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In October 2008, théJlichigan State University Center for Community and Economic Developi@&&EDitiated a project

with the support ofthe U.S. Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration (EDA) to develop innovative
economic development strategies with three Northern Michigan regigiahning partners: theEastern Upper Peninsula
Regonal Planning and Development Commiss{&@UPRPDCNortheast Michigan Council of GovernmerflSEMCOG), and
Northwest Michigan Council of GovernmeflddWMCOG).The goal of the project is to create new knowledggesed economic
opportunities in the regionand to successfully compete in the global knowledge economy.

ly F3aa8aavyS8Syid 2F SIOK NBIA2YyQa [/ 2YLINBKSyar@dS 902y2YAO0 5S5@St 2
opportunities, and helped each region to develop their collaborativenieg (cclearning) plans. CGlearningWhite Papersare

designed to provide regional planners and their stakeholders with relevant new knowledge, focus, and capacity. This new
knowledge and capacity serves as a platform for regional planners and stdgehod create innovative regional economic

development strategies focused on competing in the global knowledge economy. By understanding the dynamics and demands

of global knowledge economy forces, regional leaders can better align their regional iewegiriorities with those demands.

ThisCoLearning White Papewvas produced in response to a requesade by NEMCOfar information on new permanent
residents ints region.

Disclaimer
This report was prepared by the Michigan State University Center for Community and Economic Development under-award 06
86-05322 from the Economic Development Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce. The statements, findings,
conclusions, and recommentians are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Economic
Development Administration or the U.S. Deparimef Commerce
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Quantifying Seasonal Residents Who Became
Permanent Residents in Northeast Michigan, 2008

This Cd_earning White Paperonsists of the following nirgections:

1) Introduction;

2) Regionatrends in Northeast Michigaand mural demographicanalyses

3) Colearning djective anddata collectionrmethodology;

4) Data limitations;

5) Analysis ohew principal residence exemptidPREdata and population estimatesf
reporting townships/city;

6) Hndingsand demographic trends

7) Conclusion;

8) Bibliography; and

9) Appendices

1. Introduction

As a part of the Northern Michigan and Eastern Upper Peninsula Knowledge Economy
Strategies projecthe Northeast Michigan Council of GovernmenntEMCOgrequested that
co-learning be conducted to iderfyi the extent ofseasonal residents whtave become
permanent residentsn its eightcounty region ofAlcona, Alpena, Presque Isle, Cheboygan,
Otsego, Crawford)scoda, and Montmorendgounties NEMCOG would like tmderstand the
social capital assets and needs assodatéh these new residents who may beeking
entrepreneurial opportunities oa second cager in the development ahe NS 3 Akgoyiledge
economy. ldentifying the extent of these new permanent residents represents a preliminary
step NEMCOG is taking teepen its knowledge about this potentiaiiypportant group in the
NEIA2yQa SO2y2Yeo

Aninformal term W LIS NJY | FisisBriEkfin®$ 1Red to refer toew permanentesidentsof
Northern Michigarwho were previouslgeasonal residentgThis term is deriveffom

Witlgies dXermoften used by permanent residents ieferring to tourists or vacationers
because of the many fudge shops that cater to the tourist tr&dtepejorativemeaning is
intendedby using thesecolloquial orinformal terms. Indeed, permatigies seems to sum up in
a singk worda longer formal descriptionBased on anecdotal evidence and general
observation, permafudgietend to be, but are not exclusile retirees.

To determine the extendf seasonal residents becomipgrmanentresidents in Northest
Michigan from 2004 to 2008, theroject Team identified a proxy measut®sed on principal
residence exemptions. #ew principalresdence exenption (PRIEtends to correspontb the
conversion ol seasonal homt a principal residnce. Theseonversiors, evidenced bypew
PRE, actas a good (albeit not perfect) indicator of seasonal home owners becoming
permanent residents
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2. RegionalTrendsin Northeast Michiganand RuraDemographicAnalyses

Thissectionprovides aroveralldemographic context of thiso-learning study by briefly
describinghe following one, the general population trends in Northeast Michigan; two, the
rural characteristics ahe region; and threepreviousdemographic analyses ofcreation
areas attractg seasonal residents to become permanent residents

General Population Trends iNortheast Michigan

The population othe eightcountyNortheast Michigan increasdaly 15.1%uring the
1990s(from 122886 in 1990 to 141,483 in 20P&nd corinued to increasauntil 2003 (U.S.
Census Bureau 2009 fact, Northeast Michigan grew more thamost other regions in the
statein the 1990s" The big regionalgainersin the 1990sncludedOtsego Countyvhichgrew
30.%2%4 and Cheboygamnd OscodaCouwntieswhichgrew 24.26and 20%, respectively

However, regional populationasdeclinedby 2.1%since 200qfrom 141,483 in 2000 to
138,522 in 2008\hile net migrationreportedlyremained slightly positiveSnce hitting a pek
of 143,073 in 2003egional populatio hasdeclinedby 2.5% Cheboygan, Crawford,
Montmorency, and Otsego Counties experienced slight population incréasesen 2000 and
2004. Bubetween 2004 and 2008, sew of the eight counties in Northeast Michigan
experienced populan decreaseg¢see Table And Figure below).

Tablel: Northeast Michigan County Population Data (2000) and Estimates 3ZID8

Alcona 11,706 11,572 11,468 11,512 11,548 11,550 11,556 -1.28%
Alpena 31,279 30,781 30480 30,168 29,814 29,727 29,520 5432
Cheboygan 26,568 27,405 27,094 27,093 27,951 26,712 26,354 -0.81%
Crawford 14,351 14,808 14,557 14771 14712 14539 14,463 0.78%
Montmorency 10,374 10,492 10,461 10,386 10,352 10,325 10,335 -0.38%
Oscoda 9,410 9,461 9,260 9,052 8,977 8,926 8,836 -6.10%
Otsego 23424 24268 24205 24,285 24,286 24,159 23,808 1.64%
Presque Isle 14371 14286 14,084 14,000 13897 13,816 13,650 e
Region Total 141,483 143,073 141,609 141,267 141,537 139,754 138,522 -2.09%
Source: Michigan Department of Information Technology, Office of Sharatiddsl Census anbemographic
Data, 2009.

Only Alcona County showed a population increase between 2004 and 2008 and that was very
slight. (See Appendix A fahe populations of surveyed townships/cities in Northeast
Michigan.)

'hyte (g2 NBIAzya SEOSSRSR b9a/hDQa NIGS 2F LRLMZ FGAZY
Council of Governmentsnd West Michigan Shoreline Regional Development Commission regions.
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Figure 1: Population Change in Northeast Michig@20042008
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Source: Michigan Department of Information Technology, Officghaired Solutions Census
and Demographic Data, 2009

In-migration to the eightcounty NEMCOG region constituted approximately 6.25% of the

NBIAZ2Yy QA L2 Lz I (A 2yt RS YWnoS& oNBE AMRSYSH & | 0K 2S5 Y20 BIE
O2dzyieé ¢gAGKAY GKS alyYS adrdisSqQ OFrGS3az2NeE AyOf dzR
region. As a result, the estimate of 6,528 does not provide a very accurate estimate for the

regioral inrmigrationbecause of the intraegional counting.

Table2: In-Migration to Northeast Michigan

Estimate | % of Margin
Regional of Error
Population
Moved from different county 6,528 4.71% +/-908
within the same state
Moved from different state 1,904 1.37% +/-549
Moved from abroad 217 0.15% +/-125
Total InMigration 8,649 6.25% +/-1,034

Source: 200€2008 American Community Survey

The numbes of people moving to the region from a different stabe from abroadare also
estimated These estimateare more robustor the region The Census Bureau makdsete
estimatesin the years betweerthe Decennial Censuse#s a resultthe margins of error are
fairly substantiafor each inmigraton category andhese values may be regarded asspect
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Map 1: Rural andNon-Metro Counties in RuralCharacteisticsof Northeast
Northeast Michigan Michigan
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[ entire region enjoys thaeatural
resource amenities associated with this
rural character Three counties Alcona,
Montmorency, and Oscodaare
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Otsego X ' parlance of the USDA.
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populations of 2,50€19,99 not

adjacent to a metro area(seeAppendix
Bfor the USDAural continuum
methodology).These urban populations
are found in the cities of Alpena, Rogers
B Rural Counties City, Cheboygan, Gaylord, and Grayling
O Nonmetro Counties in thesefive counties respectively

¢CKS ' {5! 9w{ NHzNIft GeLRfz23& Ifaz2 Syeshinationi FAOS
O2dzy UASade ¢tKSaS N8B O2dzyiArAsSa GKIG SELISNASYyO
and above for the immigration of people between 1980 and 1990. All but two (Alpena and

Presque Isle) of the Northeast Michigan counties are cl&sBifi ¢ NB ddastitdterS y

counil A SlEe @ty of Alpena in Alpena County provides a more urbanized dimension compared

to the demographic features of the other seven counties. Presque Isle, however, would appear

to share the same natural resource charagtécs that contribute to the other counties being

retirement destinations.

Not surprisingly, Alpena County is one of the two counties classified manufactiependent

in the ERS rural typology. (Oscoda County is the other which suggests an anoimaly in t

classification scheme.) However, the perceived attributes of Alpena County may be changing as
¢FNBSGO !'fLISYylFrs GKS OAGeQa FyR O2dzyieQa SO2y2Y
on recreationbased economic development activity.
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Seasonal Redents and

a2z @Ay Horthg LJ

Permanently

Areas rich with recreation
opportunities based on natural
resources (traditionally, hunting anc
fishing, but increasingly hiking, etc.)
act as strong magnefsr in-
migration. Seasonal residenten,
represent an excellent pool of
potential new permanent residents
as they are alreadfamiliar with the

Map 2: Receation Counties in Northeast Michigan
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residents migratingo their

lakefront or riverside properties in
rural Michigan (and other upper
Great Lakes states), especially upo
retirement, and becoming
permanent residentsias been
previously documented to some
degree. In a 199MSUstudy of six
Northern Michigan counties, ihading Alcona Countiy the eightcounty NortheastMichigan
region 40% of seasonal home ownexsrveyedndicated that an important reason faheir
seasonal home ownership was the potential for using it as a place to retire to (Styales et
1997).Thisstudy, however, dichot provide any data to quantifgctual migration of this
demographiagroup.

Crawford| Oscoda

OGRAYLING

O Recreation Counties

AU. S. Department of Agriculture Economic Research S€l&RA ER&port found that for

i K Bppei Midwest rural counties (mostly in Minnesota and Wisaoythat gained population

in the 1990s, lake or rivdrased seasonal recreation and secdrmame development played an
importantroleX ¢ KSe& | NS F2NBailSR> (McGiakahad&tlBealdé 20aR)Yi t S | 3

USDA ERS has also developesteeation ounty typology? Severof the eight counties in
NortheastMichigan are classified as recreation countiépena County is the solexception In

a 2002 report, USDA ERS linked the presence of exceptional recreation activity in rural counties
to rural population growth in the 1990sJphnson and Beale 2002

% This typology is based on several measures of recreational activity (percentage of employment in entertainment
and recreation, accommodations, eating and drinking places, and redbestctors) as well as economic (wages
and salaries in those sectors) and seasonal housing data\fgeendix (.

Michigan State University 5
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Recreation counties the U.Sare concentrated in the Upper Great Lakes, the Mountain West,
and the Northeast. A 2002 USDA ERS study attributes the concentration of recreation counties

intheWestlil 2 aF YLX S 2LILIR2NIdzyAGASa F2N K)\1)\y5|z Y 2 dzy
& LJ2 NI a 2dzy R Ay (GUKS Ylye ylu)\zylf LI NJ & YR &
C)zdzyﬂ)\éé Ay (GKS ! LILJISNJ DNEB | [ 1 Sa&lErtydiongl KS 2 0 K
Sadlrof AaKSR aSO2yR K2YSa Ay I NBFa gAGK f11Sa¢

Recreation deelopment helps to diversify local economjesd can stimuli@ local economies

in other ways. Upgrading infrastructure to meet tourist needs, for exanuale,also attract

new entrepreneurs and labor forces. Importantly, residents in recreation counties have higher
levels of both high school and college graduateg@@eand Brown 2005). It is possible that
greater numbers of permafudgies will intensify thigward education trend.

To the best of our knowledge based on a thorough literature reyimws is the first research
that attempts to quantify rural in-migration of seasonal home ownefsecoming permanent
residents

3. Colearning @jective andData ®@llection Methodology

¢tKS 202S00A JS the Fojebt Teank) & De@aing in yhiRopic area was to
guantify the extent of seasonal home owners becoming permanent residettgeen 2004
and 2008 The Project Team identifigtew principakesidence exemptions (PRES) as a proxy
measure of these new residents.

NEMCOG ande Project €amelectedto identify townshipsn Northeast Michigathat would
likely have the greatest numbeod seasonal homg rather than survey a1 townships in the
region. Aties adjacent totownships being surveyed we also included in the surveyhe
Project Team then developd methodsto collect data on new PREad compare thisdata with
U.S. Census population data and estimdteghe countes and townshipthat reported data
for this fiveyear period This methodology islaboratedbelow.

Identifying townships/fcitieswith significantnumbers of seasonal honse
To identify townships and cities with significanimbers of seasonal homes, three
criteria wereused:

1) Townshipswith significant shoreline frontagemn Lake Huron, large inland lakes,
and riverswere identifiedby the Roject Team This criterion was pdicatedon the
assumption that water frontage properties attract the greatest numbers of seasonal
residences.

2) Townshipswith high levels of seasonal housi(x20% seasonal housing of total
housing stockpased on U.S. Census Bureau de¢se identified by NEMCOGee
AppendixD.

3) dtieswere surveyed if theyere adjacent taownshipsidentified from applying
the first two criteria

By applying this methodology to the eigtwunty Northeast Michigan region, 49 townships and
four cities in severgounties weresurveyed for PRE data in the period 248! Oscoda County
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was the only county in the regiamot included in the survey

Table 3:TownshipgCities with Significant WaterFrontage or High Seasonal Housing

Townshipg/Citieswith Water Frontage Townships wittHigh Seasonal Housing
Alcona County Cheboygan County Alcona County Otsego County
Alcona Munro Caledonia Chester
Greenbush Tuscarora Curtis Corwith
Harrisville (twp and city) | Waverly Hawes Dover
Haynes Montmorency County Mitchell Hayes
Mikado Rust Crawford County | Presque Isle County
Alpena County Otsego County Beaver Creek Allis
Alpena (twp and city) Bagley Grayling Case
Green Charlton Lovells
Maple Ridge Elmira Maple Forest
Sanborn Livingston South Branch
Cheboygan County Otsego Lake
Aloha Presque Isle County
Beauregard Bearinger
Benton Krakow
Burt North Allis
Grant Ocqueoc
Inverness Presque Isle
Koehler Pulawski
Mackinaw (twp and city) | Rogers (twp and city)

Mullett

ObtainingNew PRE dat&o measure the extent of seasonal residents becoming

permanentresidents

To determine the extenof seasonal residents becomipgrmanent residents in
Northeast Michigan from 2004 to 2008e Project Team identifiedew principakesidence
exemptions (PRES) on properties in Northeast Michagga proxy measur®dlewPRESs
generally correspond tdhe conversion of seasonal homes to principal residerdes PRES,
then, providea good (albeit not perfecipdicator of seasonal home owners becoming
permanent residents

Tax assessmemnecords include data on new PRBspurposes of cliecting property taxes.
Principal (primaryjesidences receive homestead exemptions under statedagvare also
treated differently under federal lanSeasonatesidences do not receive homestead
exemptions.

The Project Team develop@dnethodto obtainaccurate data omew principalresidences
(PRESs) to quantifsonversiors of seasonal propertiesContacting eight county offices was the
preferred method to collecthis data in the interests of economizingndime and resources.
However, the Projectdamdetermined that new principal residen@xemptiondata was not
avaibble from county assessarlt became necessary, then, identify townshipassess®to
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obtain property tax assessment datAstax assessment activity is conched at the township
(or city)level,related taxassessmendata is generated at this level of governmént

TheProject Teangueriedthe Alpena TownshipssessorKris Lewisabout providing township
assessment data that quantified the converss ofseasonal homes to principedsidences over
a fiveyear period. Mr. Lewis providdtie first set of datain the studythat was generated by
gueryingthe BS & ASoftware for new principal residence exemptions (RRHownships use
this commercialdatabasesoftwarefor recordingand storingproperty tax assessment data.
The use of a common data basg local assessomovided aconvenientmechansm for
collectinguniform dataon new primary residence exemptions.

On November 2,72009,a letter from NEMCOG@nd the FPoject Teamrequesting data onnew
principal residence exemptions (PREgin 2004 to 200§see Appendik) was sentvia first
class U.S. Postal Servioed9 townshipandfour city assessrs (or treasurers, if assessor
contact informationwas uravailable)n seven Northeast Michigan countigsThe purpose of
the data reqest was described in thetter:

One promising area for future regional economic development
includes the new permanent arrivals who in the past were
seasonal residents. Some of these arrivals are early (and other)
retirees who may be interested in a second career and/or
starting a new bsiness in your community. We want to quantify
the conversions of seasonal residences to permanent residences
in northeast Michigan as an indicator measure of this
demographic group.

Instructions for querying the B& A databas (seeAppendixF) anda Towrship Report
Worksheet(see Appendixs) wereincludedwith the November 27 requedetter. An overview
of BS & A Software functions and applications is found in Appéhdix

Each assessor wasked to fill out theTownship Report Wiksheetfor his/her townshipwith
the numberof new principal residence exemptionedmestead exemptios) and the total
number ofresidentid propertiesin the township for the periodrom 2004through 2008 (or
20009, if available)

® Personal CommunicatiofricScorsone, former MSBxtension Specialist, $sand Local Government Program,
November 4, 2009.

* Personal Communication, Ted Dro$& & A Softwardovember 6, 2009.

® Several assessors are responsible for multiple jurisdictions.
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Table4: Northeast MichiganTownghips/CitiesSurveyeal for New Principal
Residenc&exemptions (PRES)
(Townships/Cities that responded are listecboid)

County County

Alcona Montmorency
Alcona, CaledonjaCurtis, Greenbush, Rust

Harrisville (city and twp), Hawes, Haynes
Mikado, Mitchell

Alpena Otsego

Alpena (cityandtwp), Green, Maple BagleyCharleton Chester Corwith,

Ridge, Sanborn Dover, ElmiraHayes Livingston
Otsego Lake

Cheboygan Presque Isle

Aloha,BeauregardBenton,Burt, Grant, Allis, Bearinger, Casérakow, North
InvernessKoehler, Mackinaw (city and | Allis,Ocqueog¢ Presque Isle, Pulawski,
twp), Mullet, Munro, Tuscarora, Waverly | Rogers (city and twp)

Crawford Oscoda

Beaver CreelGrayling,Lovells, Maple None surveyed.

Forest,South Branch

In addition tomailingthe November 27 request letter, theroject Team followed up witlthose
township and city assessor officést had not yet respondefly telephone and enail in
January, 201@ encourageheir responsesTentownshipresponses were ieived in January
and February in addition to the nine received in December.
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Map 3: Surveyed Townships antbwnships th
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4. Data Limitations

In addition to converting seasonal home to a permanent residenather factors generate
new principal residencexemptiors(PRE)iy f 2 0Ff aaSaaz2NaAQ NBO2NR] S

¢ Newly-built homes

e Vacant contiguous lots tht the property ownergealizedwere qualified for theprincipal
residenceexemption

e People who lied on the property for years bytistnowrealizedthati KS& ¢ SNBy Qi
getting thar principal residencexemption

e Assessor errors (peopla formsthat were missed and added later)

e Home foreclosuresor

e Ownershp transfer due to death.

Thesedata limitations were identifiedby City of Alp@a assessor, Jeff Shead Alpena

Township assessor, Kris Lewis. #ssmated that thesdactorswould account for
approximatelyl 5%20% of new PREs through 2006 andaf5%of new PRES resulting from
the inaease in foreclosures from 2007 2009 This estimation is based dromeforeclosure
dataobtained fromthe Alpena Townshipssessoas a part of our data analysis and subsequent
to the assessor survey that did nistcludeforeclosure data.n the cassof Charlton, Chester,

and Dover Towrsps, the assessor does not collect foreclosure Yataobtaining this data

would require an entirely new study phase.

The number of new PREs due to deatsot possible to gantify as the property changes
handsthrough sals, and the reasosifor sales arenot recorded.

Ted Drostethe Chief Operating Officer of tteompany that createthe BS & A Software used

by township assessorsbservedthat the percentage of PREs reflecting new home construction
would be very mall because new home construction has been depress@tiiswould be true

of the last twoyears in our study period but presumably less so in the ZW®period.

To confirmthis trend, the Project Team obtained new construction permit data from the

Otsego County Building Inspection Department for the six responding townships fo08004
Less new home construction permits were recorded in 20008 (paralleling the bust ime

national credit and housing markets) than in 262206 for five of the six townships. New

home construction permits in Corwith Township remained relatively unchanged throughout the
entire fiveyear period (see Appendix I). Thew home construction penit datafor the Otsego
County townshipshow that 11% of PREs are for newiyilt homes® Newly-built homes, then,
account for 511% of PREs.

Droste also explainethat most anomalies in the data woutirrespond to:

® personal Communicatiosally Nowak, Township Assessor, April 15, 2010.

" Personal Communication, Ted Droste, BSSofiware, February 15, 2010.

® Personal Communication, Joseph Ferrigan, Director of Land Use Services, Otsego County Building Inspection
Department, February 18, 2010.
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e (orrections residents claim as thé?RE;

¢ Recentlypurchased homes (home seller removes the PRE; new resident clauwns
PRE)or

e Property splitting.

5. Analysisof New Principal BsidenceExemption (PREData and Population

Estimates olReporting Townshipity

Principal residence exempt (PRE) databtained fromtownship and city assessors
were compared toU.S.CensuBureautownship population datand analyzedor the fiveyear
period 20042008

Of the 53 units surveyed, 19 responses were received for a response rate of 36%. The 19
responses were received froh@ townships and one gitin five counties: Otsego (six

townships), Alpena (four townships and one city), Cheboygan (four townships),c@tgtvio
townships), and Presque Isle (two townships). No responses were received from the 10 units of
government surveyed in Alcona County or the one township in Montmorency County. No
townships were survead in Oscoda County (see Tablanél Map 3).

Analytical Methodology

UsingCensus 2000 Demographic Profile data from the OeBsudBureay average
household sizes were identified for each township and citytaed used as a multiplier of
St OK {2 ¢y Z&dumniRdof PRBsLid® eéalh year tdatmine the numberf new
permafudgie residents for thatear® Finally, cumulativéotals of the number of repoed PREs
for each township and city for the periagere obtainedthe number of new residents for each
township and city for the periodascalculated and the percentage of total permafudgies for
the five-year period of the totaP008township populationwvere calculateqsee Table b

? State Demographer Ken Darga points out tegt population estimates at thigeographic level will cause a substahtevel

of uncertainty. Sub-county population estimates allocate the estimates of county population (which are relatively robust) to
sub-county units (cities, villages, towhipg based on estimated changes in thhember of housing unitsTheproblems are

that housing changes dwot always mirror population changeand building permit data can vary in quality from one unit of
govemnment to another as a result on-reporting, misreporting, and other issues.

Dama further points out that ne of the reasons why housing chasgtonot always mirror population changés the issue of
conversions.On the one hand, conversions from seasonal residences to principal residences do not increase the total housing
stock, ® they do not increase a community's estimated population (except to the extent that they are reflected in county
population estimates and thereby increase the figures for all communities in the coudty)he other hand, the construction

of second homefcreases a community's population estimate just as much as construction of the same number of primary
residencesPersonal Communication, February 11, 2010.
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New PRE Data Angsis: Quantifyinghe extent ofseasonal residents becoming
permanent residents

Of 49 townships and four cities surveyed in seven counties, 18 townships and one city in five
counties responded for a response rate of 36%isego County had the widest range of

permafudgie concentratiorns going from 6.97% to 43.18%f sixreporting townships in Otsego
County Charlton Townshiphowed the higlest percentage of permafudgies at 43.18%the

township population All five surveyed units in Alpena County responded; three townships and the
City of Alpena show small percentages of permafudgies (less than 13%) with Green Township as an

outlier at 25.36% permafudgies. In Cheboygan County, the percentage of permaindgigs
townships ranged from 15.53% to 24.81%. Of the two reporting townships in Crawford County,

gl
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reporting townshipsn Presque Isle Counboth showed concentratins just shyf 34%of their
respective township populationdNone of the 10 surveyed units of governmién Alcona County or
the one surveyed township in Montmorency Counggponded
Table5: Permafudgis andPopulationsfor Surveyed Townships and Citie300408.
Cumulative
Alpena County 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 | Percentages|
Alpena (city) Population 10,849 10,701| 10,549| 10,488| 10,465
PREs PREs 56 44 43
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh siz224 125 99 96 320
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 1.19 0.94 0.92 3.09%
Alpena (twp) Population 9,681 9,598 9,538 9,533 9,454
PREs PREs 81 89 89 76
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh siZ239 194 213 213 182 802
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 2.00 2.22 2.23 1.92 8.37%
Green Population 1,171 1,162 1,145 1,139 1,127
PREs PREs 29 28 16 29 13
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.t 74 71 41 74 33 293
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 6.29 6.12 3.55 6.47 2.93 25.36%
Maple Ridge Population 1,695 1,677 1,655 1,645 1,631
PREs PREs 19 27
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.¢ 51 72 123
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 3.10 4.44 7.53%
Sanborn Population 2,075 2,053 2,023 2,013 1,996
PREs PREs 15 31 16 25 16
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.t 38 79 41 64 41 263
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 1.84 3.84 2.01 3.15 2.04 12.87%
Cheboygan County 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Aloha Population 1,076 1,078 1,073 1,064 1,050
PREs PREs 22 32 9 14 11
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.4 54 78 22 34 27 215
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 5.01 7.27 2.05 3.22 2.57 20.13%
Benton Population 3,171 3,174 3,156 3,128 3,086
PREs PREs 76 63 74 47 40
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.4 185 154 181 115 98 733
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 5.85 4.84 5.72 3.67 3.16 23.24%
Inverness Population 2,332 2,330 2,314 2,290 2,256
PREs PREs 28 42 30 22 22
Permafudgies PRE x avg hdize: 2.49 70 105 75 55 55 360
Michigan State University 13 Quantifying Seasonal Residents V\Bexame

Center for Community and Economic Development

Permanent Residents in Northeast Michigan, 22008

o



% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 2.99 4.49 3.23 2.39 2.43 15.53%
Mullett Population 1,304 1,301 1,291 1,277 1,258
PREs PREs 31 32 23 31 19
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.3 73 75 54 73 45 320
%of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 5.59 5.78 4.19 5.70 3.55 24.81%
Crawford County 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Grayling Population 6,796 7,036 7,085 7,016 6,995
PREs PREs 93 121 113 85 227
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.t 237 309 288 217 579 1,630
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 3.49 4.39 4.07 3.09 8.28 23.31%
South Branch Population 1,841 1,836 1,810 1,786 1,773
PREs PREs 50 38 34 45 77
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.t 126 95 85 113 193 612
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 6.82 5.19 471 6.32 10.90 33.95%
Otsego County 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Charlton Population 1,432 1,444 1,448 1,444 1,426
PREs PREs 38 58 75 40 47
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.4 92 140 181 96 113 622
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 6.40 9.68 12.48 6.68 7.94 43.18%
Chester Population 1,375 1,388 1,393 1,389 1,372
PREs PREs 29 26 45 22 43
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.4 76 68 118 58 113 433
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 5.55 4.93 8.50 4.17 8.24 31.38%
Corwith Population 1,308 1,331 1,340 1,340 1,329
PREs PREs 23 40 19 35 22
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.1 59 102 48 89 56 354
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 4.48 7.66 3.62 6.66 4.22 26.64%
Dover Population 676 685 688 687 680
PREs PREs 15 11 27 9 25
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.8 43 3 77 26 72 221
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 6.35 4.59 11.22 3.75 10.51 36.42%
Hayes Population 2,525 2,542 2,546 2,537 2,504
PREs PREs 33 133
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.¢ 92 372 464
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 3.64 14.87 18.51%
Livingston Population 2,411 2,422 2,424 2,413 2,381
PREs PREs 85 62
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.] 235 172 407
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 9.76 7.21 16.97%
Presque Isle County 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Krakow Population 611 608 604 601 594
PREs PREs 23 25 34 13
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.1 49 53 72 28 202
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 8.02 8.77 11.99 4.64 33.43%
Ocqueoc Population 624 621 617 614 607
PREs PREs 15 27 10 26 18
Permafudgies PRE x avg hh size: 2.1 33 59 22 57 39 210
% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 5.24 9.48 3.53 9.23 6.46 33.95%

Source: MSU Center for Community and Economic Development
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6. Major Findingsand Demographic Trends

Major Findings

Twelvetownships ¢f 18 respondinplocatedin four counties Otsego, Crawford,
Presque Isle, and Cheboygashowedhigh concentrationggreater than 20%)f new residents
who were formerly seasonal home owners for the period 20008 (see€lable belowand
Map 4 on the next page Of the 12 sixhad permafudgie concentrationexceeding 30%and
one of those even exceede%).

Table6: SurveyedTownships with High Concentrations
of Permafudgieg>20%)
Township County Percent

Permafudgies

Charlton Otsego 43.18%
Dover Otsego 36.42%
Ocqueoc Presque Isle 33.95%
South Branch Crawford 33.95%
Krakow Presque Isle 33.43%
Chester Otsego 31.38%
Corwith Otsego 26.64%
Green Alpena 25.36%
Mullett Cheboygan 24.81%
Grayling Crawford 23.31%
Benton Cheboygan 23.24%
Aloha Cheboygan 20.13%

Source: MSU Center for Community and Economic Development

The distribution of tle 12responding townshipwith permafudgie concentrationsxceeding
20%is noteworthy for its geographic concentration
e Nine are concentrated in
0 4 contiguous townships i@tsego County,
o 3 contiguous townships in Cheboygan County,
0 2 contiguas townships in Crawford County, and
e Threeare dispersedn:
0 2 noncontiguous townships in Presque Isle County, and
o 1 outlierin Alpena Countycompared tahe other reporting unitsan that
county).
In considering this data, it is impaurtt to keep in mind that we usea proxy measuréPRES)
from which estimates werenade of seasonal residents becoming permanent residente
limitations of our methodology are those associated watir use of average family size
multipliers that are based on U. S. Census Bureau population estimates aralloating for
other factors that generate PRHgm addition to secondary home conversions to primary
residences, PREs are also gated by newly cortsucted homesand other factors which we
were not able to measurddowever,we obtained data on new home construction permits for
the six responding townships in Otsego County to provide a more precise measure of PRESs.
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Map 4:Percentgesof Permafudgies in Responding Townships
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These permits accounted for 11% of PREs in Otsego County. Thus, if the percentages of PREs
resulting from new home construction are similar for other townships in our sample, then the
estimates of permafudgies in Table 5 would be reduced by approximatéi3 Feedback from
demographic and tagssessmengxperts on our methodology attested to its robustness in
guantifying this demographic grougf seasonal residents becoming permanent residé€as
discussed earlier on page 11)

It is also important tanote the impactof housing foreclosures on new PRE counts in recent
years. We did not collect foreclosure data froeach reporting unitbut datareceived from

Michigan State University 16 Quantifying Seasonal Residents V\Bexame
Center for Community and Economic Development Permanent Residents in Northeast Michigan, 22008



Alpena Townshigfter the conclusion of the PRE sunahows that foreclosures may account
for as muchas 30% of new PREs. The escalation of foreclosesaking from the Great
Recessiorould dlute our permafudgidindingsto some degreeHowever, the overall pictar
of seasonal resident migration to Northeast Michigan remains.

Of six reporting townships iBtsego Countythe most forany county in the survey), four
townships exceeded0%concentrations of permafudgies witBharlton Township spiking to
43.18%.Thefour reportingtownships in Cheboygan County range from 15.53% to 24.81%.
Only one township of five reporting units in Alpena County exceeded 20% permafudgie
concentration

The influx of permafudgies in theskree counties appears, not surprisingtp, be causally
related tocountypopuldion change: the greater the percentage of permafudgies, the smaller
the decline in county population for the perio@tsego Countyownshipsexperiencedhe
greatest percentagesf permafudgie iamigration(16.97%43.18%yndthe smallestcounty
population decline<.64% of the seven surveyed countieharlton Township exemplifies this
trend with an influx of 622ermafudgie (43.18%) and virtually mmpulationloss(-0.42%).

Cheboygan Countpwnships experienceda modest influx of permafudgies (15.53%¢.81%
and amoderatedecline incountypopulation(-2.73%.

Alpena Countyownshipsexperiencedhe smallest influx opermafudgiegwith four of five
reporting unisranging between 3.05% and 12.9780dthe greatestcountypopulation decline
(-3.15%. Green Township waske outlier in the countywith an influx o293 permafudgies
(25.36%) and a population decline-8f76%.

Demographic Trends

Without thissignificant influof seasonal residents becoming permanent residents,
population declines would have been significantly greater in Otsego and Cheboygdiesoun
This irmigrationof former seasonal residentselped offset thdosses of younger residents
leavingthose counties.

Of the six townships with the highest concentrations of permafudgies (> 30%), four are located
in close vicinity to cities or towns, suggestthat permafudgies wardloseproximity to a town

or cityandimmediate proximity to ntural landscapeand amenities Also, of the 12 units with
high concentrations of permafudgies (> 20%), nine are located in close proxirmtgistate

75, suggesting thatearby access tan interstate highway is an impamt factor in seasonal
residerischoosingvhereli 2 Y2 @S .WdzLJ y 2 NI K

At least one researcher has asserted tha© | LIA G | £ A T A YiTK R yy YiSAG2 ydgaaS ay | 20Fd
resource base may be essential for ensuring the economiebeelp of rural America

0 2 KA G Sy SINdppearsittatN@iseast Michigan is capitalizing on its natural landscape

and amenities in capturing nepermanentresidents from its seasonal resident population.
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7. Conclusion

Based on our analysis gliantitativedatagenerated by outownshipsurveyof new
PREsnew permanent residents Otsego, Cheboygan, Crawford, and Presque Isle Counties
who were formerly seasonal residerttave an importahimpact on their communities from
their sheer numbers alone. They may also bring specific needs and resources teetheir
communities that need to be understood and addressed by planners and other stakeholders
engaged in regional economic development planni@grtainly, they further contribute to the
F3Ay3a 2F GKS NBIA2yQa LRLMA I GA2y

Ourfindings should not be surpirgy for the most part Seasonal homesave longplayed an

important role inthe development oNortheast Mi OK A 3 y Q& NIMBNEBrid A 2y a SO
recreation developments nowtriggeringsignificantin-migrationof former summer residerst

as they opt tdive the yearround intheserural placesthat arerich in naturalresource

amenities Our research did not include obtaining data on the age of these new residents, but it

issafe to assume that they are in older age groups (over 55). Howmaeee precise ageyroup
characterization othese new residentprovides one future research area

{51 9w{ NBaSINOKSNA KI &S SYLKIa&aAl SR (KIF{i aiK
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the 5564 age group and the first wave of booraéthe 83 million boomers now aged 43

representng 28% of the U. S. population) has entetbdt agegroup.As people spend time at

their seasonal homes over several years and develomuanity connections to natural

resource amenitNA OK LJ I OS& f A1 S b 2 Niel&d&lim@ratiommapdedird | v = d
f2y3 0ST2NBE NBIOANBYSYyd FyR LINRPINBaa atz¢te 20
Moreover, the Web has made conventional conting obsolete in increasingly greater
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telecommute in the morning and go fishing in woedkhss waters in the afternoon (or even that

same morning!).

Other researchers podihat rural communities in developed countries and regions around the
world (UK, Australia, Canada, American West, and the Great Lakes) are experiencing significant
transition or rural restructuring as traditional land uses, economic activities, and social

NN} yasSySyida S@2tf @S Ay GKS 3t26lt (1y26fSR3IS S
movement of people based on the draw of natural and/or cultural amenities, can be thought of
as both driver and outcome of this transition, resulting in significanhgka in the ownership,

use, and governance of rural lands, as well as the composition and socioeconomic dynamics of
NHzNJ £ O2YYdzy A A S adenrtifiedy Hy thestlBskaBchaisiule how thedzS &
migration of seasonal residents will affect localgmance and how new mixes of social,

financial, and intellectual capital will affect new types of economic development on rural
landscapes (Gosnell and Abrams 2009).

With boomers now about to enter retirement age, the likelihood of this influx of permgigsl
in Northeast Michiga® ELJF YRAY 3 A& AAIAYATFTAOlIyiGfeé SyKIyOSRO®
not just boomers, will choose places to move to with natural landscapes and amenities that are
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removed from urban congestion and frustrations. This derapgic shift may be intensified by

increasing numbers of families that have had their primary residences foreclosed or have lost
GKSANI 22042 YR RSOARS GKI{O Y2@QAy3 Wdzld y2NIKQ
permanent residences makes economic s&n

What are some of the broad contours of thismmgration of seasonal residents on the cusp of
potentially SELJX 23 A BS ANRSIK FNRBY GKS 022YSNEQ Sy NI

In each decade since the 197@s the national levela greater number of oldergusons have

moved from metro areas to nonmetro areas than the number who have moved in the opposite
RANBOUGAZ2Y ® a2NB2IFSNE & O2 dandvantes of sldefipérsokishai@ K S NJ (i
among the most rapidly and consistently growing types of nofim&2 | NB I ®¢ | f ( K2 dz3 &
retirement destination counties obviously attract older migrants, they also attract woikgyeg

persons who fill jobs in the economic activities demanded by the retirees. The bottom line is

older migrants can benefit an area economigadind many jurisdictions have developed

specific strategies to attract retirees (Glasgow and Brown 2006).

Other researcheriave notedthat tourism and recreation development can lead to increased
local employment and income levels @Rer and Brown 2005)As has been pointed out,
recreation development helps to diversify local economies, and can stimulate local economies
in other ways. Upgrading infrastructure to meet tourist needs, for example, can also attract
new entrepreneurs and labor forces. Impantdy, residents in recreation counties have higher
levels of both high school and college graduates (Reeder and Brown 2005). It is possible that
greater numbers of permafudgies will intensify this upward education trend.
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