
 

 

 
 

 

 
Northern Michigan and Eastern Upper Peninsula 

Knowledge Economy Strategies Project Co-Learning White Paper #7 
 

Quantifying Seasonal Residents Who Became  
Permanent Residents in Northeast Michigan, 2004-08  

 
 

Michigan State University 
Center for Community and Economic Development 

 
in cooperation with the 

 
Northeast Michigan Council of Governments 

Alcona, Alpena, Cheboygan, Crawford, 
Montmorency, Oscoda, Otsego, Presque Isle Counties 

 

Northwest Michigan Council of Governments 
Antrim, Benzie, Charlevoix, Emmet, Grand Traverse, 

Kalkaska, Leelanau, Manistee, Missaukee, Wexford Counties 

 
Eastern Upper Peninsula 

Regional Planning & Development Commission 
Chippewa, Luce, Mackinac Counties 

 
April 7, 2010 

 
 

Supported, in part, with a grant from the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Economic Development Administration 

and the Michigan State University School of Planning Design and Construction,  
Department of Geography, Institute for Public Policy and Social Research, Office of the Provost,  
Office of University Outreach and Engagement, College of Agriculture and Natural Resources,  

Agricultural Experiment Station and MSU Extension. 



 

Quantifying Seasonal Residents Who Became  
Permanent Residents in Northeast Michigan, 2004-08 

Co-Learning White Paper #7 
 

Co-Learning Team 
Rex LaMore, Principal Investigator 

J. D. Snyder, Project Director 
John Schweitzer, Ph.D 

Sara Bowers, Project Assistant 
Rick Deuell, Deputy Director 

Northeast Michigan Council of Governments (NEMCOG) 
 

 
Acknowledgements 

Ken Darga, State Demographer, State of Michigan 
Ted Droste, Chief Operating Officer, BS & A Software  

Kris Lewis, Assessor, Alpena Township  
 

A digital version of this Co-Learning White Paper is available at 
KnowledgePlanning.org 

 
EDA Northern Michigan and Eastern Upper Peninsula  

Knowledge Economy Strategies Project  
Co-Learning White Paper 

 
 
In October 2008, the Michigan State University Center for Community and Economic Development (CCED) initiated a project 
with the support of the U.S. Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration (EDA) to develop innovative 
economic development strategies with three Northern Michigan regional planning partners: the Eastern Upper Peninsula 
Regional Planning and Development Commission (EUPRPDC), Northeast Michigan Council of Governments (NEMCOG), and 
Northwest Michigan Council of Governments (NWMCOG).  The goal of the project is to create new knowledge-based economic 
opportunities in the regions and to successfully compete in the global knowledge economy.   
 
!ƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ό/95{ύ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎΣ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
opportunities, and helped each region to develop their collaborative learning (co-learning) plans.  Co-learning White Papers are 
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 stakeholders to 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 investment priorities with those demands. 
 
This Co-Learning White Paper was produced in response to a request made by NEMCOG for information on new permanent 
residents in its 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 recommendations are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Economic 
Development Administration or the U.S. Department of Commerce 
 

© 2010 Michigan State University Board of Trustees, All Rights Reserved
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Quantifying Seasonal Residents Who Became  
Permanent Residents in Northeast Michigan, 2004-08 

 

This Co-Learning White Paper consists of the following nine sections:  

1) Introduction;  
2) Regional trends in Northeast Michigan and rural demographic analyses;  
3) Co-Learning objective and data collection methodology;  
4) Data limitations;  
5) Analysis of new principal residence exemption (PRE) data and population estimates of 

reporting townships/city;   
6) Findings and 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 project, the Northeast Michigan Council of Governments (NEMCOG) requested that 
co-learning be conducted to identify the extent of seasonal residents who have become 
permanent residents in its eight-county region of Alcona, Alpena, Presque Isle, Cheboygan, 
Otsego, Crawford, Oscoda, and Montmorency Counties.  NEMCOG would like to understand the 
social capital assets and needs associated with these new residents who may be seeking 
entrepreneurial opportunities or a second career in the development of the ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ knowledge 
economy. Identifying the extent of these new permanent residents represents a preliminary 
step NEMCOG is taking to deepen its knowledge about this potentially-important group in the 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ  

An informal term, ΨǇŜǊƳŀŦǳŘƎƛŜǎΩ, is sometimes used to refer to new permanent residents of 
Northern Michigan who were previously seasonal residents. (This term is derived from 
ΨŦudgiesΣΩ a term often used by permanent residents in referring to tourists or vacationers 
because of the many fudge shops that cater to the tourist trade. No pejorative meaning is 
intended by using these colloquial or informal terms. Indeed, permafudgies seems to sum up in 
a single word a longer formal description.) Based on anecdotal evidence and general 
observation, permafudgies tend to be, but are not exclusively, retirees.  

To determine the extent of seasonal residents becoming permanent residents in Northeast 
Michigan from 2004 to 2008, the Project Team identified a proxy measure based on principal 
residence exemptions.  A new principal residence exemption (PRE) tends to correspond to the 
conversion of a seasonal home to a principal residence. These conversions, evidenced by new 
PREs, act as a good (albeit not perfect) indicator of seasonal home owners becoming 
permanent residents. 
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2. Regional Trends in Northeast Michigan and Rural Demographic Analyses  
This section provides an overall demographic context of this co-learning study by briefly 

describing the following: one, the general population trends in Northeast Michigan; two, the 
rural characteristics of the region; and three, previous demographic analyses of recreation 
areas attracting seasonal residents to become permanent residents.    

General Population Trends in Northeast Michigan   
The population of the eight-county Northeast Michigan increased by 15.1% during the 

1990s (from 122,886 in 1990 to 141,483 in 2000) and continued to increase until 2003  (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2009).  In fact, Northeast Michigan grew more than most other regions in the 
state in the 1990s.1 The big regional gainers in the 1990s included Otsego County which grew 
30.4%, and Cheboygan and Oscoda Counties which grew 24.2% and 20%, respectively.  

However, regional population has declined by 2.1% since 2000 (from 141,483 in 2000 to 
138,522 in 2008) while net migration reportedly remained slightly positive. Since hitting a peak 
of 143,073 in 2003, regional population has declined by 2.5%. Cheboygan, Crawford, 
Montmorency, and Otsego Counties experienced slight population increases between 2000 and 
2004.  But between 2004 and 2008, seven of the eight counties in Northeast Michigan 
experienced population decreases (see Table 1 and Figure 1 below).   
 
        Table 1: Northeast Michigan County Population Data (2000) and Estimates (2003-2008) 

 
2000 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

% Change 
2000-2008 

Alcona 11,706 11,572 11,468 11,512 11,548 11,550 11,556 -1.28% 

Alpena 31,279 30,781 30,480 30,168 29,814 29,727 29,520 -5.62% 

Cheboygan 26,568 27,405 27,094 27,093 27,951 26,712 26,354 -0.81% 

Crawford 14,351 14,808 14,557 14,771 14,712 14,539 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 23,424 24,268 24,205 24,285 24,286 24,159 23,808 1.64% 

Presque Isle 14,371 14,286 14,084 14,000 13,897 13,816 13,650 
-5.02% 

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 Shared Solutions Census and Demographic 
Data, 2009. 
 

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

                                                           
1
 hƴƭȅ ǘǿƻ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ b9a/hDΩǎ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ мффл ǘƻ нлллΥ ǘƘŜ bƻǊǘƘǿŜǎǘ aƛŎƘƛƎŀƴ 

Council of Governments and West Michigan Shoreline Regional Development Commission regions. 
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      Figure 1: Population Change in Northeast Michigan, 2004-2008 

 
Source: Michigan Department of Information Technology, Office of Shared Solutions Census  
and Demographic Data, 2009 

 

In-migration to the eight-county NEMCOG region constituted approximately 6.25% of the 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ моуΣотф όǎŜŜ ¢ŀōƭŜ нύΦ  ¢ƘŜ ΨƴŜǿ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ 
Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
region.  As a result, the estimate of 6,528 does not provide a very accurate estimate for the 
regional in-migration because of the intra-regional counting. 

Table 2: In-Migration to Northeast Michigan 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

Source: 2006-2008 American Community Survey 

The numbers of people moving to the region from a different state or from abroad are also 
estimated.  These estimates are more robust for the region. The Census Bureau makes these 
estimates in the years between the Decennial Censuses.  As a result, the margins of error are 
fairly substantial for each in-migration category and these values may be regarded as suspect.   

 Estimate % of 
Regional 
Population 

Margin 
of Error 

Moved from different county 
within the same state 

6,528 4.71% +/-908 

Moved from different state 1,904 1.37% +/-549 

Moved from abroad    217 0.15% +/-125 

Total In-Migration 8,649 6.25% +/- 1,034  
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Map 1: Rural and Non-Metro Counties in 
Northeast Michigan 

 

 
 

Rural Characteristics of Northeast 
Michigan 
         All eight counties in Northeast 
Lower Michigan are completely or 
predominantly rural. As a result, the 
entire region enjoys the natural 
resource amenities associated with this 
rural character. Three countiesτAlcona, 
Montmorency, and Oscodaτare 
ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ άcompletely rural or less than 
2,500 urban population, not adjacent to 
a metro areaέ in the cumbersome                                                             
parlance of the USDA.  

 
Five countiesτAlpena, Presque Isle, 
Cheboygan, Otsego, and Crawfordτare 
ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ άƴƻƴ-metro with urban 
populations of 2,500-19,999 not 
adjacent to a metro areaέ (see Appendix 
B for the USDA rural continuum 
methodology). These urban populations 
are found in the cities of Alpena, Rogers 
City, Cheboygan, Gaylord, and Grayling 
in these five counties, respectively.   
 

¢ƘŜ ¦{5! 9w{ ǊǳǊŀƭ ǘȅǇƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅǎ ŦƛǾŜ άǇƻƭƛŎȅέ ǘȅǇŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ-destination 
ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΦέ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ŀ мр҈ ƻǊ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŜŘ сл 
and above for the in-migration of people between 1980 and 1990. All but two (Alpena and 
Presque Isle) of the Northeast Michigan counties are classifiŜŘ άǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ-destination 
counǘƛŜǎΦέ ¢he City 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 characteristics that contribute to the other counties being 
retirement destinations.  

Not surprisingly, Alpena County is one of the two counties classified manufacturing-dependent 
in the ERS rural typology. (Oscoda County is the other which suggests an anomaly in the 
classification scheme.)  However, the perceived attributes of Alpena County may be changing as 
¢ŀǊƎŜǘ !ƭǇŜƴŀΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΣ Ƙŀǎ ǎƘŀǊǇŜƴŜŘ ƛǘǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ 
on recreation-based economic development activity.   
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Seasonal Residents and 
aƻǾƛƴƎ Ψ¦Ǉ NorthΩ 
Permanently 
Areas rich with recreation 

opportunities based on natural 
resources (traditionally, hunting and 
fishing, but increasingly hiking, etc.) 
act as strong magnets for in-
migration. Seasonal residents, then, 
represent an excellent pool of 
potential new permanent residents 
as they are already familiar with the 
natural resource amenities of these 
areas.   

The demographic trend of seasonal 
residents migrating to their 
lakefront or riverside properties in 
rural Michigan (and other upper 
Great Lakes states), especially upon 
retirement, and becoming 
permanent residents has been 
previously documented to some 
degree. In a 1997 MSU study of six 
Northern Michigan counties, including Alcona County in the eight-county Northeast Michigan 
region, 40% of seasonal home owners surveyed indicated that an important reason for their 
seasonal home ownership was the potential for using it as a place to retire to (Stynes et al. 
1997). This study, however, did not provide any data to quantify actual migration of this 
demographic group. 

A U. S. Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service (USDA ERS) report found that for 
ǘƘŜ άupper Midwest rural counties (mostly in Minnesota and Wisconsin) that gained population 
in the 1990s, lake or river-based seasonal recreation and second-home development played an 
important roleΧ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘŜŘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΦέ(McGranahan and Beale 2002).   

USDA ERS has also developed a recreation county typology.2  Seven of the eight counties in 
Northeast Michigan are classified as recreation counties. Alpena County is the sole exception. In 
a 2002 report, USDA ERS linked the presence of exceptional recreation activity in rural counties 
to rural population growth in the 1990s (Johnson and Beale 2002).   

                                                           
2
 This typology is based on several measures of recreational activity (percentage of employment in entertainment 

and recreation, accommodations, eating and drinking places, and real estate sectors) as well as economic (wages 
and salaries in those sectors) and seasonal housing data (see Appendix C).   

Map 2: Recreation Counties in Northeast Michigan 

 

 



 

Michigan State University 6 Quantifying Seasonal Residents Who Became 
Center for Community and Economic Development  Permanent Residents in Northeast Michigan, 2004-2008 

Recreation counties in the U.S. are concentrated in the Upper Great Lakes, the Mountain West, 
and the Northeast. A 2002 USDA ERS study attributes the concentration of recreation counties 
in the West ǘƻ άŀƳǇƭŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƪƛƴƎΣ Ƴƻǳƴǘŀƛƴ ŎƭƛƳōƛƴƎΣ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƴǘŜǊǘƛƳŜ 
ǎǇƻǊǘǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŀǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛ ǊŜǎƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜǊŜΦέ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ 
ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ǇǇŜǊ DǊŜŀǘ [ŀƪŜǎΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ƛǎ άƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳlarity of long-
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƘƻƳŜǎ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀƪŜǎέ όwŜŜŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ .Ǌƻǿƴ нллнύΦ  

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. Importantly, 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.  

To the best of our knowledge based on a thorough literature review, ours is the first research 
that attempts to quantify rural in-migration of seasonal home owners becoming permanent 
residents.  

3. Co-Learning Objective and Data Collection Methodology  
¢ƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ b9a/hDΩǎ ŀƴŘ the Project TeamΩǎ Ŏƻ-learning in this topic area was to 

quantify the extent of seasonal home owners becoming permanent residents between 2004 
and 2008. The Project Team identified new principal residence exemptions (PREs) as a proxy 
measure of these new residents. 

NEMCOG and the Project Team elected to identify townships in Northeast Michigan that would 
likely have the greatest numbers of seasonal homes, rather than survey all 81 townships in the 
region.  Cities adjacent to townships being surveyed were also included in the survey. The 
Project Team then developed methods to collect data on new PREs and compare this data with 
U.S. Census population data and estimates for the counties and townships that reported data 
for this five-year period. This methodology is elaborated below. 

Identifying townships/cities with significant numbers of seasonal homes 
To identify townships and cities with significant numbers of seasonal homes, three 

criteria were used: 

1)  Townships with significant shoreline frontages on Lake Huron, large inland lakes, 
and rivers were identified by the Project Team. This criterion was predicated on the 
assumption that water frontage properties attract the greatest numbers of seasonal 
residences.  

2) Townships with high levels of seasonal housing (>20% seasonal housing of total 
housing stock) based on U.S. Census Bureau data were identified by NEMCOG (see 
Appendix D.  

3)  Cities were surveyed if they were adjacent to townships identified from applying 
the first two criteria.  

By applying this methodology to the eight-county Northeast Michigan region, 49 townships and 
four cities in seven counties were surveyed for PRE data in the period 2004-08.  Oscoda County 
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was the only county in the region not included in the survey.   
 

Table 3: Townships/Cities with Significant Water Frontage or High Seasonal Housing  
Townships/Cities with Water Frontage  Townships with High 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    

 
Obtaining New PRE data to measure the extent of seasonal residents becoming  
permanent residents  
To determine the extent of seasonal residents becoming permanent residents in 

Northeast Michigan from 2004 to 2008, the Project Team identified new principal residence 
exemptions (PREs) on properties in Northeast Michigan as a proxy measure. New PREs 
generally correspond to the conversion of seasonal homes to principal residences. New PREs, 
then, provide a good (albeit not perfect) indicator of seasonal home owners becoming 
permanent residents. 

 
Tax assessment records include data on new PREs for purposes of collecting property taxes. 
Principal (primary) residences receive homestead exemptions under state law and are also 
treated differently under federal law. Seasonal residences do not receive homestead 
exemptions.   

The Project Team developed a method to obtain accurate data on new principal residences 
(PREs) to quantify conversions of seasonal properties.  Contacting eight county offices was the 
preferred method to collect this data in the interests of economizing on time and resources. 
However, the Project Team determined that new principal residence exemption data was not 
available from county assessors.  It became necessary, then, to identify township assessors to 
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obtain property tax assessment data. As tax assessment activity is conducted at the township 
(or city) level, related tax assessment data is generated at this level of government.3   

The Project Team queried the Alpena Township assessor, Kris Lewis, about providing township 
assessment data that quantified the conversions of seasonal homes to principal residences over 
a five-year period. Mr. Lewis provided the first set of data in the study that was generated by 
querying the BS & A Software for new principal residence exemptions (PREs).  Townships use 
this commercial database software for recording and storing property tax assessment data.4  
The use of a common data base by local assessors provided a convenient mechanism for 
collecting uniform data on new primary residence exemptions.  

On November 27, 2009, a letter from NEMCOG and the Project Team requesting data on new 
principal residence exemptions (PREs) from 2004 to 2008 (see Appendix E) was sent via first-
class U.S. Postal Service to 49 township and four city assessors (or treasurers, if assessor 
contact information was unavailable) in seven Northeast Michigan counties.5  The purpose of 
the data request was described in the letter:   

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 business 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 BS & A database (see Appendix F) and a Township Report 
Worksheet (see Appendix G) were included with the November 27 request letter.  An overview 
of BS & A Software functions and applications is found in Appendix H. 

Each assessor was asked to fill out the Township Report Worksheet for his/her township with 
the number of new principal residence exemptions (homestead exemptions) and the total 
number of residential properties in the township for the period from 2004 through 2008 (or 
2009, if available). 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
3
 Personal Communication, Eric Scorsone, former MSU Extension Specialist, State and Local Government Program, 

November 4, 2009.  
4
 Personal Communication, Ted Droste, BS & A Software, November 6, 2009.  

5
 Several assessors are responsible for multiple jurisdictions. 
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Table 4: Northeast Michigan Townships/Cities Surveyed for New Principal 
Residence Exemptions (PREs) 

     (Townships/Cities that responded are listed in bold)  
County County 

Alcona 
Alcona, Caledonia, Curtis, Greenbush, 
Harrisville (city and twp), Hawes, Haynes, 
Mikado, Mitchell 

Montmorency 
Rust 

Alpena 
Alpena (city and twp), Green, Maple 
Ridge, Sanborn 

Otsego 
Bagley, Charleton, Chester, Corwith, 
Dover, Elmira, Hayes, Livingston, 
Otsego Lake 

Cheboygan 
Aloha, Beauregard, Benton, Burt, Grant, 
Inverness, Koehler, Mackinaw (city and 
twp), Mullet, Munro, Tuscarora, Waverly 

Presque Isle 
Allis, Bearinger, Case, Krakow, North 
Allis, Ocqueoc, Presque Isle, Pulawski, 
Rogers (city and twp) 

Crawford 
Beaver Creek, Grayling, Lovells, Maple 
Forest, South Branch 

Oscoda 
None surveyed. 

 
In addition to mailing the November 27 request letter, the Project Team followed up with those 
township and city assessor offices that had not yet responded by telephone and e-mail in 
January, 2010 to encourage their responses. Ten township responses were received in January 
and February in addition to the nine received in December. 
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Map 3: Surveyed Townships and Townships that Responded in Northeast Michigan 

 
 Surveyed 

 Responded 
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4. Data Limitations  

In addition to converting a seasonal home to a permanent residence, other factors generate 
new principal residence exemptions (PREs) iƴ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƪŜŜǇƛƴƎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ:  

 Newly-built homes, 

 Vacant contiguous lots that the property owners realized were qualified for the principal 
residence exemption, 

 People who lived on the property for years but just now realized that ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ 
getting their principal residence exemption, 

 Assessor errors (people or forms that were missed and added later), 

 Home foreclosures, or 

 Ownership transfer due to death. 
 
These data limitations were identified by City of Alpena assessor, Jeff Shea, and Alpena 
Township assessor, Kris Lewis.  It is estimated that these factors would account for 
approximately 15%-20% of new PREs through 2006 and up to 35% of new PREs resulting from 
the increase in foreclosures from 2007 to 2009. This estimation is based on home foreclosure 
data obtained from the Alpena Township assessor as a part of our data analysis and subsequent 
to the assessor survey that did not include foreclosure data. In the cases of Charlton, Chester, 
and Dover Townships, the assessor does not collect foreclosure data6 so obtaining this data 
would require an entirely new study phase. 
 
The number of new PREs due to deaths is not possible to quantify as the property changes 
hands through sales, and the reasons for sales are not recorded. 
 
Ted Droste, the Chief Operating Officer of the company that created the BS & A Software used 
by township assessors, observed that the percentage of PREs reflecting new home construction 
would be very small because new home construction has been depressed. 7  This would be true 
of the last two years in our study period but presumably less so in the 2004-06 period.   
 
To confirm this trend, the Project Team obtained new construction permit data from the 
Otsego County Building Inspection Department for the six responding townships for 2004-08.  
Less new home construction permits were recorded in 2007-2008 (paralleling the bust in the 
national credit and housing markets) than in 2004-2006 for five of the six townships.  New 
home construction permits in Corwith Township remained relatively unchanged throughout the 
entire five-year period (see Appendix I). The new home construction permit data for the Otsego 
County townships show that 11% of PREs are for newly-built homes.8  Newly-built homes, then, 
account for 5-11% of PREs.  
Droste also explained that most anomalies in the data would correspond to: 
                                                           
6
 Personal Communication, Sally Nowak, Township Assessor, April 15, 2010. 

7
 Personal Communication, Ted Droste, BS & A Software, February 15, 2010. 

8
 Personal Communication, Joseph Ferrigan, Director of Land Use Services, Otsego County Building Inspection 

Department, February 18, 2010.  
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 Corrections residents claim as their PREs;  

 Recently-purchased homes (home seller removes the PRE; new resident claims new 
PRE); or 

 Property splitting. 
 

5. Analysis of New Principal Residence Exemption (PRE) Data and Population 
Estimates of Reporting Townships/City 

Principal residence exemption (PRE) data obtained from township and city assessors 
were compared to U.S. Census Bureau township population data and analyzed for the five-year 
period 2004-2008.   
 
Of the 53 units surveyed, 19 responses were received for a response rate of 36%. The 19 
responses were received from 18 townships and one city in five counties: Otsego (six 
townships), Alpena (four townships and one city), Cheboygan (four townships), Crawford (two 
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 surveyed in Oscoda County (see Table 4 and Map 3).   
 

 Analytical Methodology 
Using Census 2000 Demographic Profile data from the U.S. Census Bureau, average 

household sizes were identified for each township and city and then used as a multiplier of 
ŜŀŎƘ ǘƻǿƴǎƘƛǇΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘed number of PREs for each year to determine the number of new 
permafudgie residents for that year.9  Finally, cumulative totals of the number of reported PREs 
for each township and city for the period were obtained, the number of new residents for each 
township and city for the period was calculated, and the percentage of total permafudgies for 
the five-year period of the total 2008 township population were calculated (see Table 5).   
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
9
 State Demographer Ken Darga points out that the population estimates at this geographic level will cause a substantial level 

of uncertainty.  Sub-county population estimates allocate the estimates of county population (which are relatively robust) to 
sub-county units (cities, villages, townships) based on estimated changes in the number of housing units.  The problems are 
that housing changes do not always mirror population changes, and building permit data can vary in quality from one unit of 
government to another as a result of non-reporting, mis-reporting, and other issues. 
 
Darga further points out that one of the reasons why housing changes do not always mirror population changes is the issue of 
conversions.  On the one hand, conversions from seasonal residences to principal residences do not increase the total housing 
stock, so 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 county).  On the other hand, the construction 
of second homes increases a community's population estimate just as much as construction of the same number of primary 
residences. Personal Communication, February 11, 2010. 
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New PRE Data Analysis: Quantifying the extent of seasonal 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%.  Otsego County had the widest range of 
permafudgie concentrationsτgoing from 6.97% to 43.18%.  Of six reporting townships in Otsego 
County, Charlton Township showed the highest percentage of permafudgies at 43.18% of 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 permafudgies in four 
townships ranged from 15.53% to 24.81%.  Of the two reporting townships in Crawford County, 
{ƻǳǘƘ .ǊŀƴŎƘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŜǊƳŀŦǳŘƎƛŜǎ ǿŀǎ ооΦфр҈ ŀƴŘ DǊŀȅƭƛƴƎΩǎ ǿŀǎ ноΦом҈Φ  The two 
reporting townships in Presque Isle County both showed concentrations just shy of 34% of their 
respective township populations.  None of the 10 surveyed units of government in Alcona County or 
the one surveyed township in Montmorency County responded. 

Table 5: Permafudgies and Populations for Surveyed Townships and Cities, 2004-08.   

Alpena County   2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Cumulative 

Percentages 
Alpena (city) Population 10,849 10,701 10,549 10,488 10,465  

 PREs PREs     56 44 43  

Permafudgies  PRE x avg hh size: 2.24     125 99 96 320 

% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop     1.19 0.94 0.92 3.05% 

             
Alpena (twp) Population 9,681 9,598 9,538 9,533 9,454  

 PREs PREs 81 89   89 76  

Permafudgies  PRE x avg hh size: 2.39 194 213   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: 2.54 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: 2.68       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: 2.54 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: 2.45 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: 2.44 185 154 181 115 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 hh size: 2.49 70 105 75 55 55 360 
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% 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: 2.35 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: 2.55 237 309 288 217 579 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: 2.51 126 95 85 113 193 612 

% of Permafudgies Permafudgies/Pop 6.82 5.19 4.71 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: 2.41 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: 2.63 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: 2.55 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: 2.86 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: 2.80       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: 2.77       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: 2.12   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: 2.18 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 Findings and Demographic Trends   

Major Findings 
Twelve townships (of 18 responding) located in four countiesτOtsego, Crawford, 

Presque Isle, and Cheboyganτshowed high concentrations (greater than 20%) of new residents 
who were formerly seasonal home owners for the period 2004-2008 (see Table 6 below and 
Map 4 on the next page).  Of the 12, six had permafudgie concentrations exceeding 30% (and 
one of those even exceeded 40%).    

 
Table 6: Surveyed Townships with High Concentrations  
of Permafudgies (>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 the 12 responding townships with permafudgie concentrations exceeding 
20% is noteworthy for its geographic concentration: 

 Nine are concentrated in: 
o 4 contiguous townships in Otsego County, 
o 3 contiguous townships in Cheboygan County, 
o 2 contiguous townships in Crawford County, and 

 Three are dispersed in: 
o 2 non-contiguous townships in Presque Isle County, and 
o 1 outlier in Alpena County (compared to the other reporting units in that 

county). 
In considering this data, it is important to keep in mind that we used a proxy measure (PREs) 
from which estimates were made of seasonal residents becoming permanent residents.  The 
limitations of our methodology are those associated with our use of average family size 
multipliers that are based on U. S. Census Bureau population estimates and with allowing for 
other factors that generate PREs. In addition to secondary home conversions to primary 
residences, PREs are also generated by newly constructed homes and other factors which we 
were not able to measure. However, we obtained data on new home construction permits for 
the six responding townships in Otsego County to provide a more precise measure of PREs.  
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Map 4: Percentages of Permafudgies in Responding Townships 

 
 <20% 

 20%-30% 

 >30% 
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 approximately 3-4%.  Feedback from 
demographic and tax assessment experts on our methodology attested to its robustness in 
quantifying this demographic group of seasonal residents becoming permanent residents (as 
discussed earlier on page 11).  
 
It is also important to note the impact of housing foreclosures on new PRE counts in recent 
years.  We did not collect foreclosure data from each reporting unit, but data received from 
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Alpena Township after the conclusion of the PRE survey shows that foreclosures may account 
for as much as 30% of new PREs.  The escalation of foreclosures resulting from the Great 
Recession could dilute our permafudgie findings to some degree. However, the overall picture 
of seasonal resident migration to Northeast Michigan remains.  
 
Of six reporting townships in Otsego County (the most for any county in the survey), four 
townships exceeded 20% concentrations of permafudgies with Charlton Township spiking to 
43.18%.  The four reporting townships 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 these three counties appears, not surprisingly, to be causally-
related to county population changes: the greater the percentage of permafudgies, the smaller 
the decline in county population for the period.  Otsego County townships experienced the 
greatest percentages of permafudgie in-migration (16.97%-43.18%) and the smallest county 
population decline (-1.64%) of the seven surveyed counties.  Charlton Township exemplifies this 
trend with an influx of 622 permafudgies (43.18%) and virtually no population loss (-0.42%).  
 
Cheboygan County townships experienced a modest influx of permafudgies (15.53% -24.81%) 
and a moderate decline in county population (-2.73%).  
 
Alpena County townships experienced the smallest influx of permafudgies (with four of five 
reporting units ranging between 3.05% and 12.97%) and the greatest county population decline 
(-3.15%).  Green Township was the outlier in the county with an influx of 293 permafudgies 
(25.36%) and a population decline of -3.76%.  
 

Demographic Trends   
Without this significant influx of seasonal residents becoming permanent residents, 

population declines would have been significantly greater in Otsego and Cheboygan counties. 
This in-migration of former seasonal residents helped offset the losses of younger residents 
leaving those counties.  
 
Of the six townships with the highest concentrations of permafudgies (> 30%), four are located 
in close vicinity to cities or towns, suggesting that permafudgies want close proximity to a town 
or city and immediate proximity to natural landscapes and amenities.  Also, of the 12 units with 
high concentrations of permafudgies (> 20%), nine are located in close proximity to Interstate 
75, suggesting that nearby access to an interstate highway is an important factor in seasonal 
residents choosing where ǘƻ ƳƻǾŜ ΨǳǇ ƴƻǊǘƘ.Ω   
 
At least one researcher has asserted that άŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛȊƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƴŜǿ ǳǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
resource base may be essential for ensuring the economic well-being of rural America 
ό²ƘƛǘŜƴŜǊ нллсύΦέ  It appears that Northeast Michigan is capitalizing on its natural landscape 
and amenities in capturing new permanent residents from its seasonal resident population.  
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7.  Conclusion  

Based on our analysis of quantitative data generated by our township survey of new 
PREs, new permanent residents in Otsego, Cheboygan, Crawford, and Presque Isle Counties 
who were formerly seasonal residents have an important impact on their communities from 
their sheer numbers alone. They may also bring specific needs and resources to their new 
communities that need to be understood and addressed by planners and other stakeholders 
engaged in regional economic development planning.  Certainly, they further contribute to the 
ŀƎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

 
Our findings should not be surprising for the most part. Seasonal homes have long played an 
important role in the development of Northeast MƛŎƘƛƎŀƴΩǎ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ. This historic 
recreation development is now triggering significant in-migration of former summer residents 
as they opt to live the year-round in these rural places that are rich in natural resource 
amenities. Our research did not include obtaining data on the age of these new residents, but it 
is safe to assume that they are in older age groups (over 55). However, more precise age-group 
characterization of these new residents provides one future research area.  
 
¦{5! 9w{ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƳŜƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǎŜŀǎƻƴŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƴŜǘ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƎŜΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜŦŦŜct is greatest for 
the 55-64 age group and the first wave of boomers (the 83 million boomers now aged 45-63 
representing 28% of the U. S. population) has entered that age group. As people spend time at 
their seasonal homes over several years and develop community connections to natural 
resource amenity-ǊƛŎƘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ bƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘ aƛŎƘƛƎŀƴΣ άǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ-related migration may begin 
ƭƻƴƎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǎƭƻǿƭȅ ƻǾŜǊ ȅŜŀǊǎΧέ ό/ǊƻƳŀǊǘƛƴ ŀƴŘ bŜƭǎƻƴ нллфύΦ  
Moreover, the Web has made conventional commuting obsolete in increasingly greater 
ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ LǘΩǎ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ 
telecommute in the morning and go fishing in world-class waters in the afternoon (or even that 
same morning!).   

Other researchers posit that 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 
ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŜǾƻƭǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ ά!ƳŜƴƛǘȅ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 
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 significant changes in the ownership, 
use, and governance of rural lands, as well as the composition and socioeconomic dynamics of 
ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦέ YŜȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ identified by these researchers include how the 
migration of seasonal residents will affect local governance 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 permafudgies 
in Northeast Michigan ŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘΦ LǘΩǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǇƭŀǳǎƛōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ 
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 demographic shift may be intensified by 
increasing numbers of families that have had their primary residences foreclosed or have lost 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ƧƻōǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƛŘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ΨǳǇ ƴƻǊǘƘΩ ōȅ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜŀǎƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ 
permanent residences makes economic sense.  

What are some of the broad contours of this in-migration of seasonal residents on the cusp of 
potentially-ŜȄǇƭƻǎƛǾŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ŜƴǘǊŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜΚ  

In each decade since the 1970s on the national level, a greater number of older persons have 
moved from metro areas to nonmetro areas than the number who have moved in the opposite 
ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ  aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ άŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƴŜǘ ƛƴ-movement of older persons are 
among the most rapidly and consistently growing types of nonmeǘǊƻ ŀǊŜŀΦέ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ 
retirement destination counties obviously attract older migrants, they also attract working-age 
persons who fill jobs in the economic activities demanded by the retirees. The bottom line is 
older migrants can benefit an area economically, and many jurisdictions have developed 
specific strategies to attract retirees (Glasgow and Brown 2006). 

Other researchers have noted that tourism and recreation development can lead to increased 
local employment and income levels (Reeder 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. Importantly, 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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