OPULATION trends in Michigan are, to some extent,
mirrored in Wexford County. In the past ten years, the
United States” population grew 13.2%, Michigan’s
population grew 6.9%, and Wexford County grew at a rate
0f 15.6%. Inthe 1970-1980 decade Michigan’s population
has grown by three percent. From 1980-1990 Michigan
grew only 0.4 percent. Growth from migration (people
moving into, or out of, Michigan from, or to, other states
has been negative. With the exception of the early 1990°s
more people have moved out of Michigan than have moved
into Michigan.
But during this same time period, Michigan has seen
a 30 percent increase in urbanized land. Michigan is pro-
jected to grow by 1.1 million people from 2000 to 2020.
Those next 1.1 million people will use as much land as the
first 9.2 million people have urbanized. This is because there
are fewer people per household, and the size of a parcel for
a household has increased. There are a number of reasons
for this:
* The percentage of married households has
dramatically dropped due, mainly, to divorce. In
1972 the households with married couples was 72
percent. In 1990 that dropped to 55 percent. When
a couple gets a divorce, a family which used to
occupy one house now occupies two houses. The
number of houses increases, while the number of
people does not.
* The average size of families continues to decrease.
Couples with children have fewer children than
before.

Chapter B8: Population

* There are fewer households with children. Young
(20 to 30 year olds) are getting married later in life,
and are having children later, or are not having
children.

* Senior Citizens are living longer and are healthier,
thus able to live independently in a home for longer
periods.

The result in Michigan is 30 percent more houses
have been constructed to accommodate a three percent
population growth. This means more homes, more infra-
structure and services (roads, sewers, police, etc.) but not
more people to pay the additional taxes for the infrastruc-
ture and services. Thus service suffers, is reduced, or taxes
g0 up.

In this same period, some parts of Michigan have
grown (northwest Michigan, Grand Rapids area, northern
Detroit suburbs area). This growth came at the expense of
other parts of the state which lost population (western Up-
per Peninsula, the thumb area, Detroit, and other inner cit-
ies). Wexford County has been in a part of the state which
has seen moderate population growth. In addition to con-
struction of housing to accommodate that growth, Wexford
also sees construction of seasonal or second, homes. Michi-
gan has one of the highest rates of seasonal home owner-
ship of all the states in the nation.

Recent and 2000 Census data for Wexford County is
presented here. Historic population numbers are found on
page 63. Other census material which may be germane to
land use is found on page 383, Appendix C6.



2000 Census Data Advance Final Counts

Paolitical 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 qcéhpaunpge
Subdivizion Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. 1990-2000
Wigsdord County (82 17936 [ 18628 [ 18475 [ 19017 [ 25402 | 26267 | 20484 [ 15E1%
Arntioch Twp. 462 445 ] 385 B158 67 10 207%
Bioon Twwp. G637 475 410 457 00 62 670 19.22%
Harrietta Village 208 152 119 132 139 157 169 EEE
Cadillac City 9,855 10425 | 10112 | 9,990 10199 [ 10104 [ 10000 | -1.03%
Cedar Creek Twp. 435 455 234 692 1,010 1,013 1,489 46.99%
Cherry Grove Ta, 382 K] EO5 835 1517 1,763 27328 32.05%
Clam Lake Twp. 7a0 EEX 1,017 1,064 1 658 1,734 2238 28 69%
Colfax Twp. 211 459 395 374 B0z 556 TGS 37 23%
Greermood Ty, 254 205 162 155 297 arz o472 45 70%
Hanowver T, 337 323 351 373 BES 26 1,200 45 28%
Buckley Yilage 217 134 247 244 a7 407 ol SB.5E%
Haring Charter Twp, E29 035 1,059 1,387 2523 25M 2962 18.43%
Henderzon Twp. 110 EE] 107 120 140 169 176 4. 14%
Likerty Twp. 285 320 272 334 242 G oo 24 80%
Mariton City 1,006 1,085 1,050 1,07 1,212 1,161 122 EREE
Selma Twp. 465 542 585 7449 1,289 1 607 1915 1917%
Slagle Twp. 315 254 202 286 406 470 269 21 06%
South Branch T, 238 173 187 -0 27E 30E 330 7.84%
Springville Twp. ZEE] E73 E3E EEE] 1,191 1,330 1E73 24 94%
Mesick Yillage 327 359 304 376 374 406 447 10.10%
Wiesford Twp, S0E 382 a2 370 457 i 7ag 40.74%

Village data is included in township data (when adding columns do not add in village lines). (Source: 2000

U.S. Census)

Most of the new people moving to Wexford County
from urban areas are from southern Michigan cities."* This
trend is further documented in the Michigan Trend Future
reports as part of an urban to rural movement of people rather
than a state population growth.

Reasons for moving to rural areas fall into three main
categories: employment, retirement, or getting away from
the city. No one reason totally explains why people move to
rural or small town areas. Other reasons include desire to be
closer to one’s family, as a result of marriage or marital dis-
solution, seeking larger housing or less expensive housing,
leaving school or the armed forces or a desire for a change of
climate. Most of these reasons are secondary, or relatively
few people move based on them. The major reasons for
moving to Wexford County seems to be employment, retire-
ment or escaping from large cities.

The Bureau of Census estimates 40 to 50 percent of
people/families moving to nonmetro areas do so for job re-
lated reasons. The percentage is higher for people moving to
rural counties which are not next to metropolitan counties,
such as Wexford. Further, most of the people moving to
Wexford County had a job in the city which they left. The
move to Wexford was in response to a job offer.

Demographers feel that traditional rural growth, if

153 This discussion on population is based on several sources of information: A
special demographic analysis, Migration to Nonmetropolitan Areas done by the

Bureau of the Census; Wexford County Building Department data for the years 1978-
1980, Jan. 2, 1981; 1980 and 1990 U.S. Bureau of the Census Advance Final Counts

for Wexford County; Michigan Employment Security Commission labor force
estimates.

occurring at all, has been due to retirement and recreational
opportunities. This seems to have been the case for
Wexford County (See seasonal population tables).
However, in the past (1970-1990) the national trend for
rural areas to lose population and urban areas to grow has
reversed. Cities now lose people and rural areas are
gaining. This is definitely true in Michigan. Northwest
Michigan, in particular, has experienced population growth.
Wexford County has shared in that growth from 1970-
1980. The national recession in the early 1980s slowed
that growth for Wexford County. From 1987 to 2000
strong population growth occurred again in Wexford
County.
The traditional increase in retirees and recreation-ori-

ented residents contributes to an increase in available jobs.

Data tends to verify this experience in Wexford County.
The increased numbers of jobs in Wexford is in all
economic sectors. Job growth seems to be in sectors of the
economy which are service, retail, tourist, real estate, and
financial oriented. The Wexford-Missaukee Labor Market
Area had the second largest percentage (13.2%) of new job
growth compared to surrounding counties'** during 1985-
1995.



Over the past ten years, the county has had an increase
in the number of people employed. An additional 4,883 people
work in Wexford in 1999 than did in 1990, a 31% percent
increase. See the table on “Annual Employment Averages,”
on page 236.

One can generalize, then, people moving to Wexford
County have come for employment related reasons.

The other major reason for moving to rural areas is a
person’s desire to get away from the city. It is important to
note, the reason is expressed as a desire to get away from a
city; NOT a desire to live in a rural setting. This motivation
for moving creates problems which townships and county
government have already experienced. People build in igno-
rance —or defiance— of local zoning, without knowledge of
proper soil protection practices, septic tank needs, greenbelt
and other projections for water bodies. Several scars exist in
Wexford County resulting from this type of indiscriminate
home development. Also, urban citizens are not prepared
and do not allow for limitations of rural government. People
want the Sheriff’s deputy at their door step within five min-
utes of their call. The same expectation exists for fire trucks
and ambulance service. People build on a two track, and
want the road paved, become annoyed at the distance they
must travel to school, a store, to entertainment often over
what they feel are bad roads. There is no homeowner prepa-
ration for self-help in the case of a blizzard, tornado, fire or
injury.

The city-escapist further complicates life in Wexford
County as their presence turns into land use conflicts between
residential uses and farm operations or timber operations.
Homeowners complain about farm dust, spraying, animal and
tractor noise, and about unsightly timber harvist operations,
noise and dust associated with that activity. Farmers com-
plain about city dogs killing their livestock, refuse, litter, van-
dalism and theft. Loggers complain about buffers they must
have for adjacent homes, theft, vandalism, reduced land avail-
able for timber harvesting and so on. Problems and conflicts
such as these need — as one alterative — strong zoning ori-
ented toward agricultural and timber preservation while pro-
viding other areas for rural residential growth.

154 Benzie (7.6%), Grand Traverse (10.5%), Lake, Mason (9.3%) and Manistee
(16.2%) Counties.

The third set of people contributing to Wexford’s
population growth are retirees. As indicated earlier, this
has been the traditional group of immigrants contributing
to Wexford County’s population. One can generalize by
concluding retired individuals will move into resort areas
of the county. A typical history of resort areas in Wexford
County starts with the construction of cottages or sum-
mer homes. After summer residents’ families grow, and
the adults retire, the summer homes become a retirement
home with year-round occupancy and participation in lo-
cal affairs.

Future growth in Wexford County is expected to
continue. Experience has shown us that the 1974-75 oil
embargo did not slow down the movement of population
from urban to rural areas. Higher gasoline costs in recent
years have also failed to slow down the population shift
according to Michigan Department of Management and
Budget demographers. In fact, the shift from urban to
rural increased as the 1970’s drew to a close. However, a
general economic decline, impacting more than just the
auto industry and energy costs, has had an impact on
Wexford County’s population, and slowed that growth in
the early 1980s.

Population Distribution

Population in Wexford County tends to concentrate
around (1) Cadillac/Lakes Mitchell and Cadillac area, and
(2) Manton. The population density map on page 199
illustrates the distribution of people within Wexford County.
For the most part, a similar map to show the distribution
of housing units should mirror population distribution. In
Wexford County, the two are not the same. Housing tends
to concentrate around Cadillac/Lakes Mitchell and Cadillac
area, Manton, and Mesick/Buckley area and a corridor
along M-37 to include Caberfae and Hoxeyville. A hous-
ing density map on page 200 illustrates the distribution of
housing units in Wexford County. The difference might be
explained by the existence of seasonal homes. See also a
Projected Resort Population map on page 202.

Population Estimates

The United States census is done once every 10
years, on April 1 of years ending in zero (0). That is usu-
ally the only time an actual count of people is done. For
more recent population data, estimates are prepared by
various agencies. Those estimates are presented here:



Table of Population Estimates

2000
1990 Census 14991 1992 [ 1993 (1994 [ 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 19983 | 19949 CEnSLS
M.D.M.&B 133 | 26,962 20,147
S'S' 156 26,360 | 26,683 27.061 | 27,587 28,111 | 28,542 28,720 29,152 29,118 29,560 30,484
ENSUS
Caiilac
Nows157 28,383
Lanowiorthy
LeBlanc158 29,346

The 2000 U.S. Census shows Wexford County grew
by 4,124 people from 1990 to 2000. Based on pre-2000 Cen-
sus estimates, Wexford County grew by 3,200 people (12.1%)
from 1990 to 1999. That growth is broken down as 1,099
natural increase (3,590 births and 2,491 deaths), and net
migration of 2,180 (51 from other counties and 2,129 from
other parts of the United States).

Compared to neighboring counties, Wexford’s growth
rate of 4,124 (15.6%) is similar to neighboring counties: Lake
County grew by 2,750 (32.0%), Grand Traverse by 13,381
(20.8%), Missaukee 2,331 (19.2%), Manistee 3,262 (15.3%),
and Osceola 3,051 (15.1%).

Future Population Projections

The following projections are based on five mathemati-
cal model projection systems; 1 linear (direct), 2 linear (re-
gression), 3 exponential (direct), 4 exponential (regression)
and 5 modified exponential with a 50,000 upper limit. Be-
fore 2000 census results were known, the models were used
to project population for each township and city in the county,
based on historic population trends for years 1960-1990 to
project the 2000 population. After 2000 census data was
published, the one of the five models which was closest to
being correct was identified for each township and city. Then
each of these models used historic population trends from

155Michigan Department of Management and Budget, Office of State Demographer

156y.S. Bureau of the Census, Population Estimates Program

the years 1960-2000 to project the future. Results are re-
ported as the highest and lowest result from the five models,
and the selected one as the most “probable.” These projec-
tions are based on a continuation of the status quo. These
projections do not take into account the effect of major
changes in the county’s economy, major disaster, war, nuclear
holocaust, famine, national or state economic depression or
boom and so on.

The five projections was done separately for the
county’s 16 townships and two cities. (Village populations
are included in the respective township.) Then the results
were added up to provide a collective projection for Wexford
County.

The projections presented here are based on decennial
census data from past years presented on page 188. (His-
toric population numbers are found on page 63 and other
census material which may be germane to land use is found
on page 383, Appendix C6.)

The projections represent the lowest and highest math-
ematical model result and the most probable of the five re-
sults.

157"Haring Township experiences retail, residential booms;” Cadillac News; March 22, 2000; page B4 (no source cited). Also estimated for 1997 were Cadillac,

10,103; Cedar Creek, 1,137; Cherry Grove, 2,450; Haring 2,923.

158Langworthy LeBlanc, “Demographic Profile,” working paper data sheets for City of Cadillac Master Plan Update; 1999.
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The projections represent the lowest and highest mathematical model result and the most probable of the five results.



Table of Population Projections

by MSU Extension, Wexford County

Farcent
R 2000 2010 2020 20320 zhange
Municip ality Census projection prajection prajection 2I:IIIIIIEEI
2010

30 454 3345 Elacl=x] 38285 9.E5% | low

iexdford County 25244 Enl=rri 45 385 17 58% | prabable
40,158 45 882 G055 31 54% | high
210 919 1027 1,136 12.46% | low

Antioch Township a7r4 1,083 1,192 2025% | prabable
1,410 1,254 1676 27 04% | high
70 ] B S5 9.70% | low

Baon Tawnship 202 [ERE] 1,054 2060% | prabable
=] 214 1,024 2080% | high
10,000 R [ER=cn] o802 -0 2% | Taw

Cadillac City o073 [ER= [ER=] -0.27% | probable
o873 [ER=C 9 520 -0.27% | high
1,429 1,725 1,859 2,192 1585% | low

Cedar Creek Tovnship 2,295 28934 3835 S5077% | prabable
2,245 2534 3,935 S077% | high
2,528 2 TET 3,123 23516 A7 49% | Tow

Cherry Zrowve Tomnship 2,940 2,299 3,787 2620% | prabable
3E02 5,528 ERER G3.32% | high
2,238 2538 2 536 3,132 12.40% | low

Clam Lake Townzship 2,030 ENET EX=R] 37 EZ2% | prabable
2,020 3,797 EX==3 ATEZ2% | high
E==] 554 FRs) 1,035 1183% [ low

Calfax T ownship 1,022 1,228 1,489 2384% | prabable
1022 1,538 1,988 F3849% | high
[ [FEES] EEd] S A7 24% | low

Greenwood Township TEG 1,065 1,473 3948 % | prabable
ars 1,254 1,765 67 AG% | high
1,200 1,410 1,619 1827 A7 50% | low

Hanower Township 1662 2202 2,129 28 50% | prabable
1,822 2,795 2803 G517 % | high
Haring Chartar 2052 =] ER==7 &, 335 TS E0% | low

T awnship 2429 2582 4,535 1560% [ probable
4 558 5 058 8,033 5422% | high
176 193 210 228 BES% | low

Henderson Township 183 211 223 9E85% | probable
213 2402 273 2102% | high
200 23 1062 1,192 16.38% | low

Liberty Tovunship o= ] 1,130 1,252 2475% | prabable
1,525 1,618 FERE 53.12% | high
1,224 1,264 1,206 1,248 2E2% | low

hlanton Ciby 1,295 1,245 1,299 5.05G% | probable
1,285 1,246 1,288 G.05% | high
1,915 2538 25650 2873 16 82% | low

Selma T ownship 2,229 25860 24879 1692% | prabable
30498 4,124 5,530 59.16% | high
=] GED il EE=] 15 89% [ low

Slagle Township [=]=] a3 L) 1617 % | prabable
252 1,08 1,499 49 74% | high
] 3EG <401 ExXH 10819% | Tow

South Branch Township 366G 02 437 1091% | prabable
EXEl EX 550 2455% | high
1,673 1528 2,183 2 4236 15.30% | low

Springuille Township 2,062 2,321 24820 2325% | prabable
2592 3,126 <001 4597 % | high
B [=RE] 1,028 1,158 15 A6% | low

iexford Township 1,145 1,463 1,841 F361% | prabable
1,146 1,463 1,84 F251% | high




This represents a high of about a 31 percent popula-
tion growth (projecting based on decennial census popula-
tion counts) to a low of 9 percent growth from 2000 to
2010. The probable rate is 172% population growth.

Impact of Growth

Using the above population projections certain predic-
tions can be made concerning the land use demands neces-
sary to accommodate the anticipated growth. These predic-
tions are based on a planners “Rule of thumb” developed by
Michigan State University. Based on this the following can
be estimated:



“Rule of Thumb” Impact of Population Growth on Development '

ear 2010 2020 2030
Frojected Population 35 844 QOG77 46,385
Lawu Range 23427 26 262 20285
High Eange 40,128 42 082 Gl G52

Wil Hawe:
E=tim ated Mew Papulation 5,360 10,193 15801
Lowe Fange: Mew Population 2043 5,878 .20
High Range: Hew Population 9 5644 18498 20,175
Estimated New F amilies 1,240 2548 3875
Lowe R ange: Mew Families 577 1,252 202
High Range: New Families 2,604 4004 2,147
Estimated Mew Freschoolers 482 17 1,431
Lawy R ange: Mew Praschoolers 235 470 ERE]
High Fange: Hew Preschoolers E=E] 1,250 3,018
Estimated K-12 Schoal Children 1,947 2,752 4,203
Lows Range: K-12 Children G677 1,252 2,024
High Range: K-12 Children 2530 5,734 9,254
Estim ated Mew Adults 3,430 5 524 10477
Lowe Fange: Adults 1,736 2,468 5,193
High Range: Adults =] 12764 20821

Wil Meed:
Aueres of Residential Land d402.0 FE45 1,192 5
Lowe R ange: Acres of Residential 1766 3527 528.1
High Range: Acres of Residential B58.0 1. 6542 27158
Mew Miles of Streetsfroads 118 224 349
Lawe B ange: Miles Hew Road 55 114 165
High Fange: Miles Mew Road 292 45 4 B
Mew Public Lands 1072 20389 318.0
Low Fange: Mew Public Lands 520 1176 176.0
High Range: Mew Public Lands 19249 23700 5035
Mew Service Establishment Acres 161 305 Erkd
Lowe Range: Service Est. Acres 2.8 176 264
High Range: Senice Est. Acres 288 55 5 05
Mew Retail Businesses Acres 107 204 ER =]
Low Fange: Retail Business Acres 548 118 ]
High Range: Retail Business Acres 193 370 504

Wexford County also experiences a major influ-
ence from seasonal residents. There is an estimated an-
nual average 27% additional people in Wexford County
(34,846 in 1990; 37,998 in 2000 total annual average
people in the county) in Wexford County. In summer
this can peak (at full capacity) at an additional 81%
(49,617 in 1990, 52,769 in 2000). The calculations to

estimate seasonal population is presented on page 201. These
projections are crude. Wexford County is a part of the North-
west Michigan Council of Governments (a regional planning
and development district). The other counties, realizing the
importance of seasonal population, jointly contracted to do a
detailed analysis of seasonal population broken down by
county and by month. Wexford County did not participate.

159 Moffat, Geoffrey V. and Robert B. Hotaling; Michigan Townships Planning and Zoning Handbook; Institute for Community Development, Lifelong Education

Programs, Michigan State University; 1980; page 60.



On page 202 is a Projected Resort Population map.
This map is based on the average number of people per hous-
ing unit in a Census block. Wexford has an average of 2.5
people per household. In areas of the county where the aver-
age number of people per household is considerably less, this
can be an indicator of vacant, thus seasonal, housing. Thus
this map can be used as a general indicator where seasonal
homes are located. (The flaw in using this map in this way is
that it may also be indicating where small households are
found: senior citizens living alone or as a couple, divorced
individuals where the children live with the other parent.)

Resort homes tend to be around Lake Mitchell, along the Big
Manistee River, Caberfae, Hoxeyville, in private inholdings
within the national and State Forests.

Using the above population projections and factor-
ing in seasonal populations the predications can be modified
concerning the land use demands necessary to accommodate
the anticipated growth with seasonal and tourist demands.
These predictions are also based on the planners “Rule of
thumb” developed by Michigan State University. Based on
this the following can be estimated:

“Rule of Thumb” Impact, Including Seasonal Population Growth, on Development'®

“rear 2040 200 2020
Frojected Perm. & Seasonal Fopulation 45 522 51560 | 55209
Low Range 42 452 45,120 | 49292
High Range A0 363 62207 | 77037
Wi Il Hawe:

E=tim ated Mew Population 5,207

12845 | 20194

Low Range: Mew Population 3,738 F .65

11177

High Fange: Mew Population

12248 23402 | 38322

E=stim ated Mews F amilie= 1,702 3,236 5,044

Lows R ange: Mew Families 260 1,717 25871

High Fange: Hew F amilies 3,307 5,393

10347

Eztimated New Adults 4,357 5,255

12924

Loww R ange: Adults 2,05 4,404 5,595

High Fange: Adults 5,461

16,210 | 26442

il Need:

Auires of Residential Land 540.0 o709 | 15145

Loww Range: Acres of Residential 2243 4479 5706

160 Moffat, Geoffrey V.; Michigan Townships Planning and Zoning Handbook; Institute for Community Development, Lifelong Education Programs, Michigan State

University; 1980; page 60.

High Fange: Acres of Fesidential 1,023 21143 | 34990
Mew hMiles of Streetsiroads 149 284 443

Lowe B ange: Miles Mew Road F.a 140 210
High Fange: Miles Mew Foad 307 5249 E=R]
HNew Public Lands 136.1 2589 40389

Low Range: Mew Public Lands FET] 1493 2235
High Fange: Mew Fublic Lands 245.0 459 .5 TEG.4
Mew Senice Establishment Aores 204 EEE] GO G
Lowe Range: Service Est. Acres 112 224 335
High Fange: Senice Est. Acres =k o5 115.0
Meuw Fetail Businesses Acres 136 258 404
Low Range: Retail Business Acres B 1449 224
High Fange: Retail Business Acres 245 450 JE5




A county plan that provides current vacant land greater
in quantity than the above acreage will adequately provide
for anticipated economic growth. Given that Cadillac area is
aregional economic hub, providing twice the vacant land for
the above types of development will accommodate the an-
ticipated growth.

The next item of analysis is to briefly explore the fiscal
impact of this growth.

Fiscal Impact for Projected {one year) Growth Using the Service Standard Method®

Manpower E=timated Operating | Total Capital-to Taotal Total
Ratioz far Mumber of Expenzes | Annual Operating Ratios Annual Annal
Populstion Future Pet Future | Operating | for Populstion Capital Puklic
Size Group | Employvees Employves | Costs by Size Group and Cost by Costs by
and Region Function Region Funiction Function
FMUMICIPAL FURMCTIONS
ZEMERAL GOVERMMEMT
Administration & General [ 0.520 [ 035 [ 3122343 [ $43537 | 0.000 [ 50 | 43,537
PUBLIC SAFETY
Paolice 2010 1.37 F45 E7S FE62,51 0.054 $3,376 F65,897
Fire nia nia nia nia nia s ]
PUBLIC YWORKS
Foads 7120 076 371,423 T54 450 0.730 F10,842 i
Water, Sewer, SolidWaste | 0950 067 $27 555 $15,412 0147 F2,707 F21 118
RECREATION AMD CULTURE
Parks and Recrestion 0.580 0.34 Fed4 72 FES DB 0.0a7 6,311 E AT
Libraries 0120 0.05 $30,000 2 452 .000 $0 $2 452
TOTAL MUMNICIPAL F246 462 $23,235 $269 635
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Smg";r;ﬁem”dw 75,000 113 54,054 $511,356 | 0.073 $44 529 655,955
TOTAL SCHOOL
DISTRICT $611,336 $44 629 655 955
TOTAL $857 619 67,064 $925 653

This same table was run for 10 and 20 year growth
projections. The table does not include any factors for infla-
tion. It is based on the purchase power of 2000 dollars. Itis
based on standard formulas for the north central United States.
It should not be expected to reflect exact dollar amounts for
Wexford County in any one line item but should give a basic
educated estimate shown in the “total” lines.

161 pe figure is the value of new construction as estimated by Jay Roudhouse,

Wexford County Equalization Director; Take “Headlee Additions,” (new
construction) multiplied by the existing milage rates and then divided by the
number of new units for a per unit amount. The amount is based on “Taxable
Value,” not “State Equalized Value.” Annual inflationary increases are not used,
so it is comparable, in real dollars, to the projected costs in the table. The data
for this calculation is based on the Wexford County Equalization Role maintained

The average amount of tax collected for new construc-
tion was $1,260 in 1999.'%! The total value new construction
in Wexford County (1999 Taxable Value to 2000 Taxable
Value) was $34,854,100; from $510,688,224 in 1999 to
$545,542,324 in 2000.

The following table presents the anticipated new costs
to the anticipated new taxes for Wexford County:

by the Wexford County Equalization Department: $60,000 true cash value + 2 =
$30,000 Assessed Value (and Taxable value only in the first year after
construction) x 0.042 millage rate = $1,260.
"Fiscal Impacts of Growth;” Planning and Zoning News; January 1993; p. 5.
“"Commercial Development and Property Taxes: Who Pays the Bill?”;
Planning and Zoning News; January 1993; pp. 10-11.



Aygygregate Cost for all Governments v. New Revenue from Growth

. Estimated

Forane year | Estimated

19992001 | 2000-2010 | 2008-2020
Estimated farmnili
'a:-i mggee1xrlnemnamrglul.eu;gn.?;ufgﬂs:;nwmpf:?Eﬁﬁ;gﬁmmﬁ;r B51 B.807 128945
of e W oM ES)
Estimated cost to provide services
foe 135 210 P iR | eg08 Ba3 §9,242 067 | $17 576,775
Tepea®e dor 10 3nd A year growts projectons
Estimated new taxes collected from residential
(Ertmated ww Bm
lllez ¥ @werage Taxabk Yale of vew corstrction$30 000 ¥ 042 @w@3e milbge $BEB .DED $B.5?E .BED $1 5.31D.?DD
:'.duéz:t::lt:,rln atownz bp (add 3 auerage of 13 milk tor acty orullbge)
Estimated new taxes collected from other sources
e, GNED Ol Smbe c1Eoer: Tota) Headk ¢ Add I ES 4D ¥ 042 wmge | POOS 812 f5 0651 200 $12 5966 740
?xlﬁeﬂlgﬁtl,rli 3 towes hiph - Extimated e wt3aes colkcted from e ide atiah

Balance | $538.189 $5,396,653 $11,700,665
Cost for Wexford County v. Hew Revenue from Growth

Forone year | Estimated Estimated

1999,2001 2000-2010 2000-2020
Estimated new families gew conty perm tdamor 19ssmom tie
ﬁ%ﬁ%h ofcan bybalidieg pembe, raezamieg as the samberoteew 581 E'BD? 12'945
homes)
Estimated Tt id i
mi.lmsale cost to provide Services dom tbk o page 196 §204 375 §2.042 860 53884 945
Costr ks cortior oads, and repeaid or 10 3nd 20-year g rowth projecions )
Estimated new taxes collected from residential
ggg%;;?g:glg;ﬁaﬁme Taxabk wWale of pew coaFtracto vy=30,000 X $1?’9I?84 $"| ,?9?,':“18 $3 |‘I'H ?,48']
£d mllpge tor v Uik o Coarbgs
Estimated new taxes collected from other sources
oSBTl bt o e - | $126932 | $1270,113 | §2716,842
Ertmaed vew Gies colkckedmom res ey tal

Balance | $102,340 £1.024.301 $2.249377

It is typical for taxes from housing not to cover the
costs of services new housing places on a community. Tradi-
tionally, industrial and agricultural tax classes make up the
difference. Commercial tax classification is often paying about
the same amount as tax-supported services cost, but can vary
in either direction depending on many factors.'6? 163 164 165 166
197 This is problematic for local governments (schools, town-
ships, village, city, and county) which are facing just contin-
ued residential growth: not enough tax revenues to pay for
increased services, and state “‘Headlee” and “Proposal A’ limi-
tations on tax increases. Sooner, rather than later, govern-
ments in Wexford County will have to come to terms with
this reality. Typically reactionary strategies include major

164wt of Sprawl, Revisited;” Planning and Zoning News; January 1993, p. 6-

165 «Executive Summary of Impact of Population Growth and Distribution on
Local Government Expenditures in Michigan 1981-1995;” Planning and Zoning
News; 1996.

’® “Farmland Pays More Taxes Than It Receives in Services and Vice Versa for
Residential Land In Washtenaw County;” Planning and Zoning News; September
1996, pp. 5-6.

°! “The Growth Equation, Excerpts from a Presentation at the MSU Land
Forum, Feb. 18, 1997, Entitled ‘Fiscal Impacts of Sprawl;”” Planning and
Zoning News; August 1997, pp. 7-9.

efforts to automate government services (use of Geographic
Information Systems in all departments, further computer-
ization, service via the Internet); reduction in government
services; voted millage for “popular” services (police, road
improvements, ambulance, senior center, library, etc.).

Forward thinking communities will project into the fu-
ture the anticipated revenues and costs based on actual plan-
ning and capital improvement programing. Those communi-
ties will be able to manage growth (by influencing location;
density; balance between residential, commercial, and indus-
trial; and so on) to mitigate the negative fiscal impacts of
development.

Opinion Survey on Growth

The opinion survey included three general questions
about preferences for growth and change in the county. In
particular, they were asked whether, “generally speaking,”
they would like “to see rapid growth, moderate growth, slow
growth, or no growth in Wexford County over the next 10
years. A companion question focused on “growth in the
Cadillac/Lake Mitchell area.” The following table provides a
summary of residents’ responses to these questions.



Opinions about Growdh and Change: Fapid Moderate T STow Ma Cromt Fhow
Farcentage Distributions G rownth S routh Gromth Gromth
Lewel of suppar for county growdh awver 10 5.4 [=3eg) BT 4F o.F

ears
7IJI:-m.rel of zuppar for CadillacLake Ritchel 4.0 =3 214 T34 2.0
grawith owver A0 ye ars
Expectaion about quality offife in county ower | Tnore aze Decrease | Stay the Same | Don™ Know
10 years

540 0.7 feeg ]
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