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Executive Summary
Through the collaborative effort of a diverse team of public and private stakeholders, LandUse|USA
has been engaged to conduct this Residential Target Market Analysis (TMA) for the Southwest
Michigan Prosperity Region 8. This region includes seven counties, including Branch County plus
Berrien, Calhoun, Cass, Kalamazoo, Saint Joseph, and Van Buren counties. Allegan County in Region
4 is also included with this regional study, for a total of eight counties. Results are documented in
separate reports for each county; and this document focuses mainly on Branch County.
This study has been made possible through considerable support by Kinexus, a nonprofit agency
working with regional organizations on maximizing investments for economic growth. Kinexus helps
connect people, investments, organizations, and strategies to make the Southwest Michigan
Prosperity Region a great place to live, work, and play.
Kinexus was instrumental in securing local matches, which were contributed by nine cities, one
village, two townships, and one county. All participating jurisdictions include (in counter-clockwise
order) the following: the cities of Allegan, Benton Harbor, New Buffalo (and New Buffalo Township),
Bridgman (and Lake Charter Township), Niles, Sturgis, Coldwater (and Branch County), Marshall, and
Portage; plus the Village of Paw Paw.
This study has also been funded by a matching grant under the State of Michigan’s Place-based
Planning Program. The program has been made possible through the initiative and support of the
state’s Collaborative Community Development (CCD) team; the Michigan Economic Development
Corporation (MEDC); and the Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA).
This study has involved rigorous data analysis and modeling, and is based on in-migration into each
of two cities (Coldwater and Bronson) and two villages (Quincy and Union City) within Branch
County. Results are also based on internal migration within these places, movership rates by tenure
and lifestyle cluster, and housing preferences among target market households.
This Executive Summary highlights the results and provides comparisons across all eight counties in
the study. It is then followed by a more complete explanation of the market potential under
conservative (minimum) and aggressive (maximum) scenarios, with a focus on Branch County and
the City of Coldwater.
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Maximum Market Potential – Based on the Target Market Analysis results for an aggressive
scenario, there is a maximum annual market potential for up to 709 attached units throughout
Branch County, plus 820 detached houses (for a total of 1,529 units). Among the 709 attached units,
358 units (about 50%) will be captured by the City of Coldwater. The city’s annual market potential
for up to 358 attached units includes 66 units among duplexes and triplexes (which may include
subdivided houses); and 292 units among other formats like townhouses, row houses, lofts, and
flats.
There is also market potential for the other places, scaled proportionate to their respective market
sizes and location preferences of the migrating target markets. Based on the aggressive scenario,
there is an annual market potential for up to 30 attached units (4% of the county total) in the City of
Bronson; 32 attached units in the Village of Quincy; and 27 attached units in the Village Union City.
There will also be 262 migrating households in Branch County each year seeking attached units in
other locations. Less than 2% of them will choose the small Village of Sherwood, and most will
choose relatively rural locations throughout the county. They are likely to cluster around the
county’s many inland lakes and will gladly commute to jobs in other cities, including Coldwater.
Missing Middle Typologies – Within the Southwest Michigan Prosperity Region 8, each county, city,
and village is unique with varying degrees of market potential across a range of building sizes and
formats. Results of the analysis are intended to help communities and developers focus on Missing
Middle Housing choices (see www.MissingMiddleHousing.com for building typologies), which
include triplexes and fourplexes; townhouses and row houses; and other multiplexes like courtyard
apartments, and flats/lofts above street-front retail.
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Summary Table A
Annual Market Potential – Attached and Detached Units
Renters and Owners – Aggressive (Maximum) Scenario
Places in Branch County – SW Michigan Prosperity Region 8 – 2016
Annual Market Potential
Aggressive Scenario

Attached
.
Detached Duplex Other
Houses Triplex Formats

Total
Potential

The City of Coldwater

390

66

292

748

The City of Bronson
The Village of Quincy
The Village of Union City
Subtotal Small Places

57
26
39
122

9
5
7
21

21
27
20
68

87
58
66
211

Other Places, Inland Lakes
Branch County Total

308
820

42
129

220
580

570
1,529

Format as a Share of Total
The City of Coldwater
Branch County

52%
54%

9%
8%

39%
38%

100%
100%

Implementation Strategies – Depending on the unique attributes and size of each city and village,
a variety of strategies can be used to introduce new housing formats.
Missing Middle Housing Formats – Recommended Strategies
1. Conversion of high-quality, vacant buildings (such as schools, city halls,
hospitals, hotels, theaters, and/or warehouses) into new flats and lofts.
2. New-builds among townhouses and row houses, particularly in infill locations
near rivers and lakes (including inland lakes) to leverage waterfront amenities.
3. Rehab of upper level space above street-front retail within downtown districts.
4. New-builds with flats and lofts in mixed-use projects, above new merchant
space with frontage along main street corridors.
5. New-builds among detached houses arranged around cottage courtyards,
and within established residential neighborhoods.
6. The addition of accessory dwelling units like flats above garages, expansions to
existing houses with attached or detached cottages, or other carriage-style formats.
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Lifestyle Clusters and Target Markets – The magnitude of market potential among new housing
formats is based on a study of 71 household lifestyle clusters across the nation, including 16 target
markets that are most likely to choose attached units among new housing formats in the
downtowns and urban places. Again, the target markets have been selected based on their
propensity to choose b) attached building formats rather than detached houses; and a) urban
places over relatively more suburban and rural settings.
Within any group of households sharing similar lifestyles, there are variances in their preferences
across building sizes and formats. For example, 52% of the “Bohemian Grooves” households, but
only 11% of the “Digital Dependents” households will choose attached housing formats. Both
groups are among top target markets for Southwest Michigan.
In general, moderate-income renters tend to have higher movership rates, are more likely to live in
compact urban places, and are more likely to choose attached units. However, there are many
exceptions and better-income households and owners are also showing renewed interest in
attached products. Across the nation, single householders now represent the majority (albeit by a
narrow margin). Households comprised of unrelated members, and multi-generational households
are also gaining shares. These diverse householders span all ages, incomes, and tenures; and many
are seeking urban alternatives to detached houses.
Under the aggressive scenario, the aggregate market potential for Branch County is in the middle of
the group compared to other counties in the region. As shown in the following summary table, 12%
of its annual market potential will be generated by Upscale Target Markets, and 81% will be
generated by Moderate Target Markets. The small balance (7%) will depend on other households
that are also prevalent in the market. However, households in this later group tend to be settled and
are less inclined to choose attached formats – when they move at all.
There are a few interesting observations that can be made from the data in the Summary Table B. In
general, the upscale target markets are gravitating toward the larger counties in larger numbers and
in higher proportions to the market size. Relatively small cities and villages will need to work the
hardest at intercepting upscale target market households migrating throughout the region.
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Summary Table B
Annual Market Potential – Attached Units Only
Renters and Owners – Aggressive Scenario
Southwest Michigan Prosperity Region 8 – 2016
Renters and Owners
Aggressive Scenario
Attached Units Only

Upscale
Target
Markets

Moderate
Target
Markets

Other
Prevalent
Clusters

All 71
Lifestyle
Clusters

8 | Kalamazoo County
Share of County Total

11,444
43%

14,722
56%

329
1%

26,495
100%

8 | Calhoun County
Share of County Total

2,697
40%

3,849
56%

285
4%

6,831
100%

8 | Berrien County
Share of County Total

2,341
34%

4,454
64%

168
2%

6,963
100%

4 | Allegan County
Share of County Total

1,086
32%

2,285
66%

79
2%

3,450
100%

8 | Saint Joseph County
Share of County Total

309
17%

1,453
79%

80
4%

1,842
100%

8 | Van Buren County
Share of County Total

294
21%

1,026
75%

55
4%

1,375
100%

8 | Branch County
Share of County Total

83
12%

573
81%

53
7%

709
100%

8 | Cass County
Share of County Total

76
13%

496
84%

17
3%

589
100%
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Largest Places and Unique Targets – The following Summary Table C shows the cities and villages
that collaborated on this regional market study, and also shows the target markets that tend to be
unique to some of the counties. The relatively large Berrien and Kalamazoo counties are doing the
best job of attracting the most diverse mix of target markets. These are the only two counties where
the “Full Pockets, Empty Nests” households are residing – which is the most affluent cluster among
the 8 upscale targets.
Summary Table C
Counties and Cities with the Largest Market Potential
Southwest Michigan Prosperity Region 8 – 2016
County Name

Collaborating Places

Target Markets that are
Unique to the County

4 | Allegan County

The City of Allegan

P61 | Humble Beginnings

8 | Berrien County

The City of Benton Harbor
The City of Niles
The City of Bridgman
The City of New Buffalo

E19 | Full Pocket Empty Nest
G24 | Status Seeking Singles
O53 | Colleges and Cafes
P61 | Humble Beginnings

8 | Branch County

The City of Coldwater

..

8 | Calhoun County

The City of Marshall

O53 | Colleges and Cafes

8 | Cass County

..

..

8 | Kalamazoo County

The City of Portage

E19 | Full Pocket Empty Nest
G24 | Status Seeking Singles
O53 | Colleges and Cafes

8 | Saint Joseph County The City of Sturgis

..

8 | Van Buren County

P61 | Humble Beginnings
G24 | Status Seeking Singles
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The Target Markets
To complete the market potential, 8 upscale and 8 moderate target markets were selected based on
their propensity to a) migrate throughout the State of Michigan; b) choose a place in Southwest
Michigan; and c) choose attached housing formats in small and large urban places. Among the 8
upscale markets, those moving into and within Branch County are predominately Bohemian Groove
and Digital Dependent households, plus a small number of Full Steam Ahead households. Most of
the moderate target markets moving into and within Branch County include Family Troopers, Senior
Discounts, Dare to Dream, and Tight Money households.
The following Table 3 provides an overview of the target market inclinations for attached units,
renter tenure, and average movership rate. Detailed profiles are included in Section B attached to
this report and in the Regional Workbook.
Table 3
Preference of Upscale and Moderate Target Markets
Branch County – SW Michigan Prosperity Region 8 – Year 2016
Share in
Attached
Units

Renters
as a Share
of Total

Average
Movership
Rate

Group

Lifestyle Cluster Name

Upscale
Upscale
Upscale

K40 Bohemian Groove
O50 Full Steam Ahead
O51 Digital Dependents

52%
100%
11%

91%
98%
34%

17%
54%
36%

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

O55
Q65
R66
S70

64%
100%
37%
92%

99%
71%
98%
100%

40%
13%
26%
36%
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Family Troopers
Senior Discounts
Dare to Dream
Tight Money
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Upscale Target Markets for Branch County
K40

Bohemian Groove – Nearly eighty percent are renting units in low-rise multiplexes,
garden apartments, and row houses of varying vintage. They are scattered across the
nation and tend to live unassuming lifestyles in unassuming neighborhoods. Just in case
they get the urge to move on, they don’t like to accumulate possessions - including
houses. Head of householder’s age: 48% are between 51 and 65 years.

O50

Full Steam Ahead – Vertical lifestyles with nearly all living in rental apartments, including
garden-style complexes with at least 50 units in the building. These are young residents
in second-tier cities, living in buildings that were built over recent decades to
accommodate fast-growing economies in technology and communications industries.
Today, their apartments are still magnets for transient singles drawn to good paying jobs.
Head of householder’s age: 67% are 45 years or less, including 42% who are between 36
and 45 years.

O51

Digital Dependents – Widely scattered across the country, these households are found in
a mix of urban and second-tier cities, and usually in transient neighborhoods. Many have
purchased a house, townhouse, flat, or loft as soon as they could; and a high percent are
first-time homeowners. Two-thirds are child-free; they are independent and upwardly
mobile; and over two-thirds will move within the next three years. Head of householder’s
age: 90% are 19 to 35 years.

Moderate Target Markets for Branch County
O55
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Family Troopers – Families living in small cities and villages, and many have jobs linked to
national and state security, or to the military. In some markets they may even be living in
barracks or older duplexes, ranches, and low-rise multiplexes located near military bases,
airports, and water ports. They are among the most transient populations in the nation
and may have routine deployments and reassignments – so renting makes smart sense.
Head of householder’s age: 85% are 35 years or younger.
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Moderate Target Markets for Branch County (continued)
Q65

Senior Discounts – Seniors living throughout the country and particularly in metro
communities, big cities, and inner-ring suburbs. They tend to live in large multiplexes
geared for seniors, and prefer that security over living on their own. Many reside in
independent and assisted living facilities. Head of householder’s age: 98% are over 51
years, including 84% who are over 66 years.

R66

Dare to Dream – Young households scattered in mid-sized cities across the country,
particularly in the Midwest, and within older transient city neighborhoods. They are
sharing crowded attached units to make ends meet; and in buildings built before 1925
that offer few amenities. Some are growing families living in older ranch-style houses and
duplexes. Head of householder’s age: 71% are younger than 45 years, and 32% are
younger than 30 years.

S70

Tight Money – Centered in the Midwest and located in exurban and small cities and
villages, including bedroom communities to larger metro areas, and in transitioning and
challenging neighborhoods. They are living in low-rises and some in duplexes, but few
can afford to own a house. Head of householder’s age: 53% are between 36 and 50
years.

Prevalent Lifestyle Clusters
While upscale and moderate target markets represent most of the annual market potential for
Branch County, the model also measures the potential among other prevalent lifestyle clusters. The
most prevalent lifestyle clusters for Branch County are documented in Section G of this report, with
details for each of the two cities (Coldwater and Bronson) and two villages (Quincy and Union City).
As shown in Exhibit G.1, the most prevalent lifestyle clusters in Branch County include Colleges &
Cafes (which is also a Moderate Target Market for the county), Town Elders, True Grit Americans,
Settled and Sensible, Homemade Happiness, Rural Escape, and Unspoiled Splendor. Through their
large numbers, households in these clusters collectively generate additional market potential for
attached units in the county.
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The following Table 4 provides a summary of these lifestyle clusters with their propensity to choose
attached units, renter tenure, and renter movership rates. For example, about 17% of the Booming
and Consuming households are likely to be renters and 15% are inclined to move each year.
However, only 9% of these households will choose an attached housing unit. Marketing attached
units to these households is not likely to be very effective. Instead, developers should design new
formats for the upscale and moderate targets that are far more inclined to choose them.
Table 4
Most Prevalent Lifestyle Clusters
Branch County – SW Michigan Prosperity Region 8 – Year 2016

Lifestyle Cluster Name
L43
Q64
M44
M45
E21
J35
J36
I30
S68
L41
N46
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Homemade Happiness
Town Elders
Red, White, Bluegrass
Infants, Debit Cards
Unspoiled Splendor
Rural Escape
Settled and Sensible
Stockcars, State Parks
Small Town, Pockets
Booming, Consuming
True Grit Americans

Share in
Attached
Units

Renters
as a Share
of Total

Average
Movership
Rate

Branch
County
Hhlds.

3%
3%
5%
5%
2%
3%
2%
3%
7%
9%
4%

5%
4%
11%
30%
2%
3%
3%
3%
34%
17%
9%

6%
2%
6%
16%
2%
4%
4%
5%
15%
15%
11%

2,218
1,805
1,800
1,758
1,556
1,308
912
676
595
.
.

Exhibit G.1

Existing Households by Predominant Lifestyle Cluster
Branch COUNTY | Southwest Michigan Prosperity Region 8 | Year 2015
11
O54 Striving Single Scene
104
K40 Bohemian Groove
145
S70 Tight Money
307
R66 Dare to Dream
328
J34 Aging in Place
330
N46 True Grit Americans
409
O55 Family Troopers
427
O51 Digital Dependents
432
Q65 Senior Discounts
595
S68 Small Town Shallow…
676
I30 Stockcars and State Parks
J36 Settled and Sensible
J35 Rural Escape
E21 Unspoiled Splendor
M45 Infants and Debit Cards
M44 Red White and Bluegrass
Q64 Town Elders
L43 Homemade Happiness
0

500

912
1,308
1,556
1,758
1,800
1,805
2,218
1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

Number of Existing Households
Source: Underlying Mosaic|USA data provided by Experian Decision Analytics and powered by Sites|USA,
with results through year-end 2015. Analysis and exhibit prepared by LandUse|USA; 2016.
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Prevalent Lifestyle Clusters – Branch County
L43

Homemade Happiness – Empty nesters living in Midwest heartland; in houses built in
1970 (with 15% in manufactured homes), but on large lots in rustic settings to enjoy the
quiet country. Head of householder’s age: 97% are over 51 years, including 88% between
51 and 65 years.

Q64

Town Elders – Seniors living in small and rural communities; in detached ranch houses
and bungalows typically situated on small lots and built more than half a century ago.
Head of householder’s age: 98% are over 66 years.

M44

Red, White, and Bluegrass – Located in scattered rural locations, tending to live in newer
detached houses, ranches, farmhouses, and bungalows on bungalows on 2-acre lots.
About 10% are living in manufactured homes, and many also have campers and RV’s in
the backyard. They are young families but settled in their community, and likely to stay
five to fifteen years before moving. Head of householder’s age: 74% are 25 to 45 years.

M45

Infants and Debit Cards – Young families just starting out, including single parents
starting over on their own. They live in older neighborhoods of smaller cities and inner
rings, often near small factories and industrial areas. They buy and rent small houses
built before the 1960’s, and most move again within five years. Head of householder’s
age: 57% are 35 years or younger; and 35% are 30 years or younger.

E21

Unspoiled Splendor – Scattered locations across small remote rural communities in the
Midwest. Most live in detached houses that are relatively new and built since 1980, on
sprawling properties with at least 2 acres. Head of householder’s age: 87% are between
51 and 65 years.

J35

Rural Escape – Empty nesters living in remote and quiet communities, and retirement
havens; and choosing detached houses on large lots, or manufactured homes. Head of
householder’s age: 69% are over 51 years, and 49% are over 66 years.

J36

Settled and Sensible – Found in mid-sized cities that were traditionally dependent
manufacturing-related industries; and concentrated in the Midwest. They tend to own
modest houses in older neighborhoods, and nearly half were built before 1950. They are
settled and close to paying off their mortgages. Head of householder’s age: 75% are over
51 years, and 37% are over 66 years.
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Exhibit G.3

Existing Households by Predominant Lifestyle Cluster
The City of Coldwater | Branch County, Michigan | Year 2015
8

O54 Striving Single Scene
S70 Tight Money

65

K40 Bohemian Groove

66
93

J34 Aging in Place

121

L42 Rooted Flower Power
O51 Digital Dependents

135

I31 Blue Collar Comfort

138
195

N46 True Grit Americans

205

R66 Dare to Dream

241

O55 Family Troopers

308

Q64 Town Elders

335

Q65 Senior Discounts
J36 Settled and Sensible

412

S68 Small Town Shallow…

420

1,192

M45 Infants and Debit Cards
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

Existing Number of Households
Source: Underlying Mosaic|USA data provided by Experian Decision Analytics and powered by Sites|USA,
with results through year-end 2015. Analysis and exhibit prepared by LandUse|USA; 2016.
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Prevalent Lifestyle Clusters – Branch County (continued)
I30

Stockcars and State Parks – Scattered locations across the country and Midwest states,
mostly in small cities, villages, and exurban suburbs. Neighborhoods are stable with
settled residents that have put down roots. Houses are usually recently built on large lots
with carefully tended gardens. Head of householder’s age: 80% are between 36 and 65
years; and 22% are between 46 to 50 years.

S68

Small Town Shallow Pockets – Located in exurban and scenery-rich cities and villages
throughout the Midwest, including some that were once industrial boomtowns but more
recently have fallen on tough times. Living in older, moderate units, including clapboard
houses and ranch-style houses built before 1950. Their properties were originally built
decades ago for young families, and now they offer affordable choices for new tenants.
Head of householder’s age: 46% are between 51 and 65 years.

Conservative Scenario
The TMA model for Branch County has been conducted for two scenarios, including a conservative
(minimum) and aggressive (maximum) scenario. The conservative scenario is based on in-migration
into the county and each of its local places, and is unadjusted for out-migration. It does not include
households that are already living in and moving within the local communities.
Results of the conservative scenario are presented in three exhibits in Section C attached to this
report, with a focus on county totals. Exhibit C.1 is a summary table showing the county-wide,
annual market potential for all 71 lifestyle clusters, the 8 upscale target markets, and the 8
moderate target markets. The 71 lifestyle clusters include all existing households currently living in
Branch County, whether they are prevalent or represent a small share of the total.
Under the conservative scenario, Branch County has an annual market potential for at least 224
attached units (i.e., excluding detached houses), across a range of building sizes and formats. Of
these 224 attached units, 24 will be occupied by households among the upscale target markets, and
185 will be occupied by moderate target market households.
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The remaining 15 units will be occupied by other lifestyle clusters that are prevalent in the county.
However, they include households that tend to be settled and have a propensity to choose attached
housing formats if they move at all.
Exhibit C.2 and Exhibit C.3 show these same figures with owners at the top of the table and renters
at the bottom of the table. Also shown are the detailed results for each of the upscale target
markets (Exhibit C.2) and moderate target markets (Exhibit C.3).

Aggressive Scenario
The aggressive scenario represents a maximum or not-to-exceed threshold based on current
migration patterns within and into Branch County, and unadjusted for out-migration. It also
assumes that every household moving into and within the county would prefer to trade-up into a
refurbished or new unit, rather than occupy a unit that needs a lot of work.
Attached Section D of this report includes a series of tables that detail the market potential under
the aggressive (maximum) scenario. The following Table 5 provides a summary and comparison
between the aggressive and conservative scenarios, with a focus on attached units only. In general,
the aggressive scenario for Branch County is more than three times larger than the conservative
scenario (+317%, or 709 v. 224 attached units).
Under the aggressive scenario, only 7% of the annual market potential (53 units) will be generated
by other households that are prevalent in Branch County (ergo, they are the “Prevalent Lifestyle
Clusters”). Although they are prevalent in the county, they have low movership rates and are more
inclined to choose houses – when they move at all.
The vast majority (nearly 93%) of market potential will be generated by households that have a
higher propensity to choose attached units (thus, they are the “Target Markets”). They are living in
Branch County in relatively fewer numbers, but they have high movership rates and are good
targets for new housing formats.
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Table 5
Annual and Five-Year Market Potential – Attached Units Only
71 Lifestyle Clusters by Scenario
Branch County – SW Michigan Prosperity Region 8 – 2016

Renters and Owners
Attached Units Only

Conservative Scenario
(Minimum)
Annual
5 Years
# Units
# Units

Upscale Targets
Moderate Targets
Other Prevalent Clusters
71 Lifestyle Clusters

24
185
15
224

120
925
75
1,120

Aggressive Scenario
(Maximum)
Annual
5 Years
# Units
# Units
83
573
53
709

415
2,865
265
3,545

All figures for the five-year timeline assume that the annual potential is fully captured in each year
through the rehabilitation of existing units, plus conversions of vacant buildings (such as vacant
warehouses or schools), and some new-builds. If the market potential is not captured in each year,
then the balance does not roll-over to the next year. Instead, the market potential will dissipate into
outlying areas or be intercepted by competing counties and cities in the region.
Note: Additional narrative is included in the Methods Book within the Regional Workbook, with
explanations of the conservative and aggressive scenarios, upscale and moderate target markets,
and the annual and 5-year timelines.

“Slide” by Building Format
All exhibits in the attached Section B through Section F of show the model results before any
adjustments are made for the magnitude of market potential relative to building size. For example,
under the aggressive scenario, Branch County has an annual market potential for up to 79 units
among buildings with 100 or more units each. This is not enough to support development of a 100+
unit building. However, the units can “slide” down into smaller buildings, and the following Table 6
demonstrates the adjusted results.
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Note: Additional explanations for “sliding” the market potential along building formats are provided
in the Methods Book within the Regional Workbook. Significant narrative in the Methods Book is
also dedicated to explanations of building formats, Missing Middle Housing typologies, and
recommended branding strategies for developers and builders.
Table 6
Annual Market Potential – “Slide” along Formats (in Units)
71 Lifestyle Clusters – Conservative and Aggressive Scenarios
Branch County – SW Michigan Prosperity Region 8 – 2016
Number of Units by
Building Format/Size

Conservative Scenario
Unadjusted Adjusted
w/out Slide with Slide

Aggressive Scenario
Unadjusted Adjusted
w/out Slide with Slide

1 | Detached Houses

293

293

820

820

2 | Side-by-Side & Stacked
3 | Side-by-Side & Stacked
4 | Side-by-Side & Stacked
5-9 | Townhouse, Live-Work
10+| Multiplex: Small
20+ | Multiplex: Large
50+ | Midrise: Small
100+ | Midrise: Large
Subtotal Attached

15
27
15
73
21
31
19
23
224

14
27
16
73
21
73
.
.
224

45
84
45
227
72
98
59
79
709

46
84
44
227
72
98
138
.
709
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The City of Coldwater
Section E attached to this Market Strategy Report details the annual market potential and model
results for each of two cities (Coldwater and Bronson) and two villages (Quincy and Union City)
within Branch County. Results are shown for the aggressive scenario only, which is based on both inmigration and internal movership within each community.
Table 7 on the following page shows the annual results for the two cities and two villages, including
a) unadjusted model results for the aggressive scenario, and b) adjustments with a “slide” along
building sizes. The conservative scenario (reflecting in-migration only) is not provided for the local
places, but it can be safely assumed that results would be about 30% of the aggressive scenario.
Intercepting Migrating Households – The market potential for each place is based on the known
inclination for households to move into and within that place. When few if any households are
moving into or within a given place, then the market potential will be similarly low. To experience
population growth, Branch County’s smallest communities must do a better job of competing with
Coldwater to intercept migrating households. This can best be accomplished with a combination of
job creation, placemaking processes, and real estate investment.
As demonstrated in the prior section of this report, there is an annual market potential for 709
attached units throughout Branch County (under the aggressive scenario). Each of the local
communities can compete for households that are migrating into and within the county and seeking
those choices. Some (albeit not all) of these households will be seeking townhouses and waterfront
lofts/flats with balconies and vista views of the county’s inland lakes, and others will seek choices
within active and vibrant downtowns and surrounding neighborhoods.
The City of Coldwater – Based on the magnitude and profile of households already moving into and
within Coldwater, the city has an annual market potential for 358 attached units through the year
2020 (about 50% of the county-wide market potential). Again, additional units can be added if the
city intercepts households that might choose cities in surrounding counties. The city has already
demonstrated success with the creation of new jobs, placemaking, and downtown reinvestment –
and these types of ongoing efforts are certain to pay off.
Bronson, Quincy, and Union City – Based on the magnitude and profile of households already
moving into and within Bronson, Quincy, and Union City, they share an annual market potential for
89 attached units through the year 2020 (30 units in Bronson; 32 in Quincy; and 27 in Union City).
These places must all compete with the City of Coldwater and with each other to capture a higher
share of the county’s aggregate market potential.
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Table 7
Annual Market Potential – “Slide” along Formats (in Units)
71 Lifestyle Clusters – Aggressive Scenario
Places in Branch County – SW Michigan Prosperity Region 8 – 2016
City
of
Coldwater

City
of
Bronson

Village
of
Quincy

Village
Union
City

Branch
County
Totals

1 | Detached Houses

390

57

26

39

820

2 | Side-by-Side & Stacked
3 | Side-by-Side & Stacked
4 | Side-by-Side & Stacked
5-9 | Townhouse, Live-Work
10+ | Multiplex: Small
20+ | Multiplex: Large
50+ | Midrise: Small
100+ | Midrise: Large
Subtotal Attached

21
45
25
114
34
46
30
43
358

3
6
3
13
1
1
1
2
30

1
4
1
12
4
5
2
3
32

3
4
1
11
2
3
1
2
27

45
84
45
227
72
98
59
79
709

Village
of
Quincy

Village
Union
City

Branch
County
Totals

Number of Units
Unadjusted Model Results

Number of Units
Adjusted for “Slide”

City
of
Coldwater

1 | Detached Houses

390

57

26

39

820

2 | Side-by-Side & Stacked
3 | Side-by-Side & Stacked
4 | Side-by-Side & Stacked
5-9 | Townhouse, Live-Work
10+ | Multiplex: Small
20+ | Multiplex: Large
50+ | Midrise: Small
100+ | Midrise: Large
Subtotal Attached

22
45
24
114
34
46
73
.
358

4
6
4
16
.
.
.
.
30

2
6
4
10
10
.
.
.
32

4
6
4
13
.
.
.
.
27

46
84
44
227
72
98
138
.
709
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Non-Residents and Seasonality
In many of Michigan’s counties, seasonal residents and non-residents comprise a significant share of
total households. Seasonal residents are captured in the market potential, but seasonal nonresidents are not. So, in some unique markets with exceptionally high seasonality (such as the City
of South Haven in Allegan County, and the City of New Buffalo in Berrien County), even the
aggressive scenario can be viewed as being more than reasonable.
In some unique markets, local developers may be particularly interested in understanding the
upside market potential for new housing units that could be specifically designed for seasonal nonresident households. To provide some perspective, LandUse|USA has calculated an adjustment
factor for each place in Branch County and based on data and assumptions that are described in the
Methods Book (see narrative within the Regional Workbook).
Results may be applied to the market potential within most of Branch County’s markets. The
premiums are small, so they can be applied with little risk they would lead to over-building within
these markets.
Seasonal Non-Residents
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Market Potential
“Premium”

Branch County

+8%

The City of Coldwater

+1%

The City of Bronson

+1%

The Village of Quincy

+0%

The Village of Union City

+1%

Branch County – SWM Region 8

Residential TMA | DRAFT

Comparison to Supply
This last step of the TMA compares the market potential to Branch County’s existing supply of
housing by building format, and for all 71 lifestyle clusters. The attached Exhibit B.1 is a histogram
displaying the results.
To complete the comparison, it is first determined that among all renters and owners in Michigan, a
weighted average of about 14% will move each year. Theoretically, this suggests that it will take
roughly seven years for 100% of the housing stock to turn-over. Therefore, the annual market
potential is multiplied by seven before comparing it to the existing housing stock.
Results reveal that there is little or no need for building new detached houses in the City of
Coldwater. It is estimated that up to 2,730 households will be seeking existing houses to move into
over the next seven years – and it is assumed that most would prefer one that has been refurbished
or significantly remodeled. However, the results indicate that net magnitude of existing detached
houses exceeds the number of households that are migrating and seeking those choices (3,198
existing detached houses v. 2,730 migrating households).
(Note: Theoretically, it will take at least 8 years for all of Coldwater’s existing detached houses to
turn over and before a new market gap emerges for that product.)
Although there is a net surplus of detached houses, about 798 of the migrating households will be
seeking townhouses, row houses, or similar formats over the next seven years, which is significantly
more than the existing supply (281 existing townhouses v. 798 migrating households). Similarly,
there are 545 existing units among multiplexes and midrise buildings, which is insufficient to meet
the needs of the 1,071 households seeking those formats over the next seven years. These
comparisons are also detailed in the following Table 10.
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Table 10
Seven-Year Cumulative Market Potential v. Existing Units
71 Lifestyle Clusters – Aggressive Scenario
The City of Coldwater | SWM Prosperity Region 8
Years 2016 – 2022
Number of Units
by Building Format

Potential
7-Year Total

Existing
Housing Units

Implied Gap
for New-Builds

2,730

3,198

-468

surplus

2 | Subdivided House, Duplex
3-4 | Side-by-Side, Stacked
Subtotal Duplex – Fourplex

147
490
637

366
223
589

-219
267
48

surplus
potential
potential (net)

5-9 | Townhouse, Live-Work

798

281

517

potential

10-19 | Multiplex: Small
20-49 | Multiplex: Large
50+ | Midrise: Small, Large
Subtotal Multiplex & Midrise

238
322
511
1,071

162
176
207
545

76
146
304
526

potential
potential
potential
potential (sum)

Total Attached Units

2,506

1,415

1,091

1 | Detached Houses

potential (net)

The histogram comparing the 7-year market potential with the City of Coldwater’s existing housing
units is intended only to provide a general sense of magnitude. Direct comparisons will be imperfect
for a number reasons described in the following list.
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Exhibit B.2

7-Year Market Potential v. Total Existing Housing Units
All 71 Lifestyle Clusters - Aggressive Scenario
The City of Coldwater | Branch County | 2016 - 2022
Midrise: Small, Large

511

207

Multiplex: Large

322
176

Multiplex: Small

238
162

Townhse., Live-Work

281

Triplex, Fourplex

223

798

490

7-Year Market Potential
Total Existing Housing Units

147
366

Subdivided Houses

2,730

Detached Houses
0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,198
3,500

4,000

4,500

5,000

Number of Housing Units
Source: Based on analysis and target market analysis modelling conducted exclusively by
LandUse|USA; 2016 (c) with all rights reserved. Unadjusted for seasonal, non-resident households.

Exhibit A.1
Geographic Setting with Places, Highways, and Lakes
Branch County | Southwest Michigan Prosperity Region 8

Union
City

Coldwater
Quincy

Bronson

Source: Mapping provided by DeLorme; exhibit prepared by LandUse|USA; 2016 ©.
Blue squares indicate the inside corners of the county.

Scale 1 : 400,000
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Exhibit B.1

7-Year Market Potential v. Total Existing Housing Units
All 71 Lifestyle Clusters - Aggressive Scenario
Branch County | SWM Prosperity Region 8 | 2016 - 2022
Midrise: Small, Large

966
207

Multiplex: Large

686
195

Multiplex: Small

504
225

Townhse., Live-Work

463

1,589

903
361

Triplex, Fourplex

7-Year Market Potential
Total Existing Housing Units

315
618

Subdivided Houses

5,740

Detached Houses
0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

18,613
10,000

12,000

14,000

16,000

18,000

20,000

Number of Housing Units
Source: Based on analysis and target market analysis modelling conducted exclusively by
LandUse|USA; 2016 (c) with all rights reserved. Unadjusted for seasonal, non-resident households.

Exhibit A.3
Scale and Form among Existing Downtown Buildings - Will be Updated in Spring 2016
The City of Coldwater | Branch County | Southwest Michigan Prosperity Region 8

Above: Panoramia and Google Earth 2012 licensed to LandUse|USA through Regis/SitesUSA, and other online sources.
Note: These are temporary images and will be updated with originals in Spring 2016.

Examples of the Downtown Scale and Form, plus Before and After Images of the Kerr Building
The City of Coldwater | Branch County | Southwest Michigan Prosperity Region 8

Before (above): Kerr Building courtesy of JMWingard

After -

Source: Three largest images provided by Randy Mielnik, AICP and Poggemeyer Design Group; 2015.

Exhibit A.4

Aerial Photo | Urban and Downtown Perspective with 0.5 Mile Radius
The City of Coldwater | Branch Co. | SW Michigan Prosperity Region 8

Exhibit A.2

Source: Underlying aerial provided to Google Earth and licensed to LandUse|USA through Sites|USA.
Exhibit prepared by LandUse|USA; 2016 ©.

