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NW Michigan Prosperity Region TMA Executive Summary – Antrim County

Executive Summary

This Executive Summary of the Target Market Analysis for Antrim County has been prepared as part
of a regional study completed for 10 counties comprising the Northwest Michigan Prosperity Region
(Region 2). The more complete narrative report begins on page 4 of this report, and includes a more
complete explanation of the Place Scores; market potential for both aggressive and conservative
scenarios; and housing affordability.

The Market Potential and Strategy

 The Study Areas – Based on an analysis of lifestyle clusters, there are 10,193 households in
Antrim County as of month-end June 2014. Of these, 7.7% are located in Elk Rapids; 5.2% are
in Mancelona; 4.7% are in Bellaire; 4.1% are in Central Lake; and smaller shares are residing
in other small urban places and throughout the surrounding rural areas. A total of 29.6% of
all households in the county are located in one of the 9 communities.

 Place Scores and Walk Scores – For its market size of 1,642 residents, the Village of Elk
Rapids has a good overall Place Score (19 out of 30 possible points) and a good Walk Score
(53 out of 100 points). After adjusting for its small population, Ellsworth has high scores for
both the Place Score (29 points) and Walk Score (74 points).

 Propensity to Move – Among the 10,193 households currently residing in Antrim County, 170
of the owner households and 264 of the renter households moved in the past year. These
figures include households that moved within Antrim County, plus households that moved
into the county from beyond.

 The Target Markets – There are 2,403 existing households in Antrim County that align with
the 12 target markets (i.e., household lifestyle clusters), and they represent nearly 25% of
the county’s total households. Among 12 selected target markets, 72 of the owner
households and 202 of the renter households moved in the past year.

 Aggressive Scenario – There is a maximum annual market potential throughout Antrim
County for 72 new owner-occupied units and 202 new renter-occupied units, for a total of
274 units. Assuming the market potential is fully served every year over the next five years,
this implies a market potential for 1,370 units over the 5-year term. Again, the aggressive
scenario includes households migrating into the county, plus households moving within the
same county.

 Market Potential by Community – Most of the market potential is in Elk Rapids, with smaller
market potential for Mancelona. If these communities do not act to capture their full market
potential in any given year, then the smaller communities could pursue an aggressive
scenario and grab a share of the market before it dissipates.
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 Conservative Scenario – Under the conservative scenario there is an annual market potential
for at least 37 new owner-occupied units and 76 new renter-occupied units throughout
Antrim County, for a total of at least 113 units. Assuming the market potential is fully met
every year over the next five years, this implies a market potential for at least 565 units over
the full 5-year term. Again, the conservative scenario is based on in-migration only, and does
not include internal movers.

 Owner-Occupied Units – Under the conservative scenario there is an annual market potential
for at least 37 new owner-occupied units throughout Antrim County, or a cumulative of 185
units over the next five years. The aggressive scenario or maximum market potential is about
51% larger than these figures, and includes internal migration within the county as well as in-
migration from beyond.

 Owner-Occupied Values – Almost 80% of the target markets will seek home values of
$250,000 or less in 2012 dollars, which will be closer to $280,000 by 2015, and will approach
$320,000 by the year 2020.

 Renter-Occupied Units – The conservative scenario generates a market potential for at least
76 renter-occupied units throughout Antrim County each year, or a cumulative total of 380
units over the 5-year term (assuming that the potential is fully captured in each consecutive
year). The aggressive scenario or maximum market potential is 38% larger and includes
internal migration as well as in-migration.

 Renter-Occupied Prices – With adjustments for income, almost all of the target markets will
seek monthly contract rents of $800 or less in 2012 dollars. These prices will be closer to
$900 by 2015 and $1,100 by the year 2020. Similarly, over one-third of the new households
will be seeking contract rents of $500 or less in 2012 dollars, and these prices will be closer
to $560 or less by 2015; and $650 or less by the year 2020. Almost 40% of the county’s new
households will have a tolerance for contract rents in the range of $600 to $900 (in 2012
dollars). A few units could be tested with higher prices ($900 - $1,250 range).

 HUD Affordability Standards – Based on the HUD income limits and annual market potential
by contract rent bracket, 35% (27 units) of the 36 new rental units can be priced at market
rates and above; and 65% (49 units) should be priced in more affordable ranges.

 Detached Building Formats – Among the annual market potential of 113 owner-occupied and
renter-occupied units, 65% of the new households will seek detached houses. Among new-
builds, detached houses may include cottages with small footprints and lots, perhaps
arranged around a shared courtyard. Detached houses could also be re-introduced by
rehabilitating some of the existing stock within the urban neighborhoods.
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 Attached Building Formats – About 35% of the target markets moving into Antrim County are
likely to seek attached units (i.e., not detached houses) in a range of building sizes. Under the
conservative scenario, there is a county-wide market potential for at least 40 attached units
annually, or a cumulative of 200 attached units over the 5-year term. These results are also
shown below in Table 2, for both the conservative (minimum) and aggressive (maximum)
scenarios.

 A Focus on Product Types – Strategy recommendations by product type should be refined by
the developers and builders as needed for local context and place, with the urban transect as
a general guide. Attached units may include a mix of duplexes, triplexes, quads, condos or
row houses (no more than 6 units in a row, with private entrances), and stacked flats or lofts
(no more than 6 units along the side of any given building, with shared entrances).

 Downtown Formats – Units above street-front retail and/or located in downtown districts
will be well-received by the target markets. In transitional areas around the downtowns,
low-rise buildings and row houses might be more appropriate. Detached houses, duplexes,
and triplexes could be used as infill within the surrounding neighborhoods.

 Unit Sizes and Amenities – In the individual units, some of the floor area can be traded for
unique amenities, quality construction, and modern interior treatments. However, every
bedroom must have a full private bath, and 2-bedroom units must have a ½ bath near the
entrance. Ideally, kitchens will be centrally located and facing outward onto an open floor
plan, with bedrooms on opposite ends (i.e., not sharing common walls.) All units should have
balconies or patios that can accommodate at least two chairs.

 Construction Costs – The average detached house built in Antrim County since 2010 has
involved an investment in the range of $190,000 to $210,000. The assessment of
construction costs for detached houses reinforces the need for a) building smaller houses
(such as cottages) with small footprints as part of urban infill; b) building attached units (like
lofts, flats, condos, and row houses); and c) rehabilitating the existing housing stock.
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Placemaking

Summary of Placemaking Criteria – Placemaking is addressed early in this report because it is a key
ingredient to implementing the optimal market strategy and achieving the market’s full potential
under the aggressive scenario. In the absence of effective Placemaking, the market potential will be
more limited and could even be as low as the conservative scenario.

We evaluated existing Placemaking in Antrim County by scoring each of five (5) communities based
on 30 possible attributes, and also compared each community’s Walk Score. Results in Table 1
below include Emmet and Charlevoix County for comparisons to Antrim County.

Table 1
Summary of Place Scores and Walk Scores

Antrim, Charlevoix, and Emmet Counties, Michigan

Antrim County, Michigan 2010 Place Score Walk Score
Small and Large Urban Places Population (30 points) (100 points)

The Village of Elk Rapids 1,642 19 53
The Village of Mancelona 1,390 13 53
The Village of Bellaire 1,086 15 68
The Village of Central Lake 952 16 39
The Village of Ellsworth 349 10 26

Charlevoix County, Michigan 2010 Place Score Walk Score
Small and Large Urban Places Population (30 points) (100 points)

The City of Boyne City 3,739 24 78
The City of Charlevoix 2,513 23 91
The City of East Jordan 2,351 18 55
The Village of Boyne Falls 294 6 27

Emmet County, Michigan 2010 Place Score Walk Score
Small and Large Urban Places Population (30 points) (100 points)

The City of Petoskey 5,668 23 100
The City of Harbor Springs 1,194 22 61
The Village of Pellston 822 8 51
The Village of Mackinaw City 806 18 50
The Village of Alanson 738 11 35
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Summary of Placemaking Criteria – The detailed Place Scores for Antrim County are provided in
attached Exhibit B.7 and Exhibit B.8, and the criteria include the following categories:

Place Score Criteria (30 points possible)

 Local Planning Documents – Availability of master plans and zoning ordinance, with extra
credit for considering a form-based code. (3 points possible)

 Downtown Planning Documents – Evidence of an established Downtown Development
Authority (DDA), subareas plans, streetscape and transportation improvement plans, retail
and residential market strategies, Tax Increment Financing (TIF) plans, and façade
improvement programs. (7 points possible)

 Downtown Organization and Marketing – Accreditation as a Michigan Cool City or active
participation in the Michigan Main Street program, and extra credit for any communities
following the National Main Street Center’s 4-point approach (even if they are not Main
Street members). (3 points possible)

 Online Listings of Merchants and Amenities – Credit for actively promoting business listings
on various websites, such as the city or village’s main website, DDA/BID website, and
Chamber of Commerce or Convention and Visitor’s Bureau (CVB) website, with extra credit
for Facebook pages. (4 points possible)

 Unique Downtown Amenities – Evidence of downtown cinemas, theaters, playhouses,
waterfront access, established farmers’ markets, summer music in the park, and national or
other major festivals. (5 points possible)

 Downtown Street and Environment – Credit for any evidence of angle parking in front of
storefronts, a higher than average Walk Score, free off-street parking, balanced downtown
scale with 2-level buildings on both sides of the street, pedestrian crosswalks that are
marked and signaled, and two-way traffic flow. (8 points possible)

Online Effectiveness – If the Placemaking criteria are not readily evident or available online, then we
considered them to be less effective and more difficult to discover by visitors and households on the
move. So, they are not given a point or credit toward the total score. For example, if a community
completed a retail market strategy but we couldn’t find the report online, then credit was not given
for that criteria. The analysis is imperfect, and any errors or omissions are unintentional.
Stakeholder requests for corrections will be verified and then incorporated into the final report.



6 | P a g e

NW Michigan Prosperity Region TMA Strategy Report –Antrim County

Place Score v. Market Size – Among all communities within the Northwest Michigan Prosperity
Region, there is a correlation between the scores and the market size. If the scores are adjusted for
the market size (or calculated based on the score per 1,000 residents), then the results reveal an
inverse logarithmic relationship. Smaller markets may have lower scores, but their points per 1,000
residents tend to be higher. Larger markets have higher scores, but their points per 1,000 residents
tend to be lower. These relationships are also shown on Exhibit B.9 (Place Score) and Exhibit B.10
(Walk Score).

Summary of the Place Scores – All five of the communities in Antrim County have populations of less
than 2,000 residents, and their Place Scores should be evaluated with that in mind. For its market
size of 1,642 residents, the Village of Elk Rapids has a good overall Place Score (19 out of 30 possible
points) and a good Walk Score (53 out of 100 points). After adjusting for its small population,
Ellsworth has high scores for both the Place Score (29 points) and Walk Score (74 points).

Local Market Assessment – The largest markets in Antrim County are the Village of Elk Rapids, the
Village of Mancelona, the Village of Bellaire, and the Village of Central Lake and assessments of their
market Strengths and Opportunities are provided in Exhibit B.1 through Exhibit B.6. The
assessments describe the market’s relationship with Michigan’s Blue Economy, its regional setting
relative to natural resources, the downtown business mix, anchor institutions as key economic
drivers, educational facilities, and public transit.

The Market Potential

Introduction – The balance of this Executive Summary focuses on the optimal market strategy and
annual market potential for urban housing formats over the next 5 years (assuming ground-breaking
on the first project in 2015; a first full year of 2016; and fifth full year of 2020). We conducted the
market analysis for 9 communities in Antrim County, which are shown on the attached Exhibit A.1
map and listed in Exhibit A.2.

Current Households – Based on an analysis of lifestyle clusters, there are 10,193 households in
Antrim County as of month-end June 2014. Of these, 7.7% are located in Elk Rapids; 5.2% are in
Mancelona; 4.7% are in Bellaire; 4.1% are in Central Lake; and smaller shares are residing in other
small urban places and throughout the surrounding rural areas. A total of 29.6% of all households in
the county are located in one of the 9 communities, and the balance are scattered throughout the
surrounding rural areas.
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Propensity to Move – Among the 10,193 households currently residing in Antrim County, 170 of the
owner households and 264 of the renter households moved in the past year. Among 12 selected
target markets (i.e., household lifestyle clusters), 72 of the owner households and 202 of the renter
households moved in the past year. These figures include households that moved within Antrim
County, plus households that moved into the county from beyond. They are also based on the
movership rates among households in each of the 12 target markets, and weighted by their
prevalence within Antrim County.

Criteria for the Target Markets – The target markets and a subset of 71 lifestyle clusters across the
nation, and were carefully selected based on the following criteria:

Target Market Criteria

 The households have a proven propensity for choosing to live within the Prosperity Region.
Some of the target markets might not yet be prevalent in Antrim County, but when they
move within the region, they become good targets for developers.

 The households have some propensity to choose to live in urban places. For some of the
target markets, almost all of the households have a propensity to live in urban places.

 The households have a propensity to choose to live in attached housing units like lofts, flats,
row houses, duplexes, and condominiums (i.e., not detached houses). For some of the target
markets, almost all of the households have a propensity to live in attached housing units.
They may include a mix of both renters and owners.

The Target Markets – There are 2,403 existing households in Antrim County that align with the 12
target markets, and they represent almost 24% of the county’s total households. Exhibit A.3
introduces the 12 target markets sorted by their lifestyle cluster code. The exhibit also shows their
prevalence in each of Antrim County’s 9 communities. For example, households in the M45 Infants,
Debit Cards target market is almost exclusively in Mancelona. However, the C12 Golfcarts,
Gourmets households are most prevalent in Elk Rapids. Households in the O51 Digital Dependents
group have percolated throughout the market.

Introduction to Two Scenarios – We have prepared two scenarios in the Target Market Analysis for
the Northwest Michigan Prosperity Region, including a conservative (minimum) and aggressive
(maximum) scenario. Derivation of these two scenarios is also explained in more detail below. In
general, the aggressive scenario tends to be about three times as large as the conservative scenario.
It is also possible to estimate a mid-point between the conservative and aggressive scenarios, which
would generally represent a “progressive” or “proactive” scenario.
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Summary of Scenarios Market Potential Basis (market parameter)
“Conservative” Minimum In-Migration Only
“Progressive” Mid-Point - average -
“Aggressive” Maximum Plus Migration Within

Aggressive Scenario – Exhibit A.4 and Exhibit A.5 present an aggressive scenario for the market
potential among residential units. The urban places are listed alphabetically and span the total of 2
pages. The market potential is also broken-down for owner-occupied households, and renter-
occupied households. Finally, the market potential is shown for each of the 12 target markets and
for all 12 combined.

The aggressive scenario represents a maximum annual threshold based on current migration
patterns both within, and into Antrim County. It assumes that every household moving into and
within the county could trade up into a new or refurbished residential unit rather than simply
occupying a pre-existing unit.

The aggressive scenario also represents a best-case scenario or not-to-exceed maximum, and can be
achieved only if all impediments to development are removed or overcome. For example, it
assumes that any impediments to securing loans, approving permits, selling and buying real estate,
paying for construction materials and labor, and all other related development challenges are easily
resolved.

Results of the aggressive scenario (see Exhibit A.4) suggest that there is a maximum annual market
potential throughout Antrim County for 72 new owner-occupied units and 202 new renter-occupied
units, for a total of 274 units. Assuming the market potential is fully served every year over the next
five years, this implies a market potential for 1,370 units over the 5-year term.

Some of the communities in Antrim County will continue to be challenged by their smaller size,
making it difficult to compete for projects that might otherwise gravitate toward Elk Rapids,
Mancelona, Bellaire, and Central Lake. However, with a mix of aggressive marketing, Placemaking,
and planning, the small communities could still divert a modest amount of the county-wide market
potential.

Market Potential by Community – Most of the market potential is in Elk Rapids and Mancelona, with
a smaller market potential for Central Lake and Bellaire. If these communities do not act to capture
their full market potential in any given year, then the smaller communities could pursue an
aggressive scenario and grab a share of the market before it dissipates. Small communities should
focus on appropriately scaled small projects in increments of 2, 3, 4, and 6 attached units per year.
Building sizes are addressed in more detail in the following sections of this Executive Summary.
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Conservative Scenario – Exhibit A.6 and Exhibit A.7 present the market potential under a
conservative scenario that is based on in-migration only, or households moving into Antrim County
from beyond. Again, the urban places are listed alphabetically and span the total of 2 pages. The
market potential is also broken-down for owner and renter households. Finally, the market potential
is shown for each of the 12 target markets, with a total for all 12 combined.

The conservative scenario provides an attainable goal with low risk of over-building in the market. It
assumes that most of households already living in Antrim County will shuffle among existing housing
choices, and that the units they vacate will be occupied by other resident households also on the
move within that same county. This pragmatic approach also assumes “business as usual” and that
existing master plans, zoning ordinances, real estate prices, property ownership and availability,
lending practices, Placemaking initiatives, and overall business development climate all remain as-is.

Results of the conservative scenario (see Exhibit A.6) reveal an annual market potential for at least
37 new owner-occupied units and 76 new renter-occupied units throughout Antrim County, for a
total of at least 113 units. Assuming the market potential is fully met every year over the next five
years, this implies a market potential for at least 565 units over the full 5-year term.

The figure for the five-year build-out assumes that the annual potential is fully captured in each year
through new-builds, conversions, or rehabilitation of existing units. If the market potential is not
captured in each year, then the balance does not roll-over to the next year. Instead, it dissipates
into the rural areas or is intercepted by more communities in the surrounding counties. It is
assumed that the first projects aligning with the TMA recommendations would break ground as
early as 2015, with a first full year of 2016 and fifth full year of 2020.

Owner-Occupied Values – Under the conservative scenario there is an annual market potential for at
least 37 new owner-occupied units throughout Antrim County, or a cumulative of 185 units over the
next five years. Exhibit A.8 provides details on how these units should be priced in Antrim County,
with variations by target market. The market potential by target market is based on their known
propensity to choose homes within the given price brackets. Adjustments have also been applied to
reflect variances among income profiles for Antrim County relative to other counties in the region.

The owner-occupied home values are stated in 2012 constant dollars but can be forecast based on
the median home values over time. Almost 80% of the target markets will seek home values of
$250,000 or less in 2012 dollars, which will be closer to $280,000 by 2015, and will approach
$320,000 by the year 2020.
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The allocation of units by home value is based on the tolerance level of each target market for
prices, and has not been adjusted for HUD’s affordability standards. Lower income target markets
(particularly S70 Tight Money, S68 Small Town Shallow Pockets, and Q65 Senior Discounts) are most
likely to be over-burdened by market-rate prices, and are more likely to be spending more than 35%
of their income on gross housing costs, including utilities and associated fees.

Renter-Occupied Units – As shown in Exhibit A.9, the conservative scenario generates a market
potential for at least 76 renter-occupied units throughout Antrim County each year, or a cumulative
total of 380 units over the 5-year term (assuming that the potential is fully captured in each
consecutive year).

Renter-Occupied Prices – With adjustments for income, almost all of the target markets will seek
monthly contract rents of $800 or less in 2012 dollars. These prices will be closer to $900 by 2015
and $1,100 by the year 2020. Similarly, over one-third of the new households will be seeking
contract rents of $500 or less in 2012 dollars, and these prices will be closer to $560 or less by 2015;
and $650 or less by the year 2020. Almost 40% of the county’s new households will have a tolerance
for contract rents in the range of $600 to $900 (in 2012 dollars). A few units could be tested with
higher prices ($900 - $1,250 range), but only if they offer exceptional vista views of Lake Michigan
and/or downtown Elk Rapids.

Detached Building Formats – Exhibit A.10 shows how the market potential is allocated based on
each target market’s propensity to choose detached houses and attached units in various building
sizes. Among the annual market potential of 113 owner-occupied and renter-occupied units, about
65% of the new households will seek detached houses. Among new-builds, detached houses may
include cottages with small footprints and lots, perhaps arranged around a shared courtyard.
Detached houses could also be re-introduced by rehabilitating some of the existing stock within the
urban neighborhoods.

New-builds for detached houses in suburbs and rural areas are explicitly not recommended as part
of the housing strategy for Antrim County. That traditional path of real estate investment should be
redirected toward the creation of more attached units in the markets, and within each of the 14
communities (allocated by market size).

Attached Building Formats – As shown in the attached Exhibit A.10, about 35% of the target markets
moving into Antrim County are likely to seek attached units (i.e., not detached houses) in a range of
building sizes. Under the conservative scenario, there is a county-wide market potential for at least
40 attached units annually, or a cumulative of 200 attached units over the 5-year term. These results
are also show in Table 2 on the following page, for both the conservative (minimum) and aggressive
(maximum) scenarios.
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Table 2
Annual and Cumulative Market Potential

Attached Units in Antrim County, Michigan

Conservative Aggressive
(minimum) (maximum)

Annual 5-Years Annual 5-Year
Target Markets # Units # Units # Units # Units
S71 Tight Money 16 80 22 110
Q55 Family Troopers 10 50 14 70
Q65 Senior Discounts 4 20 6 30
L41 Booming, Consuming 4 20 6 30
O51 Digital Dependents 3 15 5 25
K40 Bohemian Groove 1 5 2 10
S68 Sm. Town, Shallow Pockets 1 5 2 10
Q62 Reaping Rewards 1 5 2 10
C12 Golfcarts, Gourmets 1 5 2 10

Subtotal 41 205 61 305

Note: Due to rounding, the figures shown above do not perfectly match Exhibit A.10.
Annual units may not be rolled-over to subsequent years. The 5-year totals assume that
the market potential is fully captured in each consecutive year. Otherwise, the potential
may be intercepted by other counties in the Prosperity Region.

A Focus on Product Types – Strategy recommendations by product type should be refined by the
developers and builders as needed for local context and place, with the urban transect as a general
guide. Attached units may include a mix of duplexes, triplexes, quads, condos or row houses (no
more than 6 units in a row, with private entrances), and stacked flats or lofts (no more than 6 units
along the side of any given building, with shared entrances).

Downtown Formats – Units above street-front retail and/or located in downtown districts will be
well-received by the target markets. In transitional areas around the downtowns, low-rise buildings
and row houses might be more appropriate. Detached houses, duplexes, and triplexes could be used
as infill within the surrounding neighborhoods.

Attached products may include a combination of hard lofts (with exposed ductwork, etc.) and soft
lofts that are relatively more finished. Units should include either 1 or 2 bedrooms, anticipating that
the markets are likely to include young renters, including singles, couples, and/or have unrelated
roommates.
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Unit Sizes and Amenities – In the individual units, some of the floor area can be traded for unique
amenities, quality construction, and modern interior treatments. However, every bedroom must
have a full private bath, and 2-bedroom units must have a ½ bath near the entrance. Ideally,
kitchens will be centrally located and facing outward onto an open floor plan, with bedrooms on
opposite ends (i.e., not sharing common walls.) All units should have balconies or patios that can
accommodate at least two chairs.

Contract Rent v. Gross Rent – Exhibit A.11 shows that on average, gross rents in Antrim County
represent about 38% of the area’s median household income. Based on the American Community
Survey’s (ACS) 5-year estimates for 2008 through 2012, the median monthly gross rent was $710 in
2012 and the median monthly contract rent is $515. The difference of $195 can be generally
attributed to utilities costs paid by the tenant, deposits, and other fees for pets, cleaning, security,
parking, storage units, meals, on-call nurses, party rooms, fitness centers, and other memberships.
These fees represent about 27% of the county’s median gross rent.

HUD Affordability Standards – Exhibit A.12 provides documentation on the US Department and
Housing and Urban Development’s 2014 income limits and affordability levels. Households most
likely to be candidates for market-rate prices have incomes at or above 80% of the county’s Area
Median Income (AMI). On average, 1-person households in Antrim County should have an income of
at least $29,600; a 2-person household should have an income of at least $33,800; and a 3-person
household should have an income of at least $38,050.

Renter Affordability Limits – In order for new housing units to be classified by MSHDA as “market
rate” and without adding to shelter burden, gross rents should not exceed 35% of AMI for the local
market. For Antrim County, this implies the following rents by affordability bracket (see Table 3,
below):

Table 3
2014 HUD Income Limits and Affordable Rents

Antrim County, Michigan

1-Person 2-Person 3-Person
Income Limits Household Household Household

80% of AMI $29,600 $33,800 $38,050
100% of AMI $36,800 $42,000 $47,300

Affordable Rent Limit (35% of income)
Gross Rent $ 860 $ 985 $ 1,110
Other Fees - $ 230 - $ 270 - $ 300
Contract Rent $ 620 $ 715 $ 810
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Based on the HUD income limits (Exhibit A.11) and annual market potential by contract rent bracket
(Exhibit A.9), 35% (27 units) of the 36 new rental units can be priced at market rates and above; and
65% (49 units) should be priced in more affordable ranges.

Construction Costs – This last section of the Executive Summary for the Antrim County TMA provides
a comparison of average construction costs over time, with comparisons between detached (single-
family) and attached (multi-family) buildings. As shown in Exhibit A.13, the average detached house
built in Antrim County since 2010 has involved an investment in the range of $190,000 to $210,000.

Historically, the per-unit investment into new attached units has averaged between 75% and 96% of
the investment in detached houses. As might be expected, the average costs per unit have been
increasing over time, and there appears to have been a significant increase in cost (or investment)
per unit since 2010. This is partly attributed to rising labor costs with recovery from the Great
Recession, and also rising costs for lumber and materials.

Overall, the building permit data reinforces the strategy for meeting the needs of the target markets
by a) building smaller houses (such as cottages) with small footprints as part of urban infill; b)
building attached units (like lofts, flats, condos, and row houses); and c) rehabilitating the existing
housing stock.

Regional Comparisons

The last table in Section A compares the total market potential for each of the 10 counties within
the Northwest Michigan Prosperity Region, under the conservative (minimum) scenario only. The
county totals include both renter- and owner-occupied units, and also includes the potential for
detached houses as well as units in attached products. The numbers include small and large urban
areas, plus surrounding rural areas in the counties. The magnitude of opportunity is a reflection of
the each county’s current size (in number of households); recent in-migration patterns (but not
internal migration); and prevalence of the target markets weighted by their respective movership
rates.

Under the minimum or conservative scenario, Grand Traverse County has the largest market
potential, or 1,215 units annually over the next five years. Among the urban places in Grand
Traverse County, the City of Traverse City will capture the largest market share.



14 | P a g e

NW Michigan Prosperity Region TMA Strategy Report –Antrim County

Emmet County has the second largest market potential, and the City of Petoskey will capture the
largest share among its urban places. The third largest is Wexford County, and the City of Cadillac
with capture the largest share. The Cities of Charlevoix and Manistee will also capture significant
shares within their respective counties.

It is important to note gaps in the target market potential between counties. For example, the
conservative scenario implies that there is not market for units that would be targeted at the S68
Small Town Shallow Pockets and S70 Tight Money lifestyle clusters. The results reflect the fact that
they are not yet demonstrating a propensity to live in Leelanau County.

However, it is equally likely that the low-to-moderate income households simply can’t afford to live
in Leelanau County, so have found alternatives in the surrounding counties. Deductive reasoning can
be used to gauge the magnitude of upside potential for some of the missing lifestyle clusters, and
particularly those earning less than 50% of AMI and seeking affordable prices.

On the flip side, most of the market potential for the C12 Golf Carts and Gourmet lifestyle cluster is
allocated to Leelanau and Emmet Counties – because they have already demonstrated a high
propensity to live there. Similarly, the market potential in the K40 Bohemian Groove lifestyle cluster
is weighted toward Grand Traverse and Emmet Counties – where they have already demonstrated a
tendency to live. Again, deductive reasoning can be used to argue that Antrim, Benzie, and Manistee
Counties could capture a larger share of the region’s households in that target market.

The conservative scenario represents a minimum threshold, with plenty of “upside” opportunity to
more aggressively pursue moderate-to-low income households and divert migrating households
from one county to another. For example, if Manistee County can support a minimum of 20 units
annually to meet the needs of the S68 Small Town Shallow Pockets target market, then Benzie and
Leelanau Counties should be able to match that. Similarly, Kalkaska County should be able to
improve its capture of the M45 Infants and Debit Cards and N46 True Grit Americans target markets.

We recommend all counties in the region focus on the need for affordable housing options. In
addition, this Target Market Analysis should be updated after about 5 years to gauge the effects of
adding missing middle housing formats – particularly affordable lofts, flats, and other attached
products in the downtowns and urban neighborhoods.
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Contact Information

Questions regarding this target market analysis, work approach, analytic results, and strategy
recommendations can be directed to Sharon Woods at LandUse|USA. Questions regarding
economic growth initiatives and implementation of these recommendations can be addressed to
Sarah Lucas at Networks Northwest.

Sharon M. Woods, CRE Sarah Lucas, AICP
Principal Department Manager
LandUse|USA, LLC Regional Planning, NWNW
www.LandUseUSA.com www.networksnorthwest.org
sharonwoods@landuseusa.com SarahLucas@nwm.cog.mi.us
(517) 290-5531 direct (231) 929-5034 direct
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ExistingP AR AM ET ER S (inHouseholds)throughJune2014

L argeandS m allU rbanP laces-Antrim County,M I

Existing

N um berofHouseholds

S um of

T otal

12 T argets

CaptureR ate

12 T argets

S um of

T otal

71 Clusters

Existing

S hare

71 Clusters

AN T R IM CO U N T Y 2,403 100.0% 10,193 100.0%

Alba 3 0.3% 122 1.2%
Alden 1 0.1% 58 0.6%
Bellaire 120 13.0% 478 4.7%
CentralL ake 98 10.6% 418 4.1%
Eastport 46 5.0% 107 1.0%
ElkR apids 410 44.5% 780 7.7%
Ellsw orth 10 1.1% 140 1.4%
L akesoftheN orth 11 1.2% 393 3.9%
M ancelona 223 24.2% 526 5.2%

S ubtotal 100.0% 29.6%

Inm igration-O w ners 37 88

Inm igration-R enters 76 100

AllM overs-O w ners 72 170

AllM overs-R enters 202 264

S ource:U nderlyingdataprovidedby theInternalR evenueS ervices;U S DecennialCensus;

Am ericanCom m unity S urvey;andExperianDecisionAnalytics.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.
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ExistingP AR AM ET ER S (inHouseholds)throughJune2014

L argeandS m allU rbanP laces-Antrim County,M I

Existing

N um berofHouseholds

C12

GolfCarts,

Gourm ets

K40

Bohem ian

Groove

L 41

Boom ing,

Consum -

ing

L 42

R ooted

Flow er

P ow er

M 45

Infants,

Debit

Cards

N 46

T rueGrit

Am ericans

O 51

Digital

Depend-

ents

O 55

Fam ily

T roopers

Q 62

R eaping

R ew ards

Q 65

S enior

Discounts

S 68

S m all

T ow n

S hallow

P ockets

S 70

T ight

M oney

AN T R IM CO U N T Y 121 3 912 3 148 259 242 41 440 55 122 57

Alba 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0
Alden 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bellaire 0 0 15 2 0 73 10 0 6 9 0 5
CentralL ake 0 0 1 0 0 48 31 0 6 0 4 8
Eastport 2 0 37 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0
ElkR apids 33 2 194 0 0 11 28 5 119 18 0 0
Ellsw orth 0 0 7 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0
L akesoftheN orth 0 0 0 0 1 0 8 1 0 0 1 0
M ancelona 0 0 0 0 115 4 19 12 0 0 71 2

S ubtotal

Inm igration-O w ners 1 0 17 0 3 4 8 0 2 0 2 0

Inm igration-R enters 1 1 14 0 5 2 16 12 1 4 5 17

AllM overs-O w ners 2 0 32 0 6 8 16 0 4 0 4 0

AllM overs-R enters 2 2 36 0 12 6 42 32 2 10 12 46

S ource:U nderlyingdataprovidedby theInternalR evenueS ervices;U S DecennialCensus;

Am ericanCom m unity S urvey;andExperianDecisionAnalytics.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Note: Sums might not total exact due to rounding.
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AnnualT argetM arketP O T EN T IAL inHouseholdsfor12 S electedL ifestyleClusters

S m allandL argeU rbanP laces-Antrim County,M I

T enure

AGGR ES S IVES cenario

(BasedonAllM overs)

S um of

T otal

12 T argets

C12

GolfCarts,

Gourm ets

K40

Bohem ian

Groove

L 41

Boom ing,

Consum -

ing

L 42

R ooted

Flow er

P ow er

M 45
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N 46

T rueGrit
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Digital
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ents

O 55
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T roopers

Q 62

R eaping

R ew ards

Q 65

S enior

Discounts

S 68

S m all

T ow n

S hallow

P ockets

S 70

T ight

M oney

O w nersAN T R IM CO U N T Y 72 2 0 32 0 6 8 16 0 4 0 4 0

R entersAN T R IM CO U N T Y 202 2 2 36 0 12 6 42 32 2 10 12 46

T otal AN T R IM CO U N T Y 274 4 2 68 0 18 14 58 32 6 10 16 46

O w nersAlba 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R entersAlba 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

T otal Alba 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w nersAlden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R entersAlden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

T otal Alden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w nersBellaire 9 0 0 4 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 0

R entersBellaire 26 0 0 5 0 2 1 5 4 0 1 2 6

T otal Bellaire 36 1 0 9 0 2 2 8 4 1 1 2 6

O w nersCentralL ake 8 0 0 3 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0

R entersCentralL ake 21 0 0 4 0 1 1 4 3 0 1 1 5

T otal CentralL ake 29 0 0 7 0 2 1 6 3 1 1 2 5

S ource:U nderlyingdataprovidedby theInternalR evenueS ervices;U S DecennialCensus;

Am ericanCom m unity S urvey;andExperianDecisionAnalytics.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Note: Sums might not total exact due to rounding.
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AnnualT argetM arketP O T EN T IAL inHouseholdsfor12 S electedL ifestyleClusters

S m allandL argeU rbanP laces-Antrim County,M I

T enure

AGGR ES S IVES cenario

(BasedonAllM overs)

S um of

T otal

12 T argets

C12

GolfCarts,

Gourm ets

K40

Bohem ian

Groove

L 41

Boom ing,

Consum -

ing

L 42

R ooted

Flow er

P ow er

M 45

Infants,

Debit

Cards

N 46

T rueGrit

Am ericans

O 51

Digital

Depend-

ents

O 55

Fam ily

T roopers

Q 62

R eaping

R ew ards

Q 65

S enior

Discounts

S 68

S m all

T ow n

S hallow

P ockets

S 70

T ight

M oney

O w nersEastport 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

R entersEastport 10 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 1 2

T otal Eastport 14 0 0 3 0 1 1 3 2 0 0 1 2

O w nersElkR apids 32 1 0 14 0 3 4 7 0 2 0 2 0

R entersElkR apids 90 1 1 16 0 5 3 19 14 1 4 5 20

T otal ElkR apids 122 2 1 30 0 8 6 26 14 3 4 7 20

O w nersEllsw orth 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R entersEllsw orth 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

T otal Ellsw orth 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

O w nersL akesoftheN orth 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R entersL akesoftheN orth 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

T otal L akesoftheN orth 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

O w nersM ancelona 17 0 0 8 0 1 2 4 0 1 0 1 0

R entersM ancelona 49 0 0 9 0 3 1 10 8 0 2 3 11

T otal M ancelona 66 1 0 16 0 4 3 14 8 1 2 4 11

S ource:U nderlyingdataprovidedby theInternalR evenueS ervices;U S DecennialCensus;

Am ericanCom m unity S urvey;andExperianDecisionAnalytics.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Note: Sums might not total exact due to rounding.
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AnnualT argetM arketP O T EN T IAL inHouseholdsfor12 S electedL ifestyleClusters

S m allandL argeU rbanP laces-Antrim County,M I

T enure

CO N S ER VAT IVES cenario

(P erIn-M igrationO nly)

S um of

T otal

12 T argets

C12

GolfCarts,

Gourm ets

K40

Bohem ian

Groove

L 41

Boom ing,

Consum -

ing

L 42

R ooted

Flow er

P ow er

M 45

Infants,

Debit

Cards

N 46

T rueGrit

Am ericans

O 51

Digital

Depend-

ents

O 55

Fam ily

T roopers

Q 62

R eaping

R ew ards

Q 65

S enior

Discounts

S 68

S m all

T ow n

S hallow

P ockets

S 70

T ight

M oney

O w nersAN T R IM CO U N T Y 37 1 0 17 0 3 4 8 0 2 0 2 0

R entersAN T R IM CO U N T Y 76 1 1 14 0 5 2 16 12 1 4 5 17

T otal AN T R IM CO U N T Y 113 2 1 30 0 8 6 24 12 3 4 7 17

O w nersAlba 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R entersAlba 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

T otal Alba 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w nersAlden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R entersAlden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

T otal Alden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w nersBellaire 5 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

R entersBellaire 10 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 1 2

T otal Bellaire 15 0 0 4 0 1 1 3 2 0 0 1 2

O w nersCentralL ake 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

R entersCentralL ake 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 2

T otal CentralL ake 12 0 0 3 0 1 1 3 1 0 0 1 2

S ource:U nderlyingdataprovidedby theInternalR evenueS ervices;U S DecennialCensus;

Am ericanCom m unity S urvey;andExperianDecisionAnalytics.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Note: Sums might not total exact due to rounding.
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AnnualT argetM arketP O T EN T IAL inHouseholdsfor12 S electedL ifestyleClusters

S m allandL argeU rbanP laces-Antrim County,M I

T enure

CO N S ER VAT IVES cenario

(P erIn-M igrationO nly)

S um of

T otal

12 T argets

C12

GolfCarts,

Gourm ets

K40

Bohem ian

Groove

L 41

Boom ing,

Consum -

ing

L 42

R ooted

Flow er

P ow er

M 45

Infants,
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Cards

N 46

T rueGrit

Am ericans
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Digital

Depend-

ents

O 55

Fam ily

T roopers

Q 62

R eaping

R ew ards

Q 65

S enior

Discounts

S 68

S m all

T ow n

S hallow

P ockets

S 70

T ight

M oney

O w nersEastport 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R entersEastport 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1

T otal Eastport 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1

O w nersElkR apids 17 0 0 7 0 1 2 4 0 1 0 1 0

R entersElkR apids 34 0 0 6 0 2 1 7 5 0 2 2 8

T otal ElkR apids 50 1 0 13 0 3 3 11 5 1 2 3 8

O w nersEllsw orth 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R entersEllsw orth 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

T otal Ellsw orth 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w nersL akesoftheN orth 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R entersL akesoftheN orth 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

T otal L akesoftheN orth 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w nersM ancelona 9 0 0 4 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0

R entersM ancelona 18 0 0 3 0 1 1 4 3 0 1 1 4

T otal M ancelona 27 0 0 7 0 2 2 6 3 1 1 2 4

S ource:U nderlyingdataprovidedby theInternalR evenueS ervices;U S DecennialCensus;

Am ericanCom m unity S urvey;andExperianDecisionAnalytics.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Note: Sums might not total exact due to rounding.
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AnnualM arketP otentialby Hom eValuefor12 T argetM arkets(in2012 ConstantDollars)

O w ner-O ccupiedU nitsforAntrim County,M ichigan

T enure

CO N S ER VAT IVE

S CEN AR IO

Hom eValueBrackets

(2012 ConstantDollars)

S um of

T otal

12 T argets

C12

GolfCarts,

Gourm ets

K40

Bohem ian

Groove

L 41

Boom ing,

Consum -

ing

L 42

R ooted

Flow er

P ow er

M 45

Infants,

Debit

Cards

N 46

T rueGrit

Am ericans
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Digital

Depend-

ents

O 55

Fam ily

T roopers

Q 62

R eaping

R ew ards

Q 65

S enior

Discounts

S 68

S m all

T ow n

S hallow

P ockets

S 70

T ight

M oney

O w ner < $50,000 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $50 -$74,999 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

O w ner $75 -$99,999 5 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $100 -$149,999 10 0 0 4 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $150 -$174,999 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $175 -$199,999 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $200 -$249,999 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $250 -$299,999 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $300 -$349,999 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $350 -$399,999 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $400 -$499,999 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $500 -$749,999 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

O w ner $750,000+ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
T otal 37 1 0 17 0 3 4 8 0 2 0 2 0

M edianHom eValue

O w ner 2012 -- $383,037 $133,233 $194,315 $126,635 $75,234 $123,375 $121,822 $117,399 $237,810 $106,323 $69,027 $103,500

O w ner 2015 -- $428,429 $149,022 $217,343 $141,642 $84,150 $137,996 $136,259 $131,312 $265,992 $118,923 $77,207 $115,766

O w ner 2020 -- $488,586 $169,947 $247,860 $161,530 $95,965 $157,372 $155,392 $149,750 $303,340 $135,621 $88,048 $132,020

S ource:U nderlyingdataprovidedby theInternalR evenueS ervices;U S DecennialCensus;

Am ericanCom m unity S urvey;andExperianDecisionAnalytics.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Note: Sums might not total exact due to rounding.
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AnnualM arketP otentialby ContractR entfor12 T argetM arkets(in2012 ConstantDollars)

R enter-O ccupiedU nitsforAntrim County,M ichigan

T enure

CO N S ER VAT IVE

S CEN AR IO

ContractR entBrackets

(2012 ConstantDollars)

S um of

T otal

12 T argets

C12

GolfCarts,

Gourm ets

K40

Bohem ian

Groove

L 41

Boom ing,

Consum -

ing

L 42

R ooted

Flow er

P ow er

M 45

Infants,

Debit

Cards

N 46

T rueGrit

Am ericans

O 51

Digital

Depend-

ents

O 55

Fam ily

T roopers

Q 62

R eaping

R ew ards

Q 65

S enior

Discounts

S 68

S m all

T ow n

S hallow

P ockets

S 70

T ight

M oney

R enter <$500 27 0 0 3 0 1 1 3 4 0 2 2 11

R enter $500 -$599 18 0 0 3 0 1 1 4 3 0 1 1 3

R enter $600 -$699 18 0 0 4 0 1 1 5 3 0 0 1 2

R enter $700 -$799 10 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 2 0 0 0 1

R enter $800 -$899 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R enter $900 -$999 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R enter $1,000 -$1,249 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R enter $1,250 -$1,499 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R enter $1,500 -$1,999 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R enter $2,000+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
T otal 76 1 1 14 0 5 2 16 12 1 4 5 17

M edianContractR ent

R enter 2012 -- $744 $448 $495 $515 $492 $485 $487 $448 $469 $373 $415 $378

R enter 2015 -- $837 $504 $557 $579 $553 $546 $548 $504 $527 $420 $467 $425

R enter 2020 -- $971 $585 $646 $671 $641 $633 $635 $584 $611 $487 $541 $493

S ource:U nderlyingdataprovidedby theInternalR evenueS ervices;U S DecennialCensus;

Am ericanCom m unity S urvey;andExperianDecisionAnalytics.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Note: Sums might not total exact due to rounding.
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AnnualM arketP otentialby BuildingS izefor12 T argetM arkets

T otalU nitsforAntrim County,M ichigan

T enure

CO N S ER VAT IVE

S CEN AR IO

U nitsby BuildingS ize

S um of

T otal

12 T argets

C12

GolfCarts,

Gourm ets

K40

Bohem ian

Groove

L 41

Boom ing,

Consum -

ing

L 42

R ooted

Flow er

P ow er

M 45

Infants,

Debit

Cards

N 46

T rueGrit

Am ericans

O 51

Digital

Depend-

ents

O 55

Fam ily

T roopers

Q 62

R eaping

R ew ards

Q 65

S enior

Discounts

S 68

S m all

T ow n

S hallow

P ockets

S 70

T ight

M oney

T otal 1 unit(house) 74 1 0 26 0 7 6 21 2 2 0 6 2

T otal 2 units(duplex) 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

T otal 3 units(triplex) 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2

T otal 4 units(quad) 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

T otal 5 -9 units 11 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 4

T otal 10 -19 units 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

T otal 20 -49 units 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2

T otal 50 -100 units 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1

T otal 101+ units 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
T otal 113 2 1 30 0 8 6 24 12 3 4 7 17

T otal DetachedU nits 74 1 0 26 0 7 6 21 2 2 0 6 2

T otal AttachedU nits 40 1 1 4 0 0 0 3 10 1 4 1 16
T otal 113 2 1 30 0 8 6 24 12 3 4 7 17

S ource:U nderlyingdataprovidedby theInternalR evenueS ervices;U S DecennialCensus;

Am ericanCom m unity S urvey;andExperianDecisionAnalytics.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Note: Sums might not total exact due to rounding.
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M arketP aram eters-ContractandGrossR ents

CountiesintheN orthw estM ichiganP rosperity R egion

M edian

GrossR ent M edian M edian U tilities Feesas

asaS hare Gross Contract and aS hareof

County nam e ofIncom e R ent R ent Fees Gross

1 GrandT raverse 31% $833 $712 $121 15%

2 L eelanau 33% $794 $641 $153 19%

3 Em m et 30% $732 $630 $102 14%

4 Charlevoix 30% $615 $523 $92 15%

5 Antrim 38% $710 $515 $195 27%

6 Benzie 30% $763 $537 $226 30%

7 M anistee 30% $665 $492 $173 26%

8 W exford 32% $679 $521 $158 23%

9 M issaukee 30% $712 $502 $210 29%

10 Kalkaska 30% $713 $501 $212 30%

S ource:U S CensusandAm ericanCom m unity S urvey 5-yearestim ates(2008-2012);

analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A;2014.

Contractrentstypically alignw ithadvertisedrentsandm ay notincludeutilities,

deposits,andfeesforpets,cleaning,security,parking,storageunits,m eals,

on-callnurseservices,m eals,party room s,fitnesscenters,andotherm em berships.

LandUseUSA
Text Box
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HUD Income Limits for Affordability

Selected Counties in Northwest Michigan - 2014

Share Household Household Household Household

HUD of Size Size Size Size

County Name Qualifier AMI 1 person 2 persons 3 persons 4 persons

Emmet Co. Extreme 30% 13,800 15,750 17,700 19,650

Emmet Co. Very Low 50% 22,950 26,200 29,500 32,750

Emmet Co. Low 80% 36,700 41,950 47,200 52,400

Emmet Co. Average 100% 45,900 52,400 59,000 65,500

Charlevoix Co. Extreme 30% 12,600 14,400 16,200 17,950

Charlevoix Co. Very Low 50% 21,000 24,000 27,000 29,950

Charlevoix Co. Low 80% 33,550 38,350 43,150 47,900

Charlevoix Co. Average 100% 42,000 48,000 54,000 59,900

Antrim Co. Extreme 30% 11,100 12,700 14,300 15,850

Antrim Co. Very Low 50% 18,500 21,150 23,800 26,400

Antrim Co. Low 80% 29,600 33,800 38,050 42,250

Antrim Co. Average 100% 36,800 42,000 47,300 52,500

Source: U.S. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) income limits for 2014,

with some interpolations by LandUseUSA.
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ConstructionCostsP erApprovedBuildingP erm its

Antrim County,M ichigan-2000 through2013

U nits Cost Cost/U nit U nits Cost Cost/U nit M Fv.S F

S ingle- S ingle- S ingle- M ulti- M ulti- M ulti- Cost

Year Fam ily Fam ily Fam ily Fam ily Fam ily Fam ily Index

2013 62 $12,790,241 $206,300 -- -- -- --

2012 51 $8,723,715 $171,100 -- -- -- --

2011 42 $8,020,161 $191,000 -- -- -- --

2010 42 $8,007,453 $190,700 -- -- -- --

2009 40 $6,647,958 $166,200 -- -- -- --

2008 74 $11,397,210 $154,000 -- -- -- --

2007 120 $19,543,486 $162,900 2 $261,440 $130,700 0.80

2006 161 $23,632,788 $146,800 -- -- -- --

2005 142 $20,684,255 $145,700 -- -- -- --

2004 137 $20,950,133 $152,900 11 $1,889,167 $171,700 1.12

2003 298 $40,882,348 $137,200 26 $2,978,000 $114,500 0.83

2002 253 $35,603,739 $140,700 18 $2,860,455 $158,900 1.13

2001 250 $36,610,071 $146,400 4 $420,000 $105,000 0.72

2000 308 $44,147,228 $143,300 -- -- -- --

AllYears 1,980 $297,640,786 $150,300 61 $8,409,062 $137,900 0.92

2007-13 431 $75,130,224 $174,300 2 $261,440 $130,700 0.75

2000-06 1,549 $222,510,562 $143,600 59 $8,147,622 $138,100 0.96

S ource:U nderlyingdatacollectedby theU .S .Bureau oftheCensus.

Analysisandexhibitpreparedby L andU se|U S A,2014.
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Annual Target Market POTENTIAL in Housing Units for 12 Selected Lifestyle Clusters

10 Counties in the Northwest Michigan Prosperity Region (Region 2)

CONSERVATIVE Scenario

(Per In-Migration Only)

Sum of

Total

12 Targets

C12

Golf Carts,

Gourmets

K40

Bohemian

Groove

L41

Booming,

Consum-

ing

L42

Rooted

Flower

Power

M45

Infants,

Debit

Cards

N46

True Grit

Americans

O51

Digital

Depend-

ents

O55

Family

Troopers

Q62

Reaping

Rewards

Q65

Senior

Discounts

S68

Small

Town

Shallow

Pockets

S70

Tight

Money

10-COUNTY REGION 2,908 20 694 136 18 91 197 705 411 33 209 68 328

GRAND TRAVERSE CO. 1,215 1 479 13 13 10 40 339 154 13 85 13 54

LEELANAU COUNTY 134 11 12 29 0 0 0 52 15 8 7 0 0

EMMET COUNTY 463 3 143 20 2 0 17 75 91 5 35 0 72

CHARLEVOIX COUNTY 274 1 40 12 1 1 26 53 24 3 33 0 80

ANTRIM COUNTY 113 2 1 30 0 8 6 24 12 3 4 7 17

BENZIE COUNTY 67 2 2 18 0 0 13 16 4 1 3 0 10

MANISTEE COUNTY 157 0 6 9 1 17 40 20 12 0 15 20 17

WEXFORD COUNTY 324 0 9 3 1 50 50 72 59 1 15 22 41

MISSAUKEE COUNTY 68 0 2 1 0 1 2 24 17 0 6 1 13

KALKASKA COUNTY 93 0 0 0 0 5 1 30 22 0 6 5 24

Source: Underlying data provided by the Internal Revenue Services; US Decennial Census;

American Community Survey; and Experian Decision Analytics.

Analysis and exhibit prepared by LandUse|USA; ©2014 with all rights reserved.
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Annual Target Market POTENTIAL in Housing Units for 12 Selected Target Markets

10 Counties in the Northwest Michigan Prosperity Region (Region 2)

AGGRESSIVE Scenario

(Per All Migration)

Sum of

Total

12 Targets

C12

Golf Carts,

Gourmets

K40

Bohemian

Groove

L41

Booming,

Consum-

ing

L42

Rooted

Flower

Power

M45

Infants,

Debit

Cards

N46

True Grit

Americans

O51

Digital

Depend-

ents

O55

Family

Troopers

Q62

Reaping

Rewards

Q65

Senior

Discounts

S68

Small

Town

Shallow

Pockets

S70

Tight

Money

10-COUNTY REGION 7,062 36 1,720 286 38 230 420 1,620 1,086 66 528 170 862

GRAND TRAVERSE CO. 2,914 2 1,178 30 28 22 88 784 382 28 208 30 134

LEELANAU COUNTY 232 18 22 48 0 0 0 90 28 12 14 0 0

EMMET COUNTY 1,162 6 368 46 4 0 38 178 236 10 90 0 186

CHARLEVOIX COUNTY 592 2 88 24 2 2 52 112 54 6 72 0 178

ANTRIM COUNTY 274 4 2 68 0 18 14 58 32 6 10 16 46

BENZIE COUNTY 172 4 6 40 0 0 26 40 12 2 10 0 32

MANISTEE COUNTY 398 0 18 20 2 42 86 50 36 0 44 50 50

WEXFORD COUNTY 962 0 34 8 2 134 110 194 216 2 52 60 150

MISSAUKEE COUNTY 128 0 4 2 0 2 4 46 32 0 12 2 24

KALKASKA COUNTY 228 0 0 0 0 10 2 68 58 0 16 12 62

Source: Underlying data provided by the Internal Revenue Services; US Decennial Census;

American Community Survey; and Experian Decision Analytics.

Analysis and exhibit prepared by LandUse|USA; ©2014 with all rights reserved.
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L ocalM arketAssessm ent– S T R EN GT HS

T heVillageofElkR apids(Antrim County,M ichigan)

S trengths

 Connectivity -T heVillageislocatedonscenicU S 31,w hichisapopulargatew ay fortraffic

headingnorthtofrom thelow erpartsofM ichiganandT raverseCity totheU pperP eninsulaand

Canada. T rafficcountsareestim atedtobe7,000 perday alongU S 31.

 M ichigan’sBlueEconom y -S eatedbetw eensoutheastshoreoftheL ittleT raverseBay ofL ake

M ichiganandonthew estedgeofElkL ake,ElkR apidsisaquintessentialtourism destinationin

M ichiganforlocal,national,andinternationaltravelers,andhasbeenadvertisedassuch

throughoutthestate.Everythingisw ithinw alkingdistance,includingpublicbeachesanda

m odernm arinaforboatersnavigatingthew atersofL akeM ichiganandGrandT raverseBay.A

porttow n,ElkR apidsisalsoahubforcharterfishingandboating.

 CreationofaM asterP lan – In2013,theVillageofElkR apidsandElkR apidsT ow nshipapproved

acollaborativem asterplan,acriticaltoolinguidingfuturegrow ththatw illundoubtedly

continueinElkR apids.

 Education – ElkR apidsareaM iddleandHighS choolshavegreatratingsforeducation(84),thus

m akingElkR apidsanattractionforyear-roundresidents.N earby,N orthw estM ichiganCollege

callsT raverseCity hom eandenrolls5,100 studentsannually.

 AnchorInstitutions– ElkR apidshasothereconom icassetsthatw illhelpitcontinuetogrow

econom ically andhelpitbesustainablelong-term .AnchorinstitutionsincludeBurnetteFoods

(FoodP rocessing)andP addlebuoy (P addleboards).

 Dow ntow nBusinessM ix – T hecentralbusinessdistrictincludesshopping,restaurants,cottages,

hotels,am useum ,m usicvenues,artgalleries,andatheatre– theHistoricElkR apidsT ow nHall.

 P ublicT ransit– AvailablethroughAntrim County T ransportation:Dial-A-R ide& HealthR ide,and

thereislim itedbusserviceavailablefrom P etoskey toT raverseCity.

 S treetscape-T heVillageofElkR apidshasbenefittedfrom aestheticenhancem entsthatm ake

theaream oreattractivetopedestriansandpreserveitshistoriccharacter,andhasaw alkable,

tree-linedstreetscapew ithview softheGrandT raverseBay andElkR iverthatflow salongside

thedow ntow n.
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L ocalM arketAssessm ent– O P P O R T U N IT IES

T heVillageofElkR apids(Antrim County,M ichigan)

O pportunities

 Dow ntow nInvestm ent– Becauseoftheadoptionofthecollaborativem asterplan,therecent

developm entofaharborm asterplan,andotherenhancem entsandinitiativesinthedow ntow n

core,thereisprobably alucrativem arketfordevelopersseekinginvestm entopportunitiesin

thisarea.

 O pportunity forayear-roundeconom y – From ourinterview sw ithyearroundresidents,thereis

anopportunity forbusinessestostay openyearroundtoserviceresidents,andadem andfrom

localsforbusinessestodoso.

 O pportunitiesforL ocals– From ourinterview sw ithyearroundresidents,localsw ouldliketo

seem oreculturalandrecreationalopportunitiescateredtow ardsthem inthesum m ertim e,in

ordertoavoidthecrow ds.
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L ocalM arketAssessm ent– S T R EN GT HS

T heVillageofM ancelona(Antrim County,M ichigan)

S trengths

 Connectivity – M ancelonaisintersectedby U S 66/131,justsouthofw hereU S 66 splitsw ithU S

131.U S 131 isam ajorcorridorfortravelersnorthandsouthinM ichigan;10,000 visitorsperday

passdirectly throughM ancelonaonthism ajorthoroughfare.M -88 alsoprovidesaccesstothe

tow nasw ell,andtheVillageisservedby Am trakviathroughw ay busonly.

 AnchorInstitutions– S everalbusinessescontributetoM ancelona’slocaleconom y by providing

m oreaccesstotrade,tourism ,andpotentialrevenue.T hesecontributingbusinessesarethe

M ancelonaM unicipalAirport,S undendorfatS chussM ountain– aEuropeanstyleresortthat

rem ainsopenyearround,andFlannery M achine& T ool,am ajorem ployer.

 S treetscape-T heDDA hasw orkedtoim provethelookofthedow ntow nareaandhascleaned

upm uchoftheblightw ithinthedistrict.T hey havefundedprojectsthroughm atchinggrantsin

ordertoputdecorativestreetlightsupandnew sidew alks,andhopetobuildapavilionfortheir

Farm ersM arket.

 N aturalresources– M ancelonaandAntrim County offeryearroundoutdooractivities,including

snow m obiling,golfing,horsebackriding,hiking,canoeing,cam ping,hunting,fishing,andskiing.

L ocalM arketAssessm ent– O P P O R T U N IT IES

T heVillageofM ancelona(Antrim County,M ichigan)

O pportunities

 EngagetravelersonU S 131 – M ancelonahasaneconom icgoldm ineinitsbackyard– U S 131.

T hereisthepotentialtoleveragevisitortrafficpassingthroughonU S 131 by prom otingthe

goodsandservicesthattravelersm ightneedasthey passthrough,suchasgasoptions,

restaurants,andlodging.

 CreationofaM asterP lan – T heVillage,w hilenotvery largeinsquarem iles,hasenough

residentsanddevelopm entpotentialtocreateaM asterP lan.T hisw illhelptheVillagebe

thoughtfulinitsapproachasitguidesnew developm entw ithinM ancelona.

 Econom icDevelopm entInitiatives– M ancelonahasagreatdow ntow n,w itham plestorefront

opportunitiesthatcouldbeusedtoattractnew businessesw ithprom otionthroughtheDDA.

O neofthosebusinessestoattractm ightbeam ovietheater,asthisisthetypeofbusinessthat

futurepotentialresidentsdem and.
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Text Box
Exhibit B.3



L ocalM arketAssessm ent– S T R EN GT HS

T heVillageofBellaire(Antrim County,M ichigan)

S trengths

 Connectivity -M -88 w indsthroughtheVillage,givingresidents,tourists,andcom m erceeasy

accesstoareabusinesses.W hiletheVillageislocateddirectly onM -88,itstillrem ainsinam ore

rem otelocation,w hichinsom ew aysispartofBellaire’scharm .Itcouldbeapotential

connectionfortow nslikeKalkaskaandM ancelonauptoU S 31 butthereareotherroutes

availablethatarem uchfaster.P assersthroughw ouldhavetointentionally includetheVillageof

Bellaireasapointofinterestontheirtravelsnorthorsouth.T rafficcountsonM -88thatpass

throughBellaireareestim atedtobe6,000 vehiclesperday,annually.

 M ichigan’sBlueEconom y – T hew aterthatoncecarriedtim berisnow usedforrecreation.L ake

Bellaire,theCedarR iver,theInterm ediateR iver,andBlairL akeallofferam plefishingand

recreationalopportunities.

 Dow ntow nBusinessM ix – Bellaire’sdow ntow nishom etoadiverseofferingofbusinesses,

includingbars,brew eries,restaurants,coffeeshops,artgalleries,clothingandhom efurnishing

stores,andbedandbreakfasts.

 O rganizationsw ithN ationalandR egionalDraw – T heInstituteforS ustainableL iving,Art,and

N aturalDesign(IS L AN D)callsBellairehom e.T heorganizationhoststheN orthernM ichiganS m all

Farm sConferenceevery yearthatbringsinalm ost1,000 peoplefrom aroundthestate,andalso

hasacom petitiveresidency program inw hichpeoplefrom allovertheU nitedS tatesapply.In

addition,S hanty CreekR esortisaregionalattractionforgolfers,skier,conventioneers,and

tourists,w ith4 golfcourses,53 dow nhillskiruns,5 terrainparks,cross-country skitrails,anda

hotel& conferencecenter.

 AnchorInstitutions– T heVillageofBellairehasothereconom icassetsthatw illhelpthe

com m unity toexpanditseconom icbaseandbesustainablelongterm .T heAntrim County

Airport,Antrim County O ffices,theU S AirForcebaseareallinstitutionsthatarevitaltothelocal

econom y.Inaddition,theS hanty CreekR esortisam ajorem ployerforBellaireandattracts

touristsyearround.

 P ublicT ransit– Antrim County T ransportationhasaDial-a-R ideprogram andofferslow errates

forstudentsandthosew honeedridestothehospital.
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L ocalM arketAssessm ent– O P P O R T U N IT IES

T heVillageofBellaire(Antrim County,M ichigan)

O pportunities

 CreationofaDow ntow nM asterP lan – BecauseofthesizeoftheVillage,andthew orkof

m arketinginitiativeslike“ DestinationBellaire” ,thereisanopportunity forBellairetocreatea

Dow ntow nM asterP lanningdocum entinordertoplanappropriately forthepotentialim pacts

oftourism ,developm entandgrow th.

 M arketingO pportunities– T heVillageishom etobusinessesthathaveayearrounddraw ,and

therecouldbeanopportunity tom arketBellaireasaw interdestinationw ithS hanty Creek

R esortandS hortsBrew ery askey focalpoints.

 Econom icGrow thInitiatives– Basedontheform atoftheVillage’sm ainstreet,asw ellasthe

“ DestinationBellaire” initiative,thereappearstobeopportunity fornew businessesand

entrepreneurstorelocatetothedow ntow nareaoftheVillage.T hism ightalsoallow forthe

creationofaDow ntow nDevelopm entAuthority.

LandUseUSA
Text Box
Exhibit B.5



L ocalM arketAssessm ent– S T R EN GT HS

T heVillageofCentralL ake(Antrim County,M ichigan)

S trengths

 Connectivity – T heVillageofCentralL akeissituationonM -88,andisonly about6 m ilessouthof

scenicU S 31.R oughly 1,000 vehiclespassthroughCentralL akeonadaily basis.

 M ichigan’sBlueEconom y – Asthecenterofthe75 m ileChainofL akesregion,theVillage

encom passesthenorthpartofInterm ediateL akeandsouthernportionofHanley L ake.In

addition,CentralL akeisapproxim ately 3 m ileseastofT orchL ake,am ajorboatingandfishing

destination.

 AnchorInstitutions– T heVillageishom etom any institutionsthatcontributetotheeconom ic

vitality ofthetow n,suchasCentralL akeArm orExpress,CentralL akeP ublicS chools,andthe

EastJordanFam ily HealthCenter.T orchportandAntrim County Airportsarebothlessthanten

m ilesfrom thevillagegivingtheVillageevenm oreaccesstotrade.T raverseCity Cherry Capital

Airportis45 m inutesaw ay.

 Dow ntow nBusinessM ix– T hedow ntow nofCentralL akehostsanum berofbusinesses,

includingagrocery store,restaurants,ahotel,andotherlocalservices.

L ocalM arketAssessm ent– O P P O R T U N IT IES

T heVillageofCentralL ake(Antrim County,M ichigan)

O pportunities

 S treetscapeandDow ntow nDevelopm ent– Currently,thereisam ixofbuildingtypesthatsitat

thedow ntow nintersectionofS tateS treetandM ainS treet,varyingfrom tw ostory brick

façades,toagarage,toatw ostory brickfaçadew ithnow indow sfacingtheintersection.

CentralL akeisaM ainS treetAssociatecom m unity,sotherem ightbeincentiveforfaçade

im provem ent,asw ellasalucrativem arketfordevelopersseekinginvestm entopportunitiesin

thedow ntow n.

 Econom icDevelopm entInitiatives– CentralL akehasagreatdow ntow n,w itham plestorefront

opportunitiesthatcouldbeusedtoattractnew businessesw ithprom otionthroughtheDDA.

O neofthosebusinessestoattractm ightbeam ovietheater,asthisisthetypeofbusinessthat

futurepotentialresidentsdem and.

 M arketingO pportunities– T heCity m ightbeabletointerceptm orevisitorsandattractnew

residentsby im provingitsadvertisingeffortsonU S 31.Vacationingfam iliestravelingnorth

alongL akeM ichigan’sm ightm aketheshort6 m iledrivetoseew hatCentralL akehastooffer.
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L ocalP lacem akingInitiativesandAm enities(EvidentthroughO nlineS earchEngines)

S electedCom m unitiesinAntrim County,M ichigan-2014

Village Village Village Villageof Village

of of of Central of

ElkR apidsM ancelona Bellaire L ake Ellsw orth

2010 CensusP opulation 1,642 1,390 1,086 952 349

City/Village-W ideP lanningDocum ents

1 City-W ideM asterP lan(notcounty) 1 0 1 1 1

2 HasaZoningO rdinanceO nline 1 1 1 1 1

3 ConsideringaForm BasedCode 0 0 0 0 0

Dow ntow nP lanningDocum ents

4 EstablishedDDA 1 1 0 1 0

5 DT M asterP lan,S ubareaP lan 1 0 0 0 0

6 S treetscape,T ransp.Im provm t.P lan 1 1 1 1 0

7 R etailM arketS tudy orS trategy 0 0 0 0 0

8 R esidentialM arketS tudy,S trategy 0 0 0 0 0

9 Dow ntow nT IFP lan(FiscalP lan) 1 1 0 1 0

10 FaçadeIm provem entP rogram 1 0 0 0 1

Dow ntow nO rganizationandM arketing

11 DesignationasaM ichiganCoolCity 0 0 0 0 0

12 M em berofM ichiganM ainS treet 0 0 0 0

13 M ainS treet4-P ointApproach 0 0 0 0

L istingorM apofM erchantsandAm enities

14 City/VillageM ainW ebsite 0 0 0 0 0

15 DDA,BID,orM ainS treetW ebsite 0 0 0 0 0
16 Cham berorCVB W ebsite 1 1 1 1 0
17 Facebook 1 0 1 1 0

S ubtotalS core(17 pointspossible) 9 5 5 9 3

T heassessm entisbasedonly oninternetresearch,andhavenotbeenfieldverified.

Desk-topanalysisandqualitativeassessm entby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Ifacom m unity'sam enitiesandresourcesarenotlisted,thenthechallengeistoim provem arkingefforts,

andensurethattheresourcesareavailableandeasy tofindthroughm ainstream onlinesearchengines.
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L ocalP lacem akingInitiativesandAm enities(EvidentthroughO nlineS earchEngines)

S electedCom m unitiesinAntrim County,M ichigan-2014

Village Village Village Villageof Village

of of of Central of

JurisdictionN am e ElkR apidsM ancelona Bellaire L ake Ellsw orth

2010 CensusP opulation 1,642 1,390 1,086 952 349

U niqueDow ntow nAm enities

1 Cinem a/T heater,P layhouse 1 0 1 0 0

2 W aterfrontAccess/P arks 1 0 1 1 1

3 EstablishedFarm er'sM arket
2 1 1 1 0 1

4 S um m erM usicintheP ark 0 0 0 0 0

5 N ationalorO therM ajorFestival 1 0 0 0 0

Dow ntow nS treetandEnvironm ent

6 S treetView sby GoogleEarth 1 1 1 1 1
7 AngleS torefrontP arking 1 1 0 0 0
8 W alkS core/1,000 is40 orHigher 0 0 1 1 1
9 O ffS treetP arkingisEvident 1 1 1 1 1

10 2-L evelS caleofHistoricBuildings 0 1 1 1 0
11 BalancedS cale2 S idesofS treet 1 1 1 0 0
12 P edestrianCrossw alks,S ignaled 1 1 1 1 1
13 T w o-w ay T rafficFlow 1 1 1 1 1

S ubtotalS core(13 pointspossible) 10 8 10 7 7

T otalS core(30 P ointsP ossible) 19 13 15 16 10

P ointsper1,000 R esidents 12 9 14 17 29

R eportedW alkS core(avg.= 42) 53 53 68 39 26

W alkS coreper1,000 R esidents 32 38 63 41 74

T heassessm entisbasedonly oninternetresearch,andhavenotbeenfieldverified.

Desk-topanalysisandqualitativeassessm entby L andU se|U S A;© 2014 w ithallrightsreserved.

Ifacom m unity'sam enitiesandresourcesarenotlisted,thenthechallengeistoim provem arkingefforts,

andensurethattheresourcesareavailableandeasy tofindthroughm ainstream onlinesearchengines.
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