a bank.
Another man saves his money by investing it in real estate because he
has been told that real estate is the safest investment. At the end of a '
mamu&mdnuﬁnhm.m.
Mh&mummtmmmmmhm
&M-nyh—hh-tnndcrkwmhﬁn
'Ml‘e-htph"nﬂwwmﬁoi. There is no moral
difference between seizing a man's property and going into his house or
bank and seizing his lifetime savings. . To me the taking of a man’s
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Read the other statement of the Birn
They will reveal dangers to you that|
Mortgages and land contracts will be.
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People will not buy property i i
Birmingham will be if this ordﬁll:e:m

It already removes restrictions 6n som
and gives the commission power to change

Do not place your property at the mer
cannot poss ly be as competent to run yow
yourself.
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It places factories in the civic center ¢

It bases its zones on the present locati
run one mile east as scon as roadbed and tr

It violates all constitutional guarantee|

The city will be involved in endless lit
provides that every section and every claus

Regardless of any merits zoning may
This zoning ordinance was Mﬁly and
Don’t pass this ordin‘unce ‘and exﬁeca
mission has power to change it. Y
When you vote this ordinance in efféq

You must change this zoning law befo!
have voted the power to change it out of y¢
—three politicians.
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property without paying him for it is no different from stealing his |

money.

I would like to know what Mr. Blucher’s business experience and

llﬂt.w;&-cthg;d&—hmﬂdh)n;-\-(
right for the village authorities to burn up a man’; lo—.w“a, ¢

pensation if it considered its beauty or ion| was not. in-




