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Abstract: Washtenaw County Office of Community & Economic Development (OCED) funded this research
recognizing that there are numerous incentive, capital, and business service programs available to help grow
technology, life science, communications, IT, advanced manufacturing and other “high tech” businesses in
the county, but comparatively fewer programs available to assist locally-owned small businesses in other
sectors. Washtenaw County OCED was interested in exploring the potential of cooperative business models
as tools for growing locally owned small businesses. Growth of these local businesses is needed to have a
sustainable economy and provide jobs for local residents. The purpose of this research was to identify the
specific challenges locally owned businesses and non-venture capital funded entrepreneurs face, especially
as they launch and grow, and how we might best support them. We were then interested in assessing what
specific cooperative ventures show the highest potential to support the development and diversity of the
local entrepreneurial and business community, and positively impact Washtenaw County’s overall economy
and employment. This report details the results of this research and outlines how we can take action to
achieve these goals.
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Introduction
The main purpose of this research was to develop a picture of local small businesses, their challenges
and opportunities, and assess the potential of cooperatives to address these. Co-ops were necessarily looked
at from two related, but not identical perspectives: as business development tools and as economic
development tools in Washtenaw County. This required pulling together quite a few pieces of the puzzle and
understanding their relationships, making it a complex and very interesting project. We needed not only an
understanding of cooperatives and how they can be used, but also the degree to which they might remove
significant barriers to local business growth and how interested the business community would be in making
use of them. From an economic development perspective, we also needed to ask what kinds of businesses
might hold the greatest opportunities for impact on the economy and job creation. This led us to ask further
about the kinds of job creation that might be most desirable. To answer that question, we needed an
understanding of the local workforce. Bringing us back to cooperatives, we considered how workerownership might impact the desirability and feasibility of taking advantage of specific kinds of job creation.
The research relied on fieldwork and interviews, an in-depth survey of small business owners, and several
different available data sets.
We discovered that these various pieces fit together especially well in several places so that the
themes that emerged suggest some exciting opportunities. The report is structured to give an idea of the
shape of each of the pieces, highlighting where gaps and opportunities exist, and building a picture of how
they relate to one another along the way.
PART I summarizes the economic development rationale behind the focus on small business, the
broad inclusion of entrepreneurial paths, and the spotlight on cooperatives. In the Section 1, you’ll find a
summary of the expected benefits of an increased focus on locally owned businesses and non-venture capital
funded entrepreneurship. Much of what you will find in this report can be used to inform any effort to
support the growth and diversity of our local economy in Washtenaw County. In the Section 2, you’ll find a
summary of the reasons for a special interest in cooperatives. Despite the rising interest in co-ops and their
increased coverage in the press as successful and profitable community and economic development
ventures, we found that even members of local food or housing co-ops were surprised by certain facts
regarding their role in our broader mainstream economy or the diverse and unique ways cooperative
business models have been used as development tools. Included in this section is a brief outline of the
proposed Business & Employment Cooperative.
In PART II, we dive into the character of small business and entrepreneurship. Section 3 offers a
framework for understanding the analysis that follows, including the broader contours of Washtenaw
County’s small business community and some of the less well known facts about entrepreneurship in
general. The main analysis begins in Section 4, where we present the survey data and explore what local
business owners and leaders have to tell us about the character and experience of business ownership and
entrepreneurship in Washtenaw County. We summarize the potential impact of various cooperative joint
ventures and highlight the highest potential opportunities for cooperatives as business development tools.
Part III takes a closer look at the local workforce. Section 5 presents some of the relevant contours
of Washtenaw County’s talent base and highlights some key characteristics of the workforce that should
inform our direction and give shape to next steps in implementing recommended actions. Section 6
summarizes the economic development argument for worker ownership, considers some of the highest
potential opportunities where the launch of worker owned cooperatives might best fit in Washtenaw County,
and briefly outlines what would be required to move forward.
PART IV pulls together some of the patterns that emerge. In Section 7, you will find a discussion of
sector-specific opportunities in Washtenaw County. In Section 8, we summarize the findings before moving
on to our recommendations for Washtenaw County.
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Section 1
Why focus on locally owned small business?
There is a growing body of literature and research supporting the key role of locally owned
businesses in building sustainable local economies and vibrant communities.1 Here we will simply summarize
just a few of the compelling benefits we can expect from promoting locally owned businesses.
Developing locally-owned businesses grows local economic
activity and employment beyond the immediate effects on individual
businesses due to the "local multiplier effect.” When a local business’
market share increases, the additional business incomes and wages tend
to stay and circulate in the community. Dollars spent on imports from
non-local businesses represent “leakages” in the local economic system.
Localization impacts local economic growth, employment and the tax
base because independent businesses recirculate three times more of
their revenues locally than national chains do. 2

A 2008 study of Grand
Rapids, MI found that a 10%
shift of sales from national
chains to local businesses
would result in $137 million in
increased local economic
activity and 1,600 new jobs.
(Cortese: pg 62)

Net employment gains in the economy, from a macroeconomic perspective, come from small
businesses and startups. Economic development strategies are beginning to incorporate the untapped
potential of microenterprise, a category that defines businesses with fewer than 6 employees. Though their
revenues may be small compared to big business, the overwhelming number of these companies is what
gives them their real power. If just 15% of Washtenaw County’s microenterprises3 hired two new
employees each, it would cancel out all current unemployment in the county.4
A rich diversity of local businesses not only provides economic security, but also contributes to a
unique culture and vibrant community. Locally owned businesses tend to care for the welfare of their
communities and contribute more to local philanthropy.5
Promoting the launch and growth of locally owned businesses has significant implications for local
wealth building. Since this gives the community access to capital that can be used for investment in the
launch of further locally owned businesses, the potential for long-term self-funded growth also increases.
The potential impact of business ownership, especially for underserved minorities, is hard to ignore:
Table 1 - Business Ownership Effects on Net Worth (Source: Association for Enterprise Opportunity)

Population
All
African American
Hispanic/Latino
Women

U.S. Median Net Worth
For Non-Businesses
For Business
Owner
Owner
$85,000
$211,000
$10,000
$77,000
$9,000
$37,000
$82,000
$180,000

1

Percent Improvement from
Business Ownership
148%
670%
311%
120%

See especially Shuman, Cortese, and Business Alliance for Local Living Economies “Resources.”
Civic Economics, “The Indie Impact Study Series National Summary Report”
3
Based on U.S. Census “Survey of Business Owners” data
4
As of March, 2013
5
American Independent Business Alliance, “Top Reasons to Buy Local, Eat Local, Go Local”
2
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The wealth building implication of business ownership was one of the rationales behind Cleveland’s
Evergreen Cooperatives, a large-scale community wealth building effort to launch for-profit, employeeowned businesses in underserved neighborhoods, beginning with a commercial laundry facility, a solar
energy company, and Green City Growers, the nation’s largest urban greenhouse complex of its kind. This
study espouses a second important and widely applicable insight from the Evergreen Cooperatives. That is, it
is not enough to focus on anchoring local assets and promoting local ownership without considering the
stability of the markets for those assets and businesses. In order for the employment and wealth building
benefits to be sustainable, it is important to find “anchored” local markets for new businesses, meaning
markets that cannot easily leave the community. Evergreen relied primarily on institutional procurement,
but this report makes an effort to focus on sectors where there is a strong market of local institutional,
consumer or diverse commercial buyers.

How does “non-venture capital funded” entrepreneurship fit in?
The relationship between these considerations and “non-venture capital funded” or “non-high tech”
entrepreneurship may not seem self-evident at first blush. However, on average, only 0.4% of business
startups receive venture capital funding, so focusing on other paths to entrepreneurship directly supports
almost all of our small local businesses. What’s more, venture capital funding comes with a big string
attached: the exit strategy. Almost by definition, venture capital funded companies do not stay locally
owned. Venture capitalists invest in order to cash in a big return when startups sell to a large company
interested in the intellectual property rights or when the businesses gets sold to the public on the stock
market through an IPO.
So, there is a close relationship between supporting a vibrant community of locally owned business
and focusing on the entrepreneurial paths that are in fact more common, even if they do receive less press
than the big venture capital backed, so-called “high growth startups” (a phrase which in most cases refers to
growth from a venture capital fund management perspective, which is not quite the same as the perspective
of a local community). This is not in any way to say that we should not continue to support venture-capital
funded entrepreneurship. They bring many values to our community including economic activity, jobs, talent
and expertise, etc. These are strengths in Washtenaw County well worth continued development. We
simply wish to argue for a more inclusive approach to entrepreneurship that actually plugs “leaks” in the
local economy and addresses the needs of a broader segment of startups with untapped potential for
sustainable growth.
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Section 2
Cooperatives
The data and analysis presented in this paper can be used to give shape to any number of initiatives
supporting locally owned businesses, and ideally it will inspire many. One of the opportunities that gave
shape to this project was Washtenaw County OCED’s interest in exploring the possibilities for a local Business
& Employment Cooperative (“BEC”) to support small businesses and incubate new ventures, including
worker-owned enterprises to further boost quality employment. In
Did you know…?
general, the goal was to find the best ways to promote the growth
Globally, cooperatives employ
of locally owned businesses, entrepreneurship and sustainable
more than 100 million people, 20%
employment. At the onset of this research, the BEC project was in
more than multinational
the feasibility assessment phase and this research has helped move
corporations.
the project forward significantly and give it shape. Necessarily,
then, there is an emphasis on the feasibility and expected impact of
U.S. Cooperatives
a local BEC in the sections that discuss cooperative business models.
Own $3 trillion in assets
However, there are many types of cooperatives and very strong
Generate $500 billion in
arguments for forward-thinking economic and community
annual revenues
development professionals to include cooperative development
Support over 2 million jobs
support generally in their toolbox.
The United Nations declared 2012 “The Year of the Cooperative,” and cooperatives have certainly
received increased press recently,6 especially as localization, self-reliance, and sustainability have become
increasingly important community and economic goals. Although cooperatives have recently been in the
spotlight, they are far from new. They have proven successful over their long track record since the first
official7 cooperative enterprise in 1844 in Rochdale, U.K. The main difference between a cooperative and
any other for-profit venture lies in who owns and governs the ventures. Collaboration as a mode of doing
business, of course, has always been a part of modern corporate practice.
What is a cooperative?
“A co-operative is an autonomous association of
persons [or businesses] united voluntarily to meet their
common economic, social, and cultural needs and
aspirations through a jointly owned and democratically
controlled enterprise.”
—International Cooperative Alliance
In a nutshell, co-ops are business enterprises owned
and democratically governed (usually through an
elected Board of Directors) by a group of stakeholders
that participate in and benefit from its activities. They
can be owned by any combination of buyers,
consumers, producers, entrepreneurs, businesses, and
employees.

6

One local entrepreneurship expert,
who has worked for GLEQ as well as University
of Michigan and Washtenaw Community
College in their entrepreneurship programs,
underscored the lack of emphasis on teamwork
skills in education generally, business courses,
and entrepreneurship programs. Along with
many of our local business owners, this local
leader believes we need more resources that
help businesses forge strong partnerships and
facilitate the sharing of knowledge and best
practices. These comments point to an
important side benefit of formal cooperative
joint ventures: they help businesses connect
with each other.

Yes! Magazine’s expose on cooperatives in its Spring, 2013 issue is a particularly good summary of contemporary cooperative
development efforts and their impacts.
7
Cooperative forms of production and ownership have in fact been around since the beginnings of human society.
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How are co-op business models used?
There are many more types of cooperatives than can possibly be described in this report. In general,
cooperatives allow assets (such as joint venture businesses or real estate, for instance) to remain under the
ownership and control of a local community even as individual community members enter and exit the
market for them. Cooperatives are best suited for organizing stakeholders that are expected to have a
relatively long-term economic relationship
with the organization. In other words, they
are well suited to housing, employment, ongoing purchases, and facilities or other
assets that specific groups of businesses will
need over the long term. They are less well
suited for one-time or infrequent activities,
Nationwide Insurance
since stakeholders would have little
Associated Press
motivation to commit to the effort required
The agricultural and energy co-op CHS Inc, a
to organize and maintain a co-op.
Fortune 100 company with $25 billion in
Cooperatives have traditionally been used
annual sales.
where efficiencies can be gained by scale
or collaboration and where costs prohibit
small stakeholders (individuals or small
businesses) from accessing a resource or
Large co-ops in our economy
achieving a desired outcome on their own.
A few examples will help make this clearer.
Leveraging Purchasing: Consumer owned cooperatives, like People’s Food Co-op in Ann Arbor or Ypsilanti
Food Co-op, have led the way in making healthy, organic and locally produced food available to consumers
long before they arrived on national grocery store shelves. Ace Hardware is a co-op that allows small,
independently owned businesses to compete successfully with big box retail by purchasing cooperatively.
Accessing Capital: The sale of ownership shares in cooperatives can be thought of as the original form of
crowdfunding,8 but cooperatives have gone further to create more inclusive access to capital. La Montanita
Food Co-op in New Mexico, for example, established a revolving loan fund that allows community members
to invest in local businesses. The co-op itself bought a large block of class A shares in order to bear the brunt
of the risk burden, making it a relatively low-risk opportunity for unaccredited individual investors.
Achieving Scale: Organic Valley is one of the best examples of this co-op application. The more than 1,600
small, independently owned farms that own Organic Valley use combined branding, processing, packaging
and distribution to reach national markets. Incidentally, Organic Valley also successfully raised $25 million in
6 years through the public sale of non-voting, preferred shares, sold mainly to small, individual investors.
Accessing Shared Resources: The classic examples of small stakeholders accessing resources cooperatively
are the utility cooperatives that originally provided electricity for rural communities across the U.S., an
important milestone in rural development and modern agriculture. Today, consumer-owned Co-op Power
has helped launch dozens of community-based green energy projects and clean energy businesses in
New England.
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Black Star Co-op microbrewery and pub in Austin, TX, for instance, raised the $600,000 it needed to open its brewpub by selling
membership shares to its clientele.
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Promoting Stable Employment and Career Development: Worker-owned cooperatives offer an excellent
opportunity to transform traditionally low wage jobs into viable and more meaningful employment
by offering consistently higher wages, better working conditions, training, and the opportunity to build
equity in a profitable business. The world’s largest worker-owned cooperative, Mondragon, is a diversified
Spanish conglomerate with business units in everything from heavy industry to finance. It achieves three
times the productivity of Spain’s largest 500 private firms with 75% less capital per worker. The company
claims that it has never laid off a worker because it has always been able to shift workers into new or
expanding industry sectors. Cooperative Homecare Associates is the largest worker-owned co-op in the U.S.,
with $40 million in revenue. Workers tend to be paid at 10% to 20% above market rate.
Aggregating Products and Coordinating Supply Chains: Fifth Season Cooperative of Wisconsin is owned by a
broad spectrum of small food growers and producers, distributors, and institutional buyers. Its groundbreaking approach has helped develop a sustainable local food chain for institutional meals, fostering fair
pricing for both buyers and producers. Fifth Season is a great example of a multi-stakeholder cooperative.
Multi-Stakeholder Cooperatives, co-op enterprises owned by more than one type of stakeholder,
are a relatively new and very promising area in cooperative development. Co-op development
professionals we spoke to helped us identify several benefits multi-stakeholder co-ops offer.
• Broader access to capital for new business ventures. An increased and diversified
ownership pool offers new opportunities for local investment.
• Better business decisions, community-based thinking, and alignment of interests are
possible with broader stakeholder participation.
• A direct connection between businesses, startups and the market; increased market
participation, boosting revenue from a loyal customer base and supporting long-run
stability.
• Community wealth-building by facilitating local purchasing and investment, anchoring
capital and assets in the community, and promoting local ownership.
• An ownership structure that offers efficiencies of scale and joint ownership of resources
while allowing individual businesses to remain independently owned and agile.
• Opportunities to raise wages, foster employment stability, and provide broader access to
meaningful career paths through worker ownership.
• Democratization of local economic development by giving a broad base of community
members a decision-making role and opportunity to invest in new business startups.

Succession Planning: One of the most preventable causes of job losses is the failure of business owners to
succession plan or, in many cases, their inability to find an appropriate buyer for their businesses.
Cooperative conversions allow owners to cash in their equity by selling shares to their employees and/or
customers. New Era Windows Co-op in Chicago is perhaps the best known conversion in the U.S. Another
success story comes from the town of Sacré-Coeur, Quebec where community members joined together with
foresters and millworkers to save a failing lumber mill which had already gone through bankruptcy three
times. Twenty five years later, Boisaco is still operating successfully and the co-op has created several
more subsidiaries, securing over 600 new jobs for this remote village of 2,100 people. There has been
consistent full employment in the town of Sacré-Coeur because of the direct and indirect jobs created by the
cooperative and its full-employment philosophy.9

9

More examples of successful cooperatives available in the Appendix.
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Community Development: Two characteristics of cooperatives in general make them especially attractive as
community development tools. First, because they prioritize “benefiting” their member-owners over
maximizing profits at all costs, co-ops have a very strong track record in triple bottom line management
principles (people, planet and profits). Secondly, due to their ownership and governance structure, co-ops
promote local investment, collaborative relationships and the principles of democracy.
A few unique challenges in launching co-ops:
A cooperative is significantly different from launching other types of businesses. They have the usual
challenges of acquiring capital, staffing, developing their market, etc. In addition, primarily because
cooperatives are not as familiar to community members as other organizational structures, co-ops require
the following specialized resources in order to be successful:
• Co-op Training for member-owners, employees and directors. This is not difficult to do, but too
often overlooked.
• Meeting and Decision-making Facilitation, especially for initial start-up and for consensus model
decision-making.
• Specialized Legal Expertise. Competent legal counsel is always important for start-ups, but
especially important for co-ops because of their unique ownership and governance structure. This is
a significant barrier locally, due to both a shortage of legal professionals experienced in co-ops and
the unfortunate fact that Michigan incorporation statutes are cumbersome for new co-ops if they
don’t happen to be organized for agricultural production or housing.

Business & Employment Cooperatives (BECs)
The local BEC currently in planning and development is designed to support local entrepreneurs,
small business and cottage industry. It is a multi-stakeholder co-op owned and governed by small
businesses, entrepreneurs, customers and employees. Its two primary functions are (1) to provide direct
operational support for small businesses and non-high tech startups, facilitating shared resources, staffing,
and facilities and (2) to strengthen the local economy by promoting local ownership and employment
stability. The BEC is intended to help develop a genuinely diversified local economy by engaging a broad
spectrum of stakeholders and business sectors. Member-owners will be able to vote on proposed new
ventures and serve as support committee members for startups.
The enterprise was inspired by the European BEC model, which has proven successful at launching
new businesses with minimal or no dependence on public subsidies (see European Commission, “Business
and Employment Co-operatives: a Launch Pad for Inclusive Entrepreneurship”10). The model acts as a unique
investment vehicle by allowing an entrepreneur the option of becoming a paid employee of the BEC, hired to
launch and develop their business in exchange for revenue sharing until they can become fully independent.
This removes an important barrier to new business startups by offering entrepreneurs income stability and
benefits. Meanwhile, it can be more sustainably self-funding in the long run because it does not relying
primarily on rents and service fees charged to startups.11 It relies primarily on revenue sharing and the sale
of member-owner shares.
The BEC is as much about small business collaboration as it is about incubation, however. Big
businesses enjoy advantages due to our financial system, tax abatements and subsidies. Beyond this, small
businesses face several inherent challenges that could relatively easily be addressed on a local level. Due to
their small size, they often cannot afford to own their own office space and facilities, owners are frequently
10

EQUAL News: http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/equal/news/200702-bec_en.cfm
Michael Shuman recommends a very similar concept for incubation in a 2010 report for Northeast Ohio, “The 25% Shift: The
Benefits of Food Localization for Northeast Ohio & How to Realize Them” (pg 110).
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saddled with performing business functions that are well outside their core competencies, and they are often
unable to achieve competitive efficiencies of scale. These latter challenges could be addressed through
joint ownership and collaboration without compromising the advantage of agility that small businesses
enjoy. Such collaboration can promote not only efficiency, but also visibility in the market.
A BEC fits well with at least two other initiatives designed to support localization. There is a
significant investor community locally with a strong desire to invest in local businesses. There is also a strong
interest in exploring crowdfunding possibilities. Mechanisms are being devised to facilitate such local
investment, but the need to vet investment opportunities has not been sufficiently addressed. An
organization that provides direct operational support to startups and local businesses could provide data and
visibility these potential investors and new investment vehicles require. Additionally, the promotion of joint
ventures and collaborations among locally owned businesses can support the scale needed to facilitate some
types of local procurement. Entrepreneurs and small business members are also directly linked to a
community-based market of member buyers for their products and/or services.
Challenges a BEC will face:12
• Navigating between highly independent business owners and those entrepreneurs that prefer or are
more accustomed to being employees – promoting ownership thinking at all levels
• Balancing the need to ensure inclusivity and accessibility with the need to carefully qualify new
members
• Start-up capital, appropriate and accessible facilities
• Building an entrepreneurial and highly collaborative culture where members are empowered to
make decisions and encouraged to help each other
• Ensuring efficiency, agility, and sustainability in the overall direction of the organization; ensuring
that all stakeholders have a voice through clear by-laws and a diverse Board of Directors.
• Education, awareness-building and training regarding what a co-op is, how it operates, and the
benefits and responsibilities of member-owners.
• Ensuring fair and efficient decision making and policies through clear by-laws and effective meeting
facilitation.

12

See page 33 for survey results on this topic.
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Section 3
U.S. Startup Trends13
While the primary focus is on Washtenaw County, a few macroeconomic factors highlight why
increased support for a broader base of entrepreneurs is more important than ever. Due to broad economic
factors, most likely including decreased access to capital and increased risk aversion, new venture startups
have been declining since shortly before the Great Recession.
Figure 1 – Startups (U.S.)

According to the Kauffman Foundation, startups declined another 5.9% in 2011. 14 Combined data showing
the number of businesses entering and exiting the economy offers an even bleaker picture:

13

14

Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Business Employment Dynamics: Entrepreneurship and the U.S. Economy”
Kauffman Foundation, “New Business Startups Declined in 2011, Annual Study Shows”
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Figure 2 - Startups and Exits (U.S.)

Furthermore, while evidence does not suggest that survival rates of startups are declining on
average, the hiring rate of new companies has definitely been declining sharply for over a decade. This is
particularly disturbing since startups and small businesses have historically been the source of net
employment gains from a macroeconomic perspective.
Figure 3 - Startup Job Creation (U.S.)

11

The Role of Microenterprise in Washtenaw County
Many, if not most startups are microenterprises for at least some portion of their launch cycle.
Whether they are startups or have been around for many years, the smallest businesses in our economy are
overwhelmingly the largest in number and they have a real impact on our economy. These include small
businesses, microenterprises, and companies with no employees at all (“nonemployers,” in U.S. Census
terminology),15 including many self-employed business owners. U.S. Census data, based on business income
from tax returns, gives us a sense of the role of these small businesses in Washtenaw County.
Figure 4 - Number of Businesses in Washtenaw County by Size16
1000 or more Employees

6

500-999 Employees

10

250-499 Employees

42

100-249 Employees

150

50-99 Employees

242

20-49 Employees
10-19 Employees
1-9 Employees
Total Employer Establishments

754
1159
5569
7932

Total Nonemployer Firms

26,873

One implication of the large number of nonemployer firms is that it highlights the need to recognize
self-employment as a form of employment. Only about 43% of nonemployer firms are the primary source of
income for the owners. Supporting these small businesses to allow owners to make their primary living from
them would free up jobs that in the meantime these entrepreneurs still rely on to supplement their incomes.
Let’s take a closer look at the largest category, “nonemployer firms.” A breakdown of the
nonemployer firms in Washtenaw County by industry gives us a more detailed perspective of the role of our
smallest businesses in each sector:
Table 2 - Nonemployer Firms in Washtenaw County as Percent of all Businesses by Sector (2009)
Number of
Percent of all
Industry (NAICS description)
Nonemployer Firms
Establishments
TOTAL FOR ALL SECTORS
26,873
77%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation
2,009
93%
Educational services
1,514
92%
Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction
72
92%
Real estate and rental and leasing
2,912
90%
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting
107
89%
Transportation and warehousing
647
83%
Professional, scientific, and technical services
5,947
83%
Other services (except public administration)
3,122
80%
15

This report emphasizes U.S. Census data precisely because Bureau of Labor Statistics data, which is very commonly used in
economic and business publications, does not include this incredibly significant category of businesses.
16
U.S. Census Bureau data 2009. Nonemployer firms may use contract staffing, but firms reporting disproportionately large incomes
are filtered out so that the category excludes companies that are in fact larger businesses relying solely on contract staffing.
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Administrative and support and waste management
and remediation services
Construction
Information
Health care and social assistance
Retail trade
Finance and insurance
Manufacturing
Wholesale trade
Utilities
Accommodation and food services

1,759
1,891
538
3,138
1,638
586
354
372
14
253

78%
77%
77%
76%
60%
56%
54%
52%
52%
26%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Despite the fact that these firms do not have direct employees, they do have a significant economic impact,
supporting jobs elsewhere in the local economy through their purchases and the circulation of the personal
incomes from their businesses. Furthermore, the category “nonemployer” is a snapshot in time that does
not by any means indicate that these businesses will not hire in the future. The next table offers a more
detailed view of their contribution to economic activity in Washtenaw County by industry:
Table 3 - Nonemployer Receipts Washtenaw County 2011
Nonemployer Firms
Industry (NAICS description)
Total Receipts
TOTAL FOR ALL SECTORS
$1,181,690,000
Real estate and rental and leasing
$293,724,000
Professional, scientific, and technical services
$235,057,000
Health care and social assistance
$102,979,000
Construction
$99,782,000
Other services (except public administration)
$82,554,000
Retail trade
$70,429,000
Finance and insurance
$61,276,000
Arts, entertainment, and recreation
$44,257,000
Administrative and support and waste
management and remediation services
$42,365,000
Transportation and warehousing
$38,598,000
Wholesale trade
$36,309,000
Educational services
$23,443,000
Information
$16,262,000
Manufacturing
$14,732,000
Accommodation and food services
$12,604,000
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting
$4,048,000
Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction
$3,225,000
Utilities
$46,000
Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Across all industry sectors, nonemployer firms account for an average of 12% of total receipts in the U.S.
(from U.S. Census Bureau “Survey of Business Owners”).
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It is important to understand that these firms have unique characteristics, which they share with
other microenterprises with 1-5 employees. One of these characteristics is that owners have to wear many
hats, a pattern of small business ownership we call “role shifting.” The following data from a Census Bureau
“Survey of Business Owners” will help frame why this is so significant. 67.3% of the business owners who
work directly on their businesses consider more than one of the functions listed in the table below to be
“primary roles” for them.
Table 4 - Business Owner’s Primary Roles in the Business (U.S.)
Percent of employer/ nonemployer owners reporting the
Nonemployer
following as one of their “primary roles” in the businesses
Owners
Producing Goods and/or Providing Services
63.4%
Day-to-day Business Management
42.1%
Financial Management
34.5

Owners that
Employ Others
53.7%
58.2%
52.1%

Source: U.S. Census 2007 Survey of Business Owners

There’s more in this table than it may seem, so let’s take a closer look. Owners of smaller businesses
are more likely to concentrate on primary production and delivery of goods and services than on managing
their business or their finances. As business owners move toward hiring employees, the emphasis flips
from concentration on primary production and service delivery to management of the business and its
finances. Yet producing goods and providing services is a very different set of skills than managing a business
or managing finances. Most commonly, core competencies in these areas are not found in equal measure
among individuals. This reflects a potential reason some entrepreneurs and small business owners may not
create as many jobs as their business could feasibly support. A large number of entrepreneurs go into
business because of their skills and passions for providing specific products or services. They are often not
equally strong in business or financial management. When such is the case, they face significant challenges
to growing the business at levels that require strong financial competencies, and to successfully developing
their organization and staffing at levels that require strong management skills.
Much of our efforts have traditionally been focused on training entrepreneurs and small business
owners in business management skills. This is understandable, since many will never be able to hire outside
management talent if they are not interested in or capable of growing to a sufficient size. However, there is
a marked inefficiency in this training approach, since we cannot expect most entrepreneurs and small
business owners (or anyone else, for that matter) to ever be equally capable at all functional areas of a
business. One solution we propose is to provide access to management talent shared by multiple small
businesses and entrepreneurs, thereby offering the direct operational support they need.

Disparities in Prevailing Assumptions about Entrepreneurship
There is a disparity between the overall focus of entrepreneurial support systems and the true
picture of entrepreneurship in the U.S. It is important to emphasize that our existing support systems for
high-tech startups do important work that contributes significantly to economic development, including
business, investment and employment opportunities. The intention here is simply to highlight some
significant gaps and potentially clear up some misconceptions about entrepreneurship and small business.
One misconception, or at least disproportionate focus, centers on startup financing. Venture capital
funding receives a great deal of visibility and press. So much so, one could argue, that the actual paths the
vast majority of our entrepreneurs take are obscured. For instance, a recent AnnArbor.com article reports,
“According to the Michigan Venture Capital Association's annual report released Monday, 33 Michigan
companies closed 47 investment deals worth $242 million in 2012. The deals represent a 27 percent increase
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from 2011 and the most money invested in the state since 2008.” 17 This is great news, of course, but based
on an estimated 16,460 new startups in Michigan in 2011,18 the 33 companies receiving venture capital
funding is well under 0.4% of all startups. This was the first year since 2006, by the way, that the state had
more establishments enter than exit. Despite the fact that it is such a tiny portion of our startups, venture
capital funded entrepreneurship enjoys a larger set of support mechanisms, including incubators,
specialized institutes, university programs and press coverage.
The following chart shows just how few entrepreneurs rely on formal financial institutions as their
primary source of funding, with even fewer relying on venture capital funds in particular.
Table 5 - Sources of Startup Capital (U.S.)

Sources of capital used to start or acquire the business

Number of Firms Percent

Relatively Informal or Accessible Sources
Personal/family savings of owner(s)
8,672,686
Personal/family assets other than savings of owner(s)
1,114,297
Personal/family home equity loan
798,743
Personal/business credit card(s)
1,493,278
Business loan/investment from family/friends
376,153
None needed
2,999,537
Formal Institutional Sources
Business loan from federal, state, or local government
97,454
Government-guaranteed business loan from a bank or financial institution
99,884
Business loan from a bank or financial institution
1,533,512
Investment by venture capitalist(s)
55,829
Grants
53,298
Other
Other source(s) of capital
331,353
Don't know
575,227
Source: U.S. Census Survey of Business Owners 2007. Respondents could select multiple answers.

60.3
7.7
5.6
10.4
2.6
20.8
0.7
0.7
10.7
0.4
0.4
2.3
4

While a relatively low percentage of firms receive capital from sources requiring specialized skills and
knowledge for application processes, all business owners, regardless of the sources of their capital, need to
manage their finances successfully. Several local leaders interviewed stressed the importance of financial
literacy for entrepreneurship and business ownership. One interesting suggestion was to encourage open
book accounting practices for early stage businesses. This is beneficial to the business because it encourages
employees to “share the stress,” think more like owners/managers, and make better decisions. From a
broader economic development perspective, it has the added benefit of increasing business savvy and
financial literacy in our workforce.
Another implication of Table 5 is that most entrepreneurs, since they are not seeking funding from
financial institutions, realize no clear benefit from spending the time to write a lengthy formal business plan.
Increasingly, business support professionals are recommending short-form, very agile and often web-based
business planning tools.19 This is not only sensible, but it may have the long-run side benefit of encouraging
businesses to engage in more planning since the tools are so much less overwhelming and cumbersome.
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Freed, “Michigan Startups Attract $242 Million in Venture Capital Funding in 2012.”
based on U.S. Census Bureau “Business Dynamics Statistics”
19
Such as Business Model Canvas (http://businessmodelgeneration.com/canvas) and Lean Canvas (http://leancanvas.com/).
18
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One entrepreneurship expert interviewed has worked for GLEQ, U of M Entrepreneurship Studies,
and now heads up various entrepreneur-focused initiatives targeting a commendably inclusive set of
entrepreneurs. She pointed out that many participants in entrepreneurship programs and contests spend a
great deal of time on their elevator pitches and formal business plans before realizing that the goal of getting
venture capital funding is an exit, whereas they are hoping to start a business that they wish to own for the
long term. There is a disparity and some confusion between the two types of entrepreneurial paths. Our
programs and support systems heavily favor, and sometimes assume, the venture capital path.
Another important gap exists between potential entrepreneurs and local market opportunities. In
many cases, local market opportunities are well known and capital is available, but the difficult part is
identifying a champion or entrepreneur who can drive them to launch and be successful. A clearing house
that allows people to post opportunities in which they would be willing invest, or businesses they wish
existed in their community and from whom they would like to purchase, would help disseminate information
about opportunities.
Finally, it was striking during this research to hear how often small business owners are told they
should be “independent” and that they have to learn to “do it all themselves.” High tech entrepreneurs
rely heavily on a complex support system for technology and business development. Big businesses
invariably rely on collaboration, sometimes even with their top competitors! Consider, for instance, the
history of Ford and Mazda cars assembled at their joint venture plant in Flat Rock, MI. Cooperation and
collaboration are far from new ideas in entrepreneurship and business. Entrepreneurship programs and
support professionals should be stressing networking and partnerships far more than they generally do.
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Section 4
The Washtenaw County Small Business & Entrepreneurship Survey20 Population
Anthropological research methods emphasize the importance of face-to-face contact and
observation. This research included site visits, in-depth interviews, and interactions with business leaders
and entrepreneurs at conferences, panel discussions, networking meetings, etc., in addition to the survey.
The primary reason for this method is to put matters into a socio-cultural context that informs both survey
design and data interpretation. It also allows us to humanize the analysis. Let us make a few comments on
the nature and culture of local entrepreneurship in Washtenaw County here.
As one of the local small business networking groups aptly
describes them, Washtenaw County’s small business owners are
“scrappy.” They are pioneering, resourceful and capable of “making
due.” Many work out of someone’s home. Many local businesses
find underutilized production spaces and are used to working
around another businesses’ use of the shared facilities, renting
restaurant kitchens during off hours, for instance. They rely heavily
on their family and friends to fill in when business is booming and
they often all turn back to other jobs (full or part time) during slow
times, sometimes having to find new jobs.

Over half of all U.S. businesses
operate primarily from someone’s
home.
Home-based businesses produce
over $650 Billion in annual
receipts.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau “Survey of
Business Owners”

Most local entrepreneurs value independence, especially the independence of their businesses.
Many are wary of debt and most would be quite choosy in taking on equity partners. At the same time, they
are by and large friendly, outgoing, happy to support each other, and concerned about the welfare of their
community.
Many talented community members (with either technical skills or professional business experience)
come to entrepreneurship through dissatisfaction with their job prospects or career paths, or because they
have a passion about what they do. In other words, these individuals often did not think of themselves as
“entrepreneurs,” yet they learn to be. They are not what you might think of if your primary exposure were
through reports of serial entrepreneurs in Silicon Valley or similar. Nor should they be, since those are highly
specialized and unique business environments. This suggests that there is surely a larger talent base for
entrepreneurship than generally recognized. It also means that new enterprises, as well as many
established small businesses, need more direct operational support to help balance their talents.
Beyond the fieldwork, we conducted an in-depth survey of 66 locally owned small businesses in
Washtenaw County (or “conducting significant business” in the county). These businesses were non-venture
capital funded and fell into three main categories: Food businesses (including growers, value-add food
producers and food retail, but not restaurants) (18 respondents), other Product-based businesses (13
respondents), and Service businesses (35 respondents). The data is augmented and put in context by
background research and interviews with business owners, local business support organizations, cooperative
development professionals, community leaders, workforce development and employment services
professionals.

20

A copy of the Food Business Survey is available for viewing online. Note that this version is the most comprehensive; some
questions were not asked of other Product-based businesses and even further questions were not applicable to Service businesses.
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1DJuxZ1MB1Hm9nnipud8Tj4nw6jwR6YorSLJubZ62VxM/viewform.
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Below are some general characteristics of the survey sample. We were very
very pleased that a large
number of respondents were early stage businesses
businesses,, since learning how we can best support startups was a
primary goal of the research. We were also pleased
please that a broad range of locations within the county were
represented and that microenterprises were well represented.
Figure 5 - Age Ranges of Businesses Surveyed
30

Number of Businesses

25
20
15
10
5
0
0-2

3-5

6-9

10-15

16-25

>25

Years in Business

Table 6 - Locations of Businesses Surveyed
NUMBER OF
LOCATION
BUSINESSES LOCATION

NUMBER OF
BUSINESSES

Ann Arbor
Ann Arbor Downtown
Ann Arbor Township
Brighton
Chelsea
Detroit
Dexter
Manchester

18
1
2
1
4
2
3
1

11
7
2
1
1
1
1
2

Ypsilanti
Ypsilanti Depot Town
Ypsilanti Downtown
Northfield Township
Pittsfield Township
Saline
Scio Township
Superior Township

The average respondent employs 4-5
4 people (including owners), falling into the
microenterprise category.
The businesses were the primary source of income for 58% percent of the owners
owners.
The 66 respondents represent a total of approximately $52 Million in current annual sales.
sales
Together, they employ the equivalent of about 300 fulltime staff members.
members Many rely
heavily on part-time
time staff.
staff

18

Before moving on to analysis, it is important to make a few comments here about the relatively small
sample size and its implications for interpreting the data. We were primarily interested in developing a
picture of the operations, challenges and goals of local small businesses, more than making predictions
about the entire business population. We can reasonably expect that the sample is representative of a
larger set of similar businesses in terms of their general attitudes and the relative weight of the challenges
they face, since there was a relatively high degree of consistency in these areas of the data. The sample may
be taken as suggestive of patterns we might expect to find in larger scale studies of similar businesses and
their more detailed operational structures, but further research would be recommended. The sample is too
small to extrapolate estimates of the total expected revenue growth or jobs creation that might result from
specific initiatives, because (1) revenue and employment goals varied widely across the sample population
and (2) there are unpredictable variables that would impact the speed of implementation and reach capacity
of recommended initiatives at this stage. Therefore, we show only the revenue and job creation potential
that initiatives could be expected to have even if they were only limited to the 66 businesses surveyed, which
clearly understates the long-term economic development benefits. The hope is that this tendency toward
conservative analysis adds credibility to the findings in the mind of the reader and that it will not overly limit
the desire to support meaningful action.

Profitability and Capacity for Supporting a Living Wage
Business owners and entrepreneurs were asked to report their current annual revenue and costs
(facilities, payroll, materials and supplies) as well as their 3-5 year revenue goal and projected costs.21 45% of
respondents were currently operating at a loss, which is not surprising given the number of startups. Based
on respondents’ goals and projected costs, an estimate of future operating profits was calculated and used to
assess the future viability of each business. They were also assessed according to their ability to support a
living wage for all employees (using a relatively low benchmark of $23,712 in annual wages). The following
rankings were developed and used for much of the analysis:
Viability and Living Wage Rankings
0 = Business projecting losses 3-5 years out.
1 = May be profitable in 3-5 years, but likely needs to make some operating
adjustments to succeed and cannot support a living wage.
2 = Appears profitable in 3-5 years, but cannot support a living wage.
3 = Appears profitable and supports a living wage, but may need to make
some operating adjustments to succeed 3-5 years out.
4 = Appears profitable and supports a living wage.

It is important to note that some businesses projecting losses 3-5 years out could be viable under the right
circumstances, but for the purposes of the study, we cannot assume that they are.

21

A set of assumptions were made to calculate predicted future cost of goods sold (COGs) such that: COGs were kept constant for
startups (0-2 years in business), assuming that increased costs due to increased volumes could be counterbalanced by decreased
costs from bulk purchases as well as potential gains from adjusting product mix and margins. COGs were increased proportional to
revenue increases for later stage companies, under the assumption that most of the gains from bulk purchasing and market
adjustments had already been realized. Where second stage businesses (2-6 years old) would not be viable at a proportional increase
in COGs, they were given the benefit of the doubt and an average of the two methods was used to calculate costs.
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The following charts show the findings for the food, product and service business categories
surveyed. Note the differences in number of businesses showing relatively low (“0” in dark blue and “1” in
red) profitability and wage projection among the three categories.
Figure 6 - Food Businesses

Ranking 0
Ranking 1
Ranking 2
Ranking 3
Ranking 4

Figure 7 - Other Product Businesses

Viability and Living Wage Rankings
0 = Business projecting losses 3-5 years out.
1 = May be profitable in 3-5 years, but likely needs
to make some operating adjustments to succeed
and cannot support a living wage.
2 = Appears profitable in 3-5 years, but cannot
support a living wage.

Ranking 0
Ranking 1
Ranking 2

3 = Appears profitable and supports a living wage,
but may need to make some operating
adjustments to succeed 3-5 years out.

Ranking 3
Ranking 4

4 = Appears profitable and supports a living wage.

Figure 8 - Service Businesses

Ranking 0
Ranking 1
Ranking 2
Ranking 3
Ranking 4

Given this, further research on the challenges faced by food businesses in particular is strongly
recommended. Food is a critical economic development priority, and a number of projects to support this
sector are in planning or development. It is therefore very important to verify the possible pattern our
survey shows, suggesting that local food businesses may struggle more, for various reasons, with profitability
and capacity for supporting a living wage compared to other types of businesses.

20

There is further evidence that food businesses struggle particularly to provide a fulltime living wage. We
asked which of the following best described the stage of their business:
a. I'm thinking about starting it.
b. I run my business part time or seasonally and do other work as well.
c. I earn my primary living from it.
d. I earn my primary living from it and employ others.
Product and Service business responses were roughly equally distributed among these answers. However,
more than half of food businesses responded (b), which may reflect the seasonal nature of many food
businesses, or the possibility that entrepreneurs struggle to provide their primary living from food
businesses (or both). Given the aims of this study, and that most of the farms in Washtenaw County are
fairly small-scale, supporting local food producers is of particular importance. Washtenaw County is home to
1,300 farms. 63% of those are small, with average sales less than $10,000. Only 12% of Washtenaw County
farms have annual sales greater than $100,000.22 Food producers surveyed for this study reported annual
sales ranging from $3,500 - $33,000, qualifying them as relatively small producers. These points are
particularly significant because food businesses must navigate especially tight margins such that scaling and
efficiency are especially important factors for viability.
It is not possible to extrapolate specific operating characteristics of the local population of food
businesses based on a small sample. However, the observations about local food businesses suggest to us
that a concerted effort must be made to supplement the support systems available to food businesses.
Food business responses about their experiences with local support organizations confirm this.

Challenges and Obstacles
In most cases, the number of business owners reporting significant challenges in the various areas
we asked about did not vary significantly according to the number of years in businesses. The following table
shows a few exceptions. The percentages reflect how many businesses in each age range reported Personal
Income, Storage or Hiring as “big” or “moderate” challenges, potentially holding them back from reaching
their 3-5 year goals.
Table 7 - Challenges Correlating with Age of Business
Years in Business
0-2
3-5
6-9
10-15
16-25
>25

Storage Obstacle
24%
17%
13%
0%
0%
0%

Hiring Obstacle
36%
50%
75%
78%
83%
83%

Personal Income & Benefits Obstacle
80%
50%
75%
33%
33%
67%

It makes sense that earlier stage companies may not have worked out their storage or warehousing
needs yet. Often, it is difficult for them to make arrangements that may require commitments before having
a good sense of their future volume. It also makes sense that hiring may become more complex a challenge
over time as businesses grow. It would also be expected that personal income and benefits should be a
major barrier to early stage companies. One of the assumptions behind BEC models is that bridging income
gaps removes a barrier to new business launches. The fact that 80% of the earliest stage respondents
reported that personal income and benefits was a potential obstacle to achieving their goals confirms this
22

USDA Census of Agriculture, 2007, “County Profile: Washtenaw County, Michigan.”

21

expectation. The next table shows the target revenues and projected hiring of respondents 0-5
0 years in
business who reported personal
rsonal income and benefits as a potential barrier to achieving their goals.
Table 8 – Economic Potential Impacted by Personal Income for Early Stage Entrepreneurs Surveyed
Owners Reporting Significant Personal
Income Challenges 0-5 Years in Business New Hires New Wages New Revenues
Food
21
$513,408
$863,600
Product
18
$323,400
$1,378,100
Service
199
$2,271,996
$3,320,818
Grand Total
238
$3,108,804
$5,562,518
As these numbers suggest, addressing personal income and benefits gaps for early stage businesses could
have a significant impact on the growth of locally owned businesses and job creation
creation.
Wee were somewhat surprised by the overall weighting of the challenges small businesses and
entrepreneurs face. The graph below shows the percentage of respondents rating each challenge as “big” or
“moderate” and potentially keeping them from achieving their goals. (Category-specific
specific challenges are given
as percentages of applicable businesses, not of the whole population.)
Figure 9 - Percent of Businesses Surveyed Reporting Various Challenges as Potential Obstacles
Marketing
Sales
Personal Income & Benefits
Cash Flow
Establishing Business Partnerships
Hiring
Capital & Financing
Scaling & Efficiency
Planning
Legal, Contracts
Accounting
Facilities
Customer Service
Distribution (food and product only)
Retail Space (food and product only)
Warehousing & Storage (food and product only)
Institutional Buyer Demand & Preferences (food only)
Wholesale prices (food only)
Land / Facility Ownership (food only)
Purchasing (food and product only)
Certifications (food only)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Clearly, marketing and sales
ales are the biggest challenges from owner’s perspectives. There are many
ways to address this problem, and the solution is almost definitely a multi-pronged
multi pronged approach. Helping food
businesses reach their markets will be addressed in detail in the next section.. Product and service businesses
busine
have highly varied markets, but several options for helping all categories include:
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•
•
•
•

Education and marketing targeting local consumers and buyers that emphasizes the benefits
of buying from local businesses (organizations such as Think Local First, BALLE, and AMIBA
are good examples of such efforts, but their reach could be increased)
Institutional and government purchasing from local businesses
Facilitating shared retail, e-commerce, and distribution efforts
Facilitating shared sales and marketing staff for small businesses

It is important to keep in mind that if sales become easier for these businesses, cash flow, hiring,
scaling and efficiency will only get more critical. For instance, cash flow is impacted by the need to invest in
hiring and supplies before new orders can be fulfilled and receipts from new sales collected. In order to be
able to produce or deliver higher volumes efficiently, investments in equipment or facilities may be needed.
Every-day functions that are easy to remember and perform in an ad-hoc manner, such as internal
communication, customer service or billing, suddenly require formalized processes at higher volumes.
Networking and establishing strong business partnerships were challenges that came up frequently
in discussions with businesses. Owners and entrepreneurs often do not have time to go to a lot of
networking events and could benefit from more facilitated introductions that address their specific needs. It
is expected that promoting cooperative business models will help businesses establish strong partnerships.
From conversations with local business support organizations, we would have expected accounting
to be rated as more significant challenges. It is reasonable to imagine that business owners with less
experience using best practices in accounting might underestimate the value of it. Good accounting
practices can make many different management challenges much easier. Local business support
organizations also emphasize the need for good planning. Discussions with business owners suggested that
they fully recognize the value of planning, but struggle to put their plans into operation.
There is evidence, both from the survey and from interviews, that business owners struggle with the
accounting and management practices necessary for rationalized business development and data-based
decision making. Some of the challenges we heard about from business and entrepreneurship support
professionals included owners forgetting to pay themselves when planning and setting goals for their
businesses. We suspect that many businesses make decisions about product mix and pricing strategies based
on relatively loose estimates of costs and often arbitrary margins. Businesses also often suffer from not
planning for success. Growth can create cash flow, staffing and space challenges. Often entrepreneurs and
business owners, especially if risk averse, wait until after sales increase before addressing these
challenges, thereby undermining their own success when they achieve it. These examples return us to the
fact that entrepreneurs and owners are in fact unlikely to have core competencies in all of the important
management and business development techniques; moreover, they are somewhat rare even among big,
well established firms. One of the most important points to take away here is that planning for growth
should be understood as not only an opportunity, but also a risk from the perspective of business owners.
Support systems that spread the risk of investing in facility capacity, staff and entrepreneurial income will
help small businesses respond to growth opportunities more effectively.
Two more issues that reflect in the data and came up frequently in conversations were (1) hiring and
(2) achieving scale and greater efficiency. Many businesses suffer from the challenge of hiring, training and
retaining staff given the high degree of variability they face in their business volumes. They rely heavily on
part-time, seasonal and temporary staff (often their friends and families). This creates employee turnover
which is a real cost in time, training and resources, not to mention potential lost sales due to lack of
trained staff to adequately fulfill demand. Sadly, efficiency and scaling challenges are more common among
businesses with high potential for growth, businesses that have had at least intermittent successes in sales
23

and marketing. These business owners were keenly aware that there are gains to be achieved not only
through capital investments, but by workflow and production techniques. In some cases, they felt they
could make relatively small capital investments to achieve results, but could benefit from guidance. In the
opinion of the researcher, lean/six sigma or similar consulting could be of great benefit to a very broad set of
local small businesses, especially in growth stages where investment decisions are particularly critical.

Food Business Market Challenges
Given the importance of local food system development, we took a closer look at how local food
businesses relate to their markets and the challenges that exist there. While food businesses require
various types of support, perhaps the most support is needed in reaching certain markets. Washtenaw
County food businesses surveyed for this study reported significant interest in selling to various markets, as
shown in Figure 10 below. Across the board, more food businesses would like to sell to a given market
than are currently doing so.
Figure 10 - Current and Target Markets of Food Business Owners Surveyed
100.0%
93.8%
81.3%

56.3%

56.3%

50.0%

31.3%
12.5%

direct to
individuals

small or mid-size
commercial
buyers

large buyers

25.0%

18.8%
6.3%

6.3%

local distributors online or mail
regional or
order
national markets

Percentage of Food Businesses Currently Selling to Each Market
Percentage of Food Businesses Currently Selling to or Interested in Starting to Sell
to Each Market
CONSUMER MARKETS
All food businesses reported an interest in selling directly to consumers, and most already do
(93.8%), yet our research shows that this market may be insufficient to support the continued growth of
food businesses. Selling to individual consumers presents many benefits and few challenges for food
businesses. With great demand for local food from individuals, Washtenaw County is currently home to at
least 14 seasonal or year-round farmers markets23 and an abundance of local CSAs (Community Supported
Agriculture, essentially a form of pre-sales). Individual consumers pay a premium retail price for products,
and food businesses take 100% of sales. However, business owners report that there may not be much
additional unmet demand for farmers market sales. Furthermore, driving to multiple farmers markets each
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As of June, 2013, according to the Michigan Farmers Market Association
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week costs food businesses time and money. Merely selling to individuals is not enough; in order to support
local food system development, additional markets will need to be tapped.
SMALL and MID-SIZE COMMERCIAL BUYERS
Selling to small or mid-size commercial buyers (including restaurants, caterers, and value-added food
businesses) is also of great interest among surveyed food businesses. 50% of surveyed businesses do not
currently sell to this market, but would like to do so. However, aggregation and distribution infrastructure
as well as increased communication between buyers and sellers is needed to help more food businesses
access small and mid-size commercial buyers.
LARGE BUYERS
As shown in Figure 10 above, large buyers, such as universities, hospitals, and supermarkets,
represent a market with substantial interest among food businesses, yet also distinct challenges. 56% of
food businesses surveyed for this study reported interest in selling to large buyers while only 13% reported
currently selling to this market. Barriers to entry are high. When selling to large buyers and institutions, local
food businesses struggle to:
• Sell at wholesale prices.
• Deliver and distribute products.
• Fulfill high-volume orders.
• Acquire GAP food safety certifications. (Note: U of M is the only Washtenaw County institution that
requires farms to be GAP certified.)
• Develop the needed relationships and partnerships with institutional purchasers.
A May 2013 study of Michigan vegetable farmers conducted by the Center for Regional Food Systems
at Michigan State University indicated similar interest and challenges in selling to large buyers. Despite
reasonably high interest in selling to institutions among the 311 Michigan farmers MSU surveyed,24 only 7%
reported currently selling produce to this market. Of those that did sell to institutions, 75% sold $5,000 or
less per year to these markets. 25 Farmers throughout Michigan struggle to substantially break in to the
large buyer/institutional market.
Small-medium farms, the majority of farms in Washtenaw County, experience the most difficulty in
selling to institutions. Larger farms have the ability to fulfill higher-volume purchases and efficiencies of scale
allow them to sell at more competitive wholesale prices. A local farm-to-institution expert shared that
without an increase in local food aggregation, packing, and distribution infrastructure, farms less than 50
acres in size will most likely be unable to sell to institutions, and slightly larger farms will struggle as well. In
order to best support our small food producers, we recommend strategies to help local producers meet
economies of scale, increase efficiency, aggregate, and sell to larger markets.
LOCAL DISTRIBUTORS
Selling to local distributors received moderate interest from food businesses (56%). At least two
local distributors exist, including Frog Holler and Eat Local Eat Natural, and they mainly serve grocery stores,
supermarkets, and restaurants. Only 6% of food businesses reported currently selling to this type of market.
There is definite opportunity to broaden the markets and increase the number of farms served by these
types of distributors. Local distribution companies are well-suited to serve local small food businesses,
small and mid-size commercial buyers, and potentially local institutions. We recommend more research to
24

MSU’s results showed that 41% of farmers interested in selling to hospitals; 40% of farmers interested in selling to
universities, and 47% of farmers interested in selling to K-12 schools.
25
Matts and Fisher, “Farm to Institution: A Summary of Research on Local Food Purchasing by Institutions.”
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identify the barriers local food businesses face when selling to local distributors as well as the barriers to
growth local distributors themselves face.
ONLINE and MAIL ORDER
Online or mail-order markets received moderate interest among food business surveyed (50%).
There are some local businesses, such as Lunasa and Local Orbit, facilitating online local food sales. This
market has the potential to expand (currently only 19% of surveyed businesses sell to this market) and
could serve individual consumers, small and mid-size commercial buyers, and large buyers. Furthermore,
web-based cooperative distribution companies, such as Oklahoma Food Co-op hold promise for both
increasing sales and reducing the high costs that come with large-scale distribution companies (see page 48).
REGIONAL and NATIONAL MARKETS
Few surveyed food businesses (25%) shared an interest in selling to regional and national markets,
which generally requires distributors such as Sysco and the Michigan-based Gordon Food Service. By and
large, institutions purchase food in a streamlined fashion from these sorts of large food service distribution
companies. With increased demand for local products from institutional food service operators, these
companies are beginning to track where food is grown and increase their efforts to source food locally.
General opinion, however, is that regional and national distributors are not doing enough to support small,
local food businesses and, as national companies, are not suited to fully access and supply local food
products. 26 This research suggests that alternative local food aggregation and distribution infrastructure
may be better received by Washtenaw County’s small food business community. However, large national
and regional food service distributors, since they already distribute to institutions, are well-placed to
supply institutions with more locally-produced food. We recommend more research on the challenges
faced by regional and national food service companies when distributing locally-produced food.
In order to increase access to all of the above markets, a joint branding effort could help better
market locally-produced and processed food. This initiative would help overcome the marketing challenges
so many food businesses report. The joint branding would regionally identify Washtenaw County-produced
food, potentially increasing demand among consumers looking to support local businesses.27

Summary of Challenges
The top challenges above will be considered in the next section as we explore respondents’ interest
in using cooperatives to address them. The data so far highlights at least five main points:
• Effective management of high degrees of variability in small businesses’ sales volumes is a critical
operational challenge impacting cash flow and the ability to achieve efficiency and scale.
• Much of the focus of the business support system has been on planning, raising capital and training.
Businesses also need more direct support operationalizing their plans. Marketing, sales, and
achieving market access are of critical importance.
• Early stage businesses need help bridging their income gaps and acquiring benefits.
• Businesses would benefit from additional support in establishing appropriate business partners.
• Businesses need more help with hiring and staffing. At the very least, they could benefit from
increased support from local employer services programs through Michigan Works!, the local
universities and/or community colleges.
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Gordon Food Service has done slightly better purchasing Michigan-produced foods than Sysco, yet our research shows that tracking
and volume are still lacking.
27
A 2007 study of local food systems by graduate students at University of Michigan reached similar conclusions. The study
recommended increased facilitation of communication between food producers and processors, the development of food processing
facilities, increased distribution channels for locally-produced food, consumer education, and branding/marketing initiatives. (Buck
et. al., “Investigating opportunities to strengthen the local food system in southeastern Michigan.”)
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Co-op Opportunities
One of the aims of the study was to assess the degree to which cooperatives, including a BEC, could
be used to support small businesses and entrepreneurs. In theory, there are certainly compelling
opportunities for resource sharing and collaboration, and there are also strong arguments in favor of the
cooperative model as a useful way to structure such relationships. However, the survey aimed to find out
two main points about the feasibility of co-ops for our local business community: (1) to what extent are local
business owners interested in participating in cooperatives to support specific aspects of their business
operations, and (2) to what extent would such cooperatives directly address challenges and barriers that
these businesses face.
64% of respondents were “very interested” in at least one of the possible cooperatives suggested
in the survey. If we include respondents who were “somewhat interested” in at least one of the options,
the number rises to an 88% interest level. It is reasonable to assume that these numbers would only
improve if more successful examples of such cooperative joint ventures were visible locally.
The following shows the results for the types of cooperative support that show the highest promise
and interest level for local businesses:
Table 9 – Interest Level of Surveyed Business Owners in Top Three Co-op Options
Interest Level
Very Interested
Somewhat
Interested
Total Interested
Reluctant
Not Interested /
Not Applicable

Co-op Shared Services
(e.g. Human Resources, Accounting,
Billing, Marketing, E-commerce, etc.)

Cooperatively
Owned Facilities

Cooperatively Serving
Larger Markets
or Larger Buyers

42%

32%

35%

20%
62%
9%

35%
67%
8%

29%
64%
8%

18%

15%

18%

CO-OP SHARED SERVICES and STAFFING
Small businesses often actually want to stay small and agility can be a significant competitive
advantage. Yet, if they don’t have specialized management staff, owners must manage areas of their
business that may not be within their core competencies. However, hiring can be an expensive, timeconsuming and sometimes risky investment. Furthermore, the more staff a small business owners has, the
more they are pulled away from the core activities of the business and into a management role that may also
not be their strong suit. Therefore, a model that offers startups and small businesses access to talent
without requiring them to hire directly is an attractive route to growing employment and local businesses.
The businesses projecting operating profits 3-5 years out and expressing interest in a shared services
cooperative represent $11,039,568 in increased annual revenue and 131 new jobs over the next 3-5 years.
The real economic impact is expected to be much greater, as this data is from only a small sample of the total
business population. The following table shows the most significant relevant challenges reported by viable
businesses interested in such a cooperative and the percentage of them reporting each challenge.
Table 10 - Percent of Owners Interested in Shared Services Reporting Relevant Obstacles to Success
Planning
59%

Hiring
59%

Sales
76%

Marketing
72%
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Cash Flow
62%

Business Partnerships
66%

In many ways, these challenges can be traced back to variability in business cycles. While all
businesses have some cyclic variability in their business volume, small business and microenterprise have
especially high levels of variability, partly because these businesses are largely dependent on one or two
owners to manage all aspects of the business. Given the fact that owners and employees of microenterprise
must shift roles in order to manage each of the functional areas of the business, they often find themselves
focused almost exclusively on production or service delivery at one moment, only to find that their sales have
declined sharply while they were busy filling orders. There is then a lull while sales and marketing activities
are ramped back up, and staff cutbacks are often needed. As a result, if the sales activities are successful, the
company often must rehire (and possibly train) staff before the new demand can be met, and so on. Dips
and spikes in volume can also create problems for cash flow, planning and inventory control.
83% of survey respondents reported that their businesses have unpredictable ups and downs in
volume causing challenges in cash flow, hiring, inventory control, and planning. This was more common
for businesses with fewer employees, supporting the idea that shared staffing solutions could help address
several important and common problems for small businesses and startups. More specifically:
• Shared sales and marketing support offering a more consistent, on-going sales strategy could
help businesses achieve more consistent volumes.
• Shared accounting support could help businesses identify patterns, manage their cash flow and
develop better planning based on more detailed business analysis.
• Shared temporary staffing solutions could provide a quicker response to demand fluctuations.
The following table of survey responses also supports the theory that shared services would provide
an efficiency gain for local small businesses. More than half of all businesses need accounting services.
While fewer need marketing, legal and web development services, the vast majority of those that do,
struggle to afford it. Since fulltime staff is almost invariably less expensive than consultants, not only could a
cost savings be realized, but also a significant barrier to growth could be removed for the small businesses
that could otherwise not afford the services at all.
Table 11 - Contract/Consulting Services Needs and Affordability Barriers for Surveyed Businesses
Consulting or
Number of businesses
Percentage of all
Percentage needing the service that
Contract Service
needing the services
businesses surveyed
report affordability challenges
Accounting
38
57.58%
57.89%
Marketing
32
48.48%
100.00%
Legal
31
46.97%
87.10%
Web
23
34.85%
95.65%
Distribution
9
13.64%
44.44%
Contract Mfg
4
6.06%
75.00%
The next graph confirms that there is a significant gap in the local economy in temporary staffing
services and agencies. It also suggests that there are significant opportunities in a number of support
services on which local businesses rely for their operations, notably in accounting, marketing and facilities
services.
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Figure 11 – Number of New Jobs Washtenaw County Could Support in Selected Services
Temporary Help Services
Employment Placement Agencies
Facilities Support Services
Janitorial Services
Other Accounting Services
Tax Preparation Services
Administrative Management and General…
Advertising Agencies
Other Services Related to Advertising
Other Computer Related Services
Payroll Services
Computer Facilities Management Services
Human Resources and Executive Search Consulting…
Offices of Certified Public Accountants
Direct Mail Advertising
All Other Business Support Services
Marketing Consulting Services
All Other Professional, Scientific, and Technical…
Other Business Service Centers (including Copy Shops)
Document Preparation Services
Public Relations Agencies

658.52
284.57
241.94
206.04
168.88
154.35
143.92
120.58
99.7
93.42
93.32
81.72
76.72
69.22
61.99
59.9
59.72
46.97
46.53
44.9
32.01

Source: BALLE Leakage Calculator.. The calculator applies national employment and spending averages
averages to the local population to
highlight areas where the local community is importing (or possibly simply lacking) products or services.

A 2012 report showed 1500 Washtenaw County job seekers in excess of available jobs in Office and
Administrative Support, 1,307 in Management Occupations, 1100 in Food Preparation
reparation and Related
Occupations, and 876 job seekers in excess of jobs in Sales and Related Occupations.28 Pure Michigan Talent
Connect data also supports the conclusion that the disparity is not d
due
ue to a workforce shortage.29 The most
reasonable conclusion is that facilitation is simply needed to help local businesses employ the available
talent they need.
SHARED FACILITIES
64% of businesses
sinesses surveyed currently rent. Shared ownership of facilities could offer not only
increased stability and lowered costs for these
the businesses, but also provide more flexibility. Only about 1/3
of all the businesses projecting operating profits 3-5
3 years out and expressing interest in shared facilities
reported facilities
lities to be a significant challenge for their business. However, 48% of all respondents intend to
expand their facilities over the next 3-5
3 5 years and 57% of those interested in shared facilities reported a
significant challenge with financing and raising capital. Furthermore, shared facilities offer the additional
benefit of fostering potential business partners and networking opportunities and 63% of the most viable
businesses interested in shared facilities reported that establishing business partnerships was a significant
challenge.. The Product and Service businesses projecting future profits and expressing interest in shared
facilities represent $19,055,768 in increased annual revenue and 24 new jobs over the next 3
3-5 years.
Based on such a small sample size, we can expect the actual economic impact to be much higher. There is
28
29

DTMB, “Washtenaw County Employment Training and Community Services Group Talent Bank Job Seeker Summary.”
See appendix, page 72.
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excess production facilities capacity locally for small scale businesses at Maker Works, a local maker space
that offers high tech production equipment including metal fabrication, electronics assembly, design
software, wood-working, sewing, etching and printing and much more. Given this existing production facility
and efforts already under way to build out commercial kitchens (in Ypsilanti and at The Food Hub), BEC
efforts to establish cooperative shared facilities will focus on office space initially. Office space is needed for
small businesses and will also be needed to house the cooperative shared services venture.
Co-working spaces, including maker spaces and office facilities, are gaining popularity and can have a
very strong positive impact on entrepreneurs. Ann Arbor’s Maker Works is a good example. These facilities
make a number of key contributions from an economic and business development perspective. Co-working
spaces offer flexible, low-risk access to facilities and space for early stage companies needing to develop
and understand their markets and production techniques before committing to long-term facilities and
equipment purchases. Entrepreneurs and businesses using co-working spaces can form networks and
partnerships and gain general support from their peers, opportunities invaluable to any business, but
especially critical for early stage companies.
COOPERATIVELY EXPANDING MARKET ACCESS
The opportunity to serve larger markets through collaboration is clear given that sales, marketing
and establishing strong business partnerships are so consistently reported as significant challenges for small
businesses. The surveyed businesses that expressed interest in cooperatively accessing larger markets
represent $1,686,000 in increased annual revenues and $490,400 in projected new annual wages for Food
businesses, $2,212,400 in increased revenues and $612,000.00 in projected new wages for Product
businesses, and $7,393,668 in increased revenues and $4,074,000 in projected new wages for Service
businesses over the next 3-5 years. Business owners interested in these types of co-ops projected creating a
total of 134 new jobs.
Again, it is important to consider the degree to which there are anchored, or at least robust and
diversified, local markets for these businesses before we can understand the sustainability and potential
impact of specific opportunities for local ventures. With the exception of St. Joseph’s Mercy Hospital, most
local institutions did not report having a formal local procurement policy or quota. However, University of
Michigan (U of M Health Systems), Eastern Michigan University, and Washtenaw Community College all
have at least informal policies encouraging the practice and expressed interest in shifting spending to more
local businesses. Furthermore, it is very exciting that Washtenaw County OCED is actively developing a
formal local procurement policy and most of our data about institutional procurement comes from the
research that will inform these efforts. Challenges include scaling, aggregation, establishing preferred
vendor status, delivery and pricing.30
It is part of the design of the BEC to facilitate the connection between local markets and local businesses.
• The sale of member-owners shares to consumers and large buyers engages these stakeholders,
building relationships and loyalty. Involving them in decision making also facilitates the flow of
information between producers/service providers and their markets.
• Shared sales and marketing staff for member businesses will help them reach more consistent sales
volumes and diversified markets.
• Collaboration, staffing, and operational support will help small businesses scale up for larger orders.
• These survey results suggest that one of the BEC’s top priorities should be a facilitated “local job
board.” The job board will act as a clearinghouse connecting local buyer demand with capable local
producers and service providers.
30

Rosene-Mirvis, “Washtenaw County Local Procurement” study.
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SPECIFIC CO-OPS for FOOD BUSINESSES
Two of the food-specific cooperative possibilities we presented to survey participants would also
support efforts to reach larger markets or larger buyers: processing and packaging facilities and cooperative
CSAs. The following shows the interest level reported for cooperatives specific to only food businesses:
Table 12 – Interest Level of Surveyed Food Businesses in Food-specific Co-ops

Interest Level
Very Interested
Somewhat Interested
Total Interested
Reluctant
Not Interested /
Not Applicable

Coop Fresh
Produce
Processing and
Packaging
19%
38%
56%
0%

Coop CSA
(essentially
collaborative
presales)
50%
19%
69%
13%

Coop
Purchasing
from Local
Producers
19%
56%
75%
6%

Coop
Purchasing
of Inputs /
Supplies
38%
38%
75%
0%

Coop
Financing of
Certification
25%
38%
63%
6%

31%

13%

19%

6%

13%

Co-op Produce Processing
Cooperative fresh produce processing and packaging facilities appears to have high potential for
directly addressing several significant challenges for viable local food businesses, especially scaling, efficiency
and sales, while offering broader market access. There were only 3 total survey respondents who were both
interested in a cooperatively owned fresh produce processing service and not projecting operating losses 3-5
years out. However, just those three businesses alone represent $1,538,000 in additional annual revenues
and 26 new jobs over the next 3-5 years. Further exploration is strongly recommended. The 3 additional
viable food businesses interested in directly using cooperative commercial kitchen facilities for value-add
products represent another approximately $300,000 in new annual revenues and about 3 more new jobs.
This data suggests the possibility that using a commercial kitchen for fresh produce processing and
packaging may have a greater immediate economic impact than developing one solely for value-add food
businesses. Of course, a commercial kitchen could potentially address both needs, but the primary focus
would likely impact design and outreach efforts. Further research is recommended.
Co-op CSA
Food businesses surveyed also reported high levels of interest in cooperative CSA distribution of
products from local farms and food manufacturing businesses. Only four food businesses were both
interested in cooperative CSAs and not projecting operating losses in 3-5 years, representing $193,000 in
new annual revenues and 6 new jobs. However, if we include all eleven businesses interested in the CSA
proposal, they represent $433,000 in new revenues and 50 new jobs. The relatively small capital
investment required makes CSAs attractive options. Cooperative CSAs could be facilitated through existing
food-based organizations, ideally ones involved in aggregation and distribution such as The Food Hub.
Cooperative CSAs could also help facilitate peer-to-peer learning among small producers and manufacturers
and foster other partnerships such as the coordination of bulk purchasing.
Co-op Purchasing
The high level of interest in cooperative purchasing was somewhat surprising given how few
businesses rated purchasing as a significant challenge. However, cooperative purchasing from local
suppliers would have the additional benefit of increasing local spending. Cooperative purchasing could also
lower overhead costs for local food producers and manufacturers and increase efficiency, potentially making
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more of the food businesses surveyed economically viable in the long-term. Lowering the cost of local food is
especially of importance when selling to commercial buyers and large institutional buyers. Larger buyers
(such as local institutions) could join such a co-op and vastly increase its economic development impact.
This area is also strongly recommended for further exploration.
Certification
Finally, there appears to be significant interest in cooperatively financing food certification processes.
However, only 30% of the interested businesses reported this to be a significant challenge for their business,
so it is difficult to make the argument that such a co-op would remove significant barriers for a large number
of local businesses. However, University of Michigan requires its food producers to have food safety
certifications, such as GAP. Expanding opportunities for affordable GAP certification of local farms could shift
substantial amounts of U of M’s food purchasing towards local suppliers.
DISTRIBUTION and WAREHOUSING (Food or Product businesses)
The following shows the results for cooperative warehousing or distribution:
Table 13 – Interest Level of Surveyed Food & Product Businesses in Co-op Distribution & Warehousing
Interest Level
Very Interested
Somewhat Interested
Total Interested
Reluctant
Not Interested / Not Applicable

Co-op Distribution
31%
21%
52%
7%
24%

Co-op Warehousing and Storage
14%
31%
45%
7%
24%

Further research is recommended for cooperative distribution or warehousing possibilities. Only 38% of the
businesses interested in cooperative warehousing and projecting future operating profits reported that
warehousing was a significant challenge potentially holding them back from achieving their goals. Cost
savings could be significant enough to justify the shared warehousing, but further research would be
required. A shortage of freezer storage is especially worth exploring since it is a known barrier to expanding
local food markets year-round.
Distribution is a tougher question. 50% of the businesses interested in cooperative distribution and
projecting future operating profits reported that distribution was a significant challenge potentially holding
them back from achieving their goals. However, distribution on a small scale may be challenging. Further
comments are made in the sector-specific opportunities section (page 48).

Challenges of Cooperatives from Survey Respondents’ Perspectives
We asked business owners to tell us what concerns they might have about participating in a
cooperative and several themes emerged. Although many expressed multiple concerns, 11% of businesses
reported no concerns, and 67% of businesses reported only one concern. The following themes emerged as
common concerns about participating in cooperatives:
• Group dynamics & social issues
• Conflicting interests among members
• Lack of control/autonomy
• Bad impression of cooperatives
• Potential lack of equity and fairness among
• Unsure how it would be personally beneficial
member-owners
• Wary of working with competitors
• Large time commitment
• Too unfamiliar with cooperatives
• Inefficient decision making
• Losing personal business’s identity
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Figure 11 shows the percentage of respondents sharing each type of concern.
concern (Multiple concerns
could be reported, so total exceeds 100%.) 79% of business surveyed expressed one of the top six concerns.
concerns

Figure 12 - Types of Concerns about Cooperatives Shared by Owners Surveyed
20%
18%
16%
14%
12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%
0%

Survey responses and community discussions showed some local lack of knowledge about
cooperatives. Many are unfamiliar with effective examples of cooperative businesses, how cooperatives can
function, and how they can be structured. However, a somewhat surprisingly high percent (30%)
(
of surveyed
businesses reported
d exploring joining or forming a cooperative for their business in the past,
past suggesting that
educating the county’s business community about cooperatives will not be an insurmountable challenge.
Education about cooperative business models is the first step
step necessary to increase buy-in
buy and
address concerns. For example, inefficient decision
decision-making,
making, although certainly a legitimate concern, need
not be a quality of all cooperatives. By establishing explicit by-laws
by
and delegating authority,
authority cooperative
businesses
inesses can streamline decision-making
decision
processes. Contrary
ontrary to popular assumptions, cooperatives are
not always run by consensus decision
decision-making in all matters. Member-elected
elected representatives and a majority
vote are two of many alternative decision-making
decision
strategies that can be employed.
Most of the concerns survey respondents expressed are fairly easy to minimize in a properly
designed cooperative business model. The following will be important for addressing participants’ concerns
• Education about cooperatives
peratives
• Effective meeting facilitation
• Striking a balance between delegating authority and allowing member-owner
member owner voice in decisions
• Clear by-laws
• Ensuring that cooperative membership adds genuine value and does not impede business owners
from running their
eir own businesses independently and efficiently
• Diverse and well trained Board of Directors
• Clear cooperative purpose and mission
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Existing Business Support Services
Our study also asked respondents about business support services within Washtenaw County and
opportunities for improving them. These services provide assistance to businesses with planning, capital
and financing, marketing, hiring, and other start-up business needs.
Microloan Financing Services
Despite the fact that more than half of survey respondents listed capital and financing as a
significant challenge to their business, usage and in some cases awareness of local microloan programs
was relatively low. For instance, 46% of all businesses listing capital and financing as a significant challenge
were unaware of CEED services.
Workforce Development and Employer Services
It is even more striking that less than 25% of surveyed businesses reported using workforce
development or recruitment services at Michigan WORKS! and/or Washtenaw Community College, despite
the fact that more than half of businesses noted hiring as a significant challenge. Well over half those that
did use the services were pleased. 47% of businesses that listed hiring as either a significant challenge did
not use workforce development services because they did not have time. Small business owners and
entrepreneurs may be too busy managing the many aspects of their businesses to invest time in obtaining
workforce development or recruitment support services. Even among big businesses, staffing shortages can
be self-perpetuating because there is little time to devote to hiring and training processes. This suggests a
need for integrated and streamlined business support services that address hiring needs, such as those
offered by a BEC, or through increased communication among employer services and other business support
organizations. Along these lines, streamlining and updating local employer services is strongly
recommended.31
Advising Services
SBTDC services show a high success rate (70.6%), yet the services were mainly helpful for product
and service businesses (100% and 70% success rates respectively), with a lower usage and satisfaction rate
for food businesses. Survey responses and interviews suggest that SBTDC has an opportunity to expand its
understanding of food businesses in order to better serve this important part of our local business
community. (ACEnet in Athens, OH provides highly effective food business support services. See appendix
page 69.) We are told that SBTDC is streamlining their business plan requirements and moving to more
agile planning tools. This seems a very positive step and is expected to increase the usage and success rate
of the services for business owners’ who are more interested in detailed and personalized advice more
than assistance writing a formal business plan.
Business leaders and entrepreneurial support specialists told us that reports from SCORE clients vary
widely depending on the mentor they receive. Mentor and advising services would be strengthened by
allowing clients to try out more than one advisor. Slightly different perspectives, personalities and
strengths can mesh better with one entrepreneur or another’s needs. This change would benefit clients by
offering a more inclusive set of approaches and perspectives and may very well save time or advisors by
allowing them to concentrate on clients for whom they can be most helpful.
SPARK Incubation and Business Classes
SPARK shows a fairly high success rate with local businesses surveyed (73.7%). However, almost all
of the businesses we surveyed were suitable primarily for SPARK-hosted business classes since its
31

Several very cost effective off-the-shelf searchable and highly customizable databases such as PCRecruiter are available.
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incubation services target technology-based start-ups. It is interesting to note that despite the fact that
SPARK does not target the types of businesses surveyed, a higher percentage of businesses (96%) were
aware of SPARK than of any other support service with the exception of MSU Extension (100% awareness).
It is reasonable to presume that this is due to the higher degree of press coverage and visibility high-tech
sectors enjoy.
MSU Extension (Food Product and Business Development Support)
MSU Extension, one of the most prominent and widely used resources available to food
entrepreneurs in Michigan businesses, could expand its marketing plan assistance from the perspective of
local business owners. It is unfortunate that fewer businesses will be able to afford the services since the
Extension moved to a fee-for-services model in 2011.
Takeaways:
• In general, businesses reported a desire for assistance tailored to their specific needs. Across all
business services, an opportunity exists to provide more personalized assistance.
• Entrepreneurs and small business owners often are unaware services exist, especially microloan
programs and employer services. The portal under development could help address this.
• Owners may be stretched too thin to take advantage of potentially helpful services. A more
integrated business support model, such as that offered by a BEC, could efficiently and
simultaneously assist with multiple business needs at one site.
• Local business services in general could expand their familiarity with and ability to serve a broader
diversity of business types and models.
• We also interviewed leaders from all the above business support services. With the exception of
MSU Extension, none of them have a strong grasp of cooperatives nor are they equipped to
support local stakeholders interested in launching cooperative ventures.
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Section 5
Washtenaw County Workforce and Job Creation
The strengths and needs of our workforce as well as the general quality of jobs are important factors
that should be taken into consideration in choosing the types of businesses that we want to encourage in our
community. In discussions regarding job creation, we often hear the important question, “are we creating
the kinds of jobs we want to create?” Perhaps the most frequent measure of this is the average income for
different job types. This is an important measure. However, there are other, less common approaches that
can be taken in conjunction with income levels as measures of job desirability. As any career services
professional will readily tell you, there are many factors besides money that job seekers take into
consideration, and they are often at least as important to them as wage increases.
The fact of the matter is that we will never have a workforce that is 100% employed in high wage
jobs. Economic reasons aside, not all of our workforce is, can be, or perhaps even wants to be qualified for
the highest paying jobs. Below is a snapshot of the experience level of Washtenaw County’s active job
seekers.
Table 14 - Washtenaw County Workforce Experience Level
Experience Level
Internship
Entry Level
Experienced (Non-Manager)
Manager/Supervisor
Executive

Count Of Candidates
59
348
417
197
63

Source: Pure Michigan Talent Connect, May, 2013.

If we want entry level workers to be able to move into the “experienced” category, we must create
at least some entry level jobs. What do workers entering these jobs need? Many need flexibility and
accommodation of other goals. Some of the job seekers that struggle hardest must prioritize taking care of
family and dependents. Training and education can be difficult if not impossible to fit in for someone who is
barely scraping by and trying to balance the important, usually completely unpaid work of caring for others.
Many face other barriers such as transportation or underdeveloped interpersonal skills or “soft skills,” such
as customer service, good communication, or conflict resolution. In other cases, youth are not entering
available career paths because the jobs and companies do not appeal to them culturally. Creating a lot of
relatively high paying jobs will never capture many of our chronically unemployed and underemployed. On
the other hand, while many of the business sectors focused on in this report create jobs that appropriate
for entry level workers, it will be critical to make these jobs desirable and sustainable.

Employee Turnover Rates
WHEN EMPLOYERS LAYOFF and FIRE
One alternative measure of desirability of certain types of jobs is their relative stability. It is
important to recognize the effects of chronic instability in the sectors with highest layoff and discharge rates
when making economic or business investment decisions. The table below shows the average rate at which
employers laid off and discharged their workers over the last ten years by selected industries (as a
percentage of total employment in each sector).
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Table 15 - U.S. Average Employee Turnover Rates Due to Layoffs & Discharges by Industry
Type of Turnover: Layoffs and Discharges
Industry (from higher to lower layoff and discharge rates)
Average Annual Rate 2003-2013
Arts, entertainment, and recreation
47.03
Construction
46.59
Professional and business services
27.85
Accommodation and food services
20.26
Other services
18.04
Retail trade
18.02
Transportation, warehousing, and utilities
16.06
Nondurable goods manufacturing
14.99
Durable goods manufacturing
14.27
Wholesale trade
13.23
Financial activities
10.72
Information
10.71
Education and health services
9.86
Total private (all sectors, including those not shown)
19.09
Source: Calculated based on Bureau of Labor Statistics “Job Openings and Labor Turnover Survey (JOLTS)”

Some of the above instability is due to a variety of industry-specific factors that simply serve as
cautionary considerations for economic developers targeting particular sectors. However, much of the
instability is due to seasonality. “Nearly 41 percent of employers initiating an extended mass layoff action
during 2011 gave Seasonal as the reason for their long-term work stoppage. These employers were located in
nearly every industry category.”32 This quoted study only pertains to larger businesses. Small businesses,
such as locally owned retail, construction, and food production, are even less likely to be able to afford
excess staff during seasonal downturns. It is important to recognize the effects of seasonal instability as a
cost to employers as well as employees. Businesses with high layoff and discharge rates must rehire and
retrain employees continually. Temporary and seasonal staff cross-training and sharing among small
businesses seems a good approach that benefits both the businesses and the workers.
WHEN EMPLOYEES QUIT
Another important indicator of job desirability is the rate at which employees voluntarily leave jobs
in various sectors. The next table shows the average rate at which employees quit their jobs over the last ten
years (as a percentage of total employment in each sector) for selected industries.
Table 16 - U.S. Average Employee Turnover Rates Due to Quits by Industry
Type of Turnover: Quits
Industry (from higher to lower quit rates)
Average Annual Rate 2003-2013
Accommodation and food services
48.39
Retail trade
31.29
Arts, entertainment, and recreation
28.37
Professional and business services
28.25
Other services
24.2
Construction
22.6
Education and health services
17.91
Information
17.32
Transportation, warehousing, and utilities
17.04
32

DTMB (Michigan Department of Technology, Management & Budget). “Mass Layoff Statistics Annual Review: Michigan: 2011.”
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Financial activities
Nondurable goods manufacturing
Wholesale trade
Manufacturing
Durable goods manufacturing
Total private (all sectors, including those not shown)

16.51
15.85
14.77
13.59
12.23
24.3

Source: Calculated based on Bureau of Labor Statistics “Job Openings and Labor Turnover Survey (JOLTS).”

Workers may quit the sectors near the top of the list for any number of reasons including low pay,
job instability due to seasonality, inflexibility of hours and lack of accommodation of personal goals or
needs (such as transportation, childcare, etc.), poor working conditions, cultural factors, etc. Whatever the
reasons, turnover rates are not only a cost to the economy, but
The average retail businesses in
a significant cost to businesses. A CBS MoneyWatch article
Washtenaw County has about 17
cited recent research on the cost of employee turnover to
employees and would lose 5 of them
companies. “Turnover costs include productivity losses during
per year at average quit rates. This
training, recruiting and lost work while a position is vacant. For
turnover results in an estimated cost of
all jobs earning less than $50,000 per year, [which is] more
$22,000 per year for the average local
than 40 percent of U.S. jobs, the average cost of replacing an
retail business.
employee amounts to fully 20 percent of the person's annual
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salary.”

What do these turnover rates tell us?
Perhaps surprisingly, for many who know the history of the automotive industry locally,
manufacturing stands out as an area with a relatively high degree of employment stability in both of the
above tables. There is certainly the talent locally to achieve well in this area. Some important differences
among subsectors of manufacturing will be highlighted as the report progresses.
In general, sectors with high turnover rates are most likely to experience staffing and hiring
challenges as potential barriers to growth. Actions should be taken to make career choices in these sectors
more desirable and sustainable for individuals in the long run, particularly where there is high potential for
local economic growth.
Retail trade and professional and business services sectors stand out, especially since retail trade
supports the growth of local producers and professional and business services are necessary for the general
health and development of local small businesses. Worker-ownership is one way to increase the desirability
of work in these areas (see worker-ownership section, page 44), but there are certainly others. Research on
the causes of employee turnover is recommended for any sectors that are high priorities for development.
Entrepreneurs seeking to enter the market in sectors with traditionally high quit rates should take
into account the high cost of employee turnover, seek assistance from local staffing support services (such as
Michigan Works Employer Services Programs), and take steps to understand and accommodate the needs
and preferences of their target workforce.
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Sociocultural Considerations
Four cultural observations can be made that impact Washtenaw County’s workforce, and the ability
of locally owned small businesses to hire effectively and take full advantage of growth opportunities. The
first two issues below combine to make local talent hesitant to accept available employment at local firms.
VALUE of BRANDING for EMPLOYEES
The first sociocultural issue impacting small local business’ ability to attract talent is a pressure that
exists for individuals to lean toward employment at large companies due to the value of well-known
company brands. The “cultural capital” of big company names reflects back on employees both socially and
economically through the increased wage potential often achieved by big-name company experience on
one’s resume. An education campaign could help counter the big-businesses cultural prejudice by
highlighting the opportunities for greater direct impact employees can have in a small business or startup
than they can have at larger companies. Such a campaign could also reinforce the positive community
development value of supporting local companies.
NEED for BEST PRACTICES in RECRUITMENT and RETENTION
Workforce member’s trust has been compromised due to a long, cyclic history of employment
instability, making potential employees hesitant and slower to develop company loyalty. This is coupled with
a national trend of poor recruitment and retention practices caused by the reduction of HR staff and the
recession-induced devaluing of human capital that led companies to adopt a view that there is an endless
supply of available and eager talent. Not only is this approach untenable as unemployment rates decrease,
but in general, the real business cost of employment instability and high turnover rates is unfortunately not
often recognized by employers. Local companies of all sizes could benefit from education and training in
good recruitment and retention practices. If companies can be encouraged to recognize the value of
investing in their employees, the cost of instability could be reduced while simultaneously rebuilding trust
within our local workforce.
The need to support local companies’ recruitment and retention practices is especially pronounced
for small business and microenterprise since they generally have little or no formally trained HR staff and
suffer from high variability in their staffing needs.
IMAGE of MANUFACTURING
A third sociocultural factor impacts manufacturing, an area with high potential for local growth. Over
the decade from 1999 to 2009, Washtenaw County’s manufacturing sectors lost 11,186 jobs, 73% of its
workforce.34 Despite the history in the region of mass layoffs in manufacturing, these sectors actually
perform quite well overall for long-term employment stability. This suggests that although new workers may
not seem interested in training for and entering these sectors due at least in part to local history, once in
these sectors, workers nationally tend to stay at their jobs. In fact, manufacturing has a lower quit rate than
some of Washtenaw County’s highest economic development priorities including education and healthcare,
professional and business services (which includes technical), and information (which includes IT).
Though certainly still a local strong suit and despite evidence of stability from the labor turnover
data, manufacturing has decreased as an attractive career option culturally and local youth are not being
encouraged to pursue it. Education highlighting the true conditions of modern manufacturing (dispelling
the myths of manufacturing as dirty and manual-labor intensive) would be one important step. Furthermore,
careful consideration of the type of manufacturing we might promote locally is necessary. Larger scale
manufacturing (with the possible exception of defense manufacturing, which is more difficult to take off
34

Fulton and Grimes, “The Economic Outlook for Washtenaw County 2012-2014,” pg 23
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shore), will always struggle against competition from lower-wage alternatives. On the other hand, smaller
scale manufacturing offsets wage competition by foregrounding the competitive advantages of agility,
quality and on-time delivery. Not only does our competitive advantage likely lie in prototyping and other
low-volume, high mix production, but this type of production also requires a more highly skilled and
engaged workforce, both in technical and management occupations. It therefore promises more desirable
career paths for our workforce. A manufacturing incubator that focused on modern, small-scale, lean and
more entrepreneurial production techniques would be recommended.
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS GAP
One important factor impacting employers’ inability to fill job openings locally is the difficulty of
finding and qualifying the right combination of technical skills and interpersonal skills. One suggestion for
addressing this, particularly as it applies to opportunities in machinery maintenance services, will be
presented in the sector-specific opportunities section (page 52). Another very interesting suggestion for
helping employers qualify available talent came from a local career services and higher education
professional who observed that many talented individuals simply are not in a position to pursue degrees and
certifications that “prove” skills they have already attained through experience. In such cases, both the job
seeker and employers would benefit from “badging,” meaning techniques of testing for, measuring and
qualifying skill sets, including both technical and interpersonal skills.

Summary
In general, the data and input from local employment and workforce development professionals
support the conclusion that there is a strong local talent base for all of the specific initiatives and ventures
this report recommends for growing locally owned small business. The challenge will be in making these
new jobs attractive, sustainable career options, helping employees and employers bridge interpersonal
skills gaps, and helping established employers as well as new ventures engage in effective recruitment and
retention practices. A more complete list of areas where our workforce faces job shortages is included in the
appendix on page 71.
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Section 6
Opportunities for Worker-ownership
Some adaptation is necessary for owner-members to thrive in a cooperative environment. Workerowners need to learn to think and act both as a team and as owners of the business. This latter way of
thinking may be relatively easy for business owners, but it can certainly present a challenge for the
traditional target benefactor of worker-owned co-ops: individuals who are used to barely making ends meet
as employees. The employment services professionals that weighed in on this study seemed to be in general
agreement that our local workforce could adapt well to worker-ownership and that they would be
attracted by the opportunity. This was confirmed by a serial entrepreneur who owns a commercial cleaning
business and a home-care business in Ypsilanti. In fact, she is exploring partnering with a local group working
to establish a worker-owned home care co-op.
We saw in Section 1 (page 3) the net worth impact of business ownership. Wealth building and asset
ownership are major advantages to worker-owned co-op models. It is also possible to estimate the income
increases possible through worker ownership. The following table shows the average income increase, by
selected industries, when average net business incomes are added to average wages. These increases are
likely understated for at least two reasons. The first reason is that worker ownership can bring productivity
gains, which lead to business income increases. Economist Brent Kramer’s study, for instance, showed that
employee owned firms had an average of 8.8% higher sales per employee than similar non-employee
owned companies.35 The second reason for the understatement is that the underlying data for business
income comes from tax filings, which may understate income amounts. By far the greatest gains are seen in
manufacturing and food production, suggesting that these should be priorities for the establishment of
worker-owned cooperatives or other worker ownership models, but it must be assumed that other lower
wage sectors would also welcome even a 3% gain.
Table 17 - - Effects of Distributing Business Income to Worker-Owners by Industry36
Industry (NAICS description)
(sorted lowest average pay to highest)
Accommodation and food services
Services to buildings and dwellings
Apparel manufacturing
Employment services
Business support services
Retail trade
Administrative and support services
Textile product mills
Arts, entertainment, and recreation
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting (601)
Wood product manufacturing
Food manufacturing
Furniture and related product manufacturing
Transportation and warehousing (603)
Facilities support services
Plastics and rubber products manufacturing
35
36

Average pay
per employee
$13,304
$22,460
$24,341
$25,097
$25,449
$25,532
$25,638
$27,729
$28,646
$30,994
$31,302
$31,328
$33,898
$34,468
$35,342
$35,463

Kramer, “Worker Ownership Effects on ‘Productivity’ in the U.S.”
Calculated based on U.S. Census Bureau data.
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Average pay plus
average net income from
business per employee
$13,717
$23,159
$40,454
$25,795
$26,148
$27,069
$26,337
$43,841
$29,032
$37,115
$47,415
$47,441
$50,010
$35,546
$36,040
$51,575

Percent income
increase with
ownership
3%
3%
66%
3%
3%
6%
3%
58%
1%
20%
51%
51%
48%
3%
2%
45%

Health care and social assistance
Beverage manufacturing
Printing
Fabricated metal product manufacturing
Transportation equipment manufacturing
Electrical equipment, appliance, and component
manufacturing
Construction
Wholesale trade
Machinery manufacturing
Computer and electronic product
manufacturing
All sectors

$36,265
$37,777
$37,864
$39,867
$39,899
$40,790

$37,416
$53,890
$53,977
$55,980
$56,011
$56,903

3%
43%
43%
40%
40%
40%

$43,618
$45,524
$45,625
$49,476

$45,883
$56,409
$61,738
$65,588

5%
24%
35%
33%

$34,270

$37,428

9%

Another important economic development note should be made here: owner pay from business income,
especially for publicly held firms, but also for other companies with absentee ownership, represents a
major leakage in a local economy. When owners do not live in the community, they do not spend their
income in the community, undermining the local multiplier effect. This, of course, is a primary argument for
supporting local ownership.
Beyond considerations of ownership and income, other things can be done to make employment in
lower paid, but more easily accessible careers, more viable. Among the needs that could more easily be
addressed through worker-owned cooperatives, largely since they are structured to prioritize owner
“benefit” above profit maximization, would be transportation, childcare, flexibility and accommodation of
needs, training and cross-training, job stability, desirable workplace culture, democratic governance, and
pride of ownership in the business. These factors could make traditionally unattractive jobs, whether due to
income, job instability, or cultural preference, more attractive and sustainable. Besides worker-owned
cooperatives, another promising idea that came out of our interviews with Michigan Works! staff was
collaboration among area businesses to provide transportation, childcare services or other
accommodations to their workforces cooperatively.
Benefits of launching worker-owned cooperatives:
• Community wealth building, anchoring capital and assets in the community
• The potential to transform traditionally low-wage work into sustainable careers with opportunity for
advancement and equity-building
• Improved employment stability, wages and working conditions
• Creating a sense of community pride
Several unique challenges confront efforts to establish worker-owned cooperatives. We have already
touched on the need to train workers to transition them to ownership-based decision-making. In addition,
there are challenges in
• Identifying champions and leadership
• Education, awareness building, and community engagement
• Business development expertise (including legal, accounting, etc.)
• Cooperative business development and management expertise (effective governance, educating and
training member-owners in their rights and responsibilities, etc.)
• Anchoring the ventures in direct connection to their markets
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The BEC under planning and development will be in a position to assist with qualifying leaders, but County
involvement in engaging potential leaders in target communities will be needed. The County can also assist
with education and awareness building. The BEC will be in an excellent position to offer business
development and cooperative development expertise.
The connection between worker-owned ventures and their markets will require collaboration and
broad participation that the County can also assist. The impact market participation has on the success of
worker-owned cooperatives cannot be overemphasized. This fact is implied in the “anchor market”
approach of Cleveland’s Evergreen Cooperatives and was emphasized by the owner of Maggie’s Organics, a
very successful Ypsilanti based garment business that has set the bar for sustainable practices in supply chain
management across the industry (even Nike was inspired by her groundbreaking approaches). Direct
connections between businesses and their markets promote stability and business sustainability,
information flows, mutual understanding between worker-owners and buyers (who may come from vastly
different cultural and socio-economic backgrounds), and, in general, relationships of mutual benefit
between buyers and sellers as opposed to antagonistic relationships that may replicate the oppressive
conditions worker-owned co-op models are designed to prevent.
Along this vein, it is important to remember that employee-owned cooperatives can also be multistakeholder cooperatives. In other words, customers and other community members can also participate as
member-owners. This model has the advantages of broader access to capital and increased market
participation, encouraging all the benefits of direct connection between small businesses and their markets,
including long-run sustainability.

Specific Worker-owned Enterprise Opportunities
Below is a list of businesses that may lend themselves particularly well to worker-owned enterprises
and meet the important criteria of evidencing an unmet and likely stable demand in Washtenaw County.
Additional comments on some will be made in the next section.
• Manufacturing and manufacturing services
• Temporary staffing
• Food processing and packaging, meal preparation services (note: there would be excellent synergies
with the Seeds for Change program)
• Commercial cleaning and maintenance
• Commercial laundry
• Home care (for which there is already a group working to establish a worker-owned company)
• Distribution and/or delivery services
• Plumbing or other skilled trades
Washtenaw County’s workforce is highly capable of helping grow any of these businesses, but efforts to
make the career options more attractive will be the key. The proposed BEC will take advantage of the
opportunity for worker-owned temporary staffing services at launch. It is the goal of the BEC to facilitate the
launch of other worker-owned businesses in sectors that show highest promise for benefit to the local
economy and local workforce as well. A commitment from the County and its employment services and
workforce development programs will be necessary to make such efforts successful.
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Section 7
Sector-specific Opportunities for Growing Local Business in Washtenaw County
Many economic devleopment reports base their growth projections on past performance by industry
sector. These predictions may very well come to pass, but for the sake of sustainable local economic
development practices an important point should be considered. Promoting development in sectors that
performed well in the past could lead to self-perpetuating efforts to grow areas that already represent
local strengths while ignoring less visible, underserved sectors. Most industries will be subject to some
degree of diminishing returns on investment and all certainly run up against increasing competition as
exports become a higher percentage of their sales. This suggests that the economic and workforce
development efforts will also show an eventual diminishing return on investments when focused on
industries based on past high growth rates.
Industry sectors where local markets rely heavily on imports from non-local businesses may well
represent very high potential for local economic growth, especially when taken in aggregate. Furthermore,
the value of economic diversification suggests that these areas in fact deserve our greatest attention.
These are some of the main premises that informed and inspired this research project.

Understanding the Leakage Calculator Data
The BALLE Leakage Calculator that informs this setion is a relatively rough-and-ready set of
calculations about our local economy that must be placed in the context of potential local constraints or
strengths such as local available resources, workforce, or community-specific buying preferences. Much of
the underlying data is availble in the appendix or by request from the author. The intention of this section of
the report is to highlight some of the highest potential sectors.
If we refer to a 10% increase in the local market share of local businesses, we mean the same as
saying that there would be a 10% shift in local spending from the imported goods and services of non-local
businesses to local products and services. In most cases, the true opportunities are much greater than
shown, but we wanted to look at changes that might be accomplished in relatively short timeframes. “Selfreliance” refers to the percentage of all expected demand for a product or service that is fulfilled locally.
Percentages “self-reliant” below 100% indicate that products and services are being imported from outside
Washtenaw County. These areas represent leakages in the local economy where opportunities may exist to
shift spending from non-local to local businesses, thereby capturing the additional “multiplier effect” of
localization since local business incomes and wages are more likely to be spent locally where they will further
boost employment and economic activity throughout the community.

Evaluating Specific Opportunities Locally
As already implied, the data is most meaningful when placed in the context of the unique
characteristics of the local economy, including its market preference and its relative strengths and
weaknesses in terms of material and human resources. Furthermore, opportunities to grow local businesses
should be evaluated by the degree to which a local operation would be competitive and advantageous.

44

Criteria for Evaluating Opportunities for Localization
Businesses with high potential for local development are likely to fall under one or more of
the following criteria for good local production or service delivery:
• Direct Relationships Factor – businesses where face-to-face relationships add
value are good candidates for localization. This is the case, for example, if intimacy
of understanding of one’s customers leads to better results, if customer loyalty and
long-term relationships are a key component of the business model, or if
social/cultural factors are important aspects of the purchasing decisions.
• Quality and Service over Price – domestically, we are most competitive where
quality and service are the keys to purchasing decisions. Furthermore, buyers can
feel more comfortable knowing they can easily go back to the provider if they have
issues in the future.
• Transportation Costs and Delivery – goods that are heavy and expensive to ship,
or products and services that require fast or highly coordinated delivery, are good
candidates for local businesses.
• Customization – products that are low volume and/or highly customized are good
candidates for local and small businesses.
Furthermore, we felt that it was critical to understand the degree to which local large buyers were
motviated to shift their spending to local businesess. During interviews conducted for a separate local
procurement study, local institutional buyers shared information about current vendors and purchasing
challenges to help identify opportunities to expand local purchasing by institutions. Institutions are rooted in
the community and thus provide a sustainable market for products and services. Large institutions hold a lot
of purchasing power; by shifting purchases towards local suppliers, local institutions can substantially
support local businesses and recirculate large amounts of capital in the local economy.
Research indicates that local product manufacturing and local food development may be the most
promising opportunities for increasing local businesses’ market share for institutional purchases.37
Interview data from the separate local procurement study is included in the appendix (page 72), summarizing
the challenges to shifting institutional spending that inform some recommendations in this section.

Washtenaw County Opportunities for Localization by Sector
Table 17 below shows the new earnings from job growth achievable by a 10% shift in spending from
non-local to local products and services for each of the major NAICS industry codes. Areas showing no
opportunities for new earnings are areas where Washtenaw County is already at least 100% self-reliant,
often with significant exports. These are current strengths. With the exception of Real Estate and Rental and
Leasing, these sectors have historically received significant attention. Nearer to the bottom of the table are
some of the biggest opportunities for localization.

37

Rosene-Mirvis, ‘Local Procurement in Washtenaw County” study.
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Table 18 - Opportunities for Localization in Washtenaw County by Sector (BALLE Leakage Calculator)
NAICS
Code
72
53
62
54
51
99
71
11
81
56
31 - 33
44 - 45
61
21
22
42
52
23
48 - 49

Industry
(sorted by degree of current self-reliance, highest first)
Accommodation and Food Services
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
Health Care and Social Assistance
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Information
Unclassified
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, and Agriculture Support
Other Services (except Public Administration)
Administrative and Support and Waste Management and
Remediation Services
Manufacturing
Retail Trade
Educational Services
Mining
Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Finance and Insurance
Construction
Transportation and Warehousing

New Earnings at 10% Shift in
Self-reliance
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$18,883
$244,567
$258,578
$2,376,890
$2,902,668
$3,563,442
$3,661,833
$3,825,501
$4,365,473
$10,054,676
$14,629,275
$17,697,899
$23,881,041
$33,918,144

Note that, from this perspective, there is no data to confirm the expected economic impact of growth in the
sectors at the top of the table since Washtenaw County is already providing at levels that meet local demand
and therefore faces the relatively unpredictable variables of macroeconomic demand and competition.
Overall, the table above indicates huge opportunities for local economic development. A modest 10% shift
in spending from non-local to local businesses across all sectors in which the county is less than 100% “selfreliant” would result in a total of 2,554 new jobs for Washtenaw County, at a very rough estimate. This is
without the additional benefits expected from a local multiplier effect. A more detailed treatment of some
of the highest potential industry categories follows.
TRANSPORTATION and DISTRIBUTION38
Not only is there an opportunity for job creation in these sectors, but Michigan Works reports that
we have a large workforce with Commercial Driver’s Licenses. Furthermore, distribution is important for
supporting sales and the allowing local businesses to reach local markets. However, reports from Fifth
Season Cooperative in Wisconsin and an in-depth interview with a small local distribution company suggest
that distribution is only profitable at large scales. In other words, despite the potential for almost $34
Million in new earning at a modest 10% increase in market share for local businesses, there are barriers to
entry and growth for small businesses in this sector. However, there are at least two successful locally
owned distribution companies, suggesting that the right support could help this sector grow locally.
Oklahoma Food Co-op is an internet-based food distribution company owned by producers and customers. It
has achieved a reduction from the usual 73 cent cost of distribution per $1 spent on food to just 18 cents,
including transportation, marketing and packaging.39 Further research is recommended.

38

Warehousing is left out since it was not emphasized as a significant local business need. Distribution is sometimes included in this
NAICS category, but not consistently. See http://www.census.gov/eos/www/naics/faqs/faqs.html for changes that are being made.
39
McKee, “Home Grown: OK Food Coop Model for Local Food System Spreading Nationwide”
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CONSTRUCTION
It is reasonable to assume that many of the opportunities for growth in the construction sector will
simply re-employ existing workforce that was put out of work over the last 6 years due to recession.
Nonetheless, reports from workforce development professionals do indicate that there are significant
shortages in selected skilled trades, especially plumbing, HVAC and electrical. Plumbing, in particular, has
cultural set-backs as a relatively unattractive career, according to local reports, despite the relatively high pay
and steady work. It is also relatively solitary work, compared to some other construction trades. Again,
worker-owned co-ops are one approach to transforming the work. Further research is suggested, but it is
plausible that the work could be significantly rebranded. It is possible to imagine younger workers
countering the social stigma of these skilled trades by taking pride in launching their own company and
managing it as team.
FINANCE & INSURANCE
There is clearly an opportunity for the local economy to grow from supporting more local businesses
in this sector. In fact, the only subcategories in which Washtenaw County does enjoy “100% self-reliance,”
are Real Estate Credit and Credit Unions.40 Of course, this is a highly consolidated industry sector with
significant barriers to entry for local firms. At almost $18 Million in annual increased earnings from new
jobs created by just a 10% shift in spending, further research and efforts to remove barriers for local finance
are strongly recommended.
RETAIL TRADE
This is an industry category that especially benefits from detailed analysis, so more detailed data is
presented below. Despite the possibility of gains of over $3.5 Million in earnings from new jobs at a
modest 10% shift in spending, certain sub-sectors are oversaturated. The table below shows where
Washtenaw County has an overabundance of retail and where there are shortages. The biggest
opportunities for growth are where we are less than 100% self-reliant as you move toward the bottom of the
table. Since retail is not as well suited to export as other sectors (such as wholesale trade), local business
trying to enter sectors near the top of the table will face significant competition.
Table 19 - Current Self-reliance in Washtenaw County for Retail (BALLE Leakage Calculator)
Industry Name
Baked Goods Stores
Pet and Pet Supplies Stores
Fruit and Vegetable Markets
Hardware Stores
Family Clothing Stores
All Other Health and Personal Care Stores
News Dealers and Newsstands
Other Gasoline Stations
Used Merchandise Stores
All Other Home Furnishings Stores
Gift, Novelty, and Souvenir Stores
Department Stores (except Discount Department Stores)
Sporting Goods Stores
Radio, Television, and Other Electronics Stores

Percent Self Reliant
149.07
147.72
144.99
144.71
135.42
131.43
120.53
120.35
118.46
115.18
112.26
106.44
104.36
103.68

40

The latter strength, incidentally, is especially laudable since Credit Unions are cooperative financial institutions. Overall, credit
unions have an excellent track record of lending to locally owned businesses. Their lending activities did not decline as sharply during
the financial crisis, and the performance of their loan portfolios were remarkably high compared to larger national financial
institutions.
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Florists
Jewelry Stores
Beer, Wine, and Liquor Stores
Floor Covering Stores
Furniture Stores
Other Clothing Stores
Recreational Vehicle Dealers
Vending Machine Operators
Optical Goods Stores
Mail-Order Houses
Shoe Stores
Confectionery and Nut Stores
Meat Markets
Art Dealers
Convenience Stores
Supermarkets and Other Grocery (except Convenience) Stores
Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies, and Perfume Stores
New Car Dealers
Tobacco Stores
Pharmacies and Drug Stores
Other Direct Selling Establishments
Motorcycle Dealers
Women's Clothing Stores
All Other Specialty Food Stores
Nursery, Garden Center, and Farm Supply Stores
Outdoor Power Equipment Stores
Other Building Material Dealers
Paint and Wallpaper Stores
All Other Miscellaneous Store Retailers (except Tobacco Stores)
Tire Dealers
All Other General Merchandise Stores
Men's Clothing Stores
Liquefied Petroleum Gas (Bottled Gas) Dealers
Automotive Parts and Accessories Stores
Household Appliance Stores
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores
Prerecorded Tape, Compact Disc, and Record Stores
Hobby, Toy, and Game Stores
Electronic Shopping
Children's and Infants' Clothing Stores
Musical Instrument and Supplies Stores
Office Supplies and Stationery Stores
Electronic Auctions
Sewing, Needlework, and Piece Goods Stores
Used Car Dealers
All Other Motor Vehicle Dealers
Food (Health) Supplement Stores
Window Treatment Stores
Clothing Accessories Stores
Boat Dealers
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102.56
97.31
92.51
86.18
85.52
83.61
80.21
80.2
79.11
77.97
76.96
76.31
75.55
74.74
73.72
72.71
71.85
71.02
70.98
68.5
67.78
66.99
64.85
64.62
63.52
63.26
57.4
54.96
54.33
54.02
53.68
52.98
51.57
49.59
48.87
47.07
46.71
43.74
42.08
38.33
38.19
28.22
25.67
24.2
22.46
21.78
19.44
17.68
16.77
16.51

Warehouse Clubs and Supercenters
Computer and Software Stores
Heating Oil Dealers
Manufactured (Mobile) Home Dealers
Camera and Photographic Supplies Stores
Fish and Seafood Markets
Luggage and Leather Goods Stores
Other Fuel Dealers
Home Centers
Discount Department Stores

12.78
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

One of the proposed projects for the BEC is to provide a shared retail space that would not only allow
local producers to showcase their products on a rotating basis, but also allow new retail businesses to test
out their product mix and their market before making long-term lease commitments.
MANUFACTURING
This is another industry category that benefits from a more detailed analysis. A recent report41
forecasts that, for Southeast Michigan, overall manufacturing output will increase while total manufacturing
jobs will decrease. However, the same authors project growth in this sector for Washtenaw County, though
at a slowed rate (712 new jobs through 2015) compared to the last three years. Most interestingly, all of the
gains are projected to come from outside the automotive industry.42
In general, opportunities to encourage local businesses in these areas should be carefully evaluated
for their likely competitiveness and advantage. As was pointed out in the worker-ownership section (pages
43-44), manufacturing is one of the areas with the highest expected benefit to income from local ownership.
It should also be noted that, despite the declined interest in entering careers in this sector, it does appear
that Washtenaw County still has an underutilized workforce.43
DURABLE GOODS PRODUCTION
Given the criteria for best prospects for localization, especially issues of customization, quality and
service, these manufacturing sectors show high promise. From this criteria, and given that we have an
institutional buyer market motivated to shift spending to local businesses, commercial Furniture
Manufacturing is worth exploration. Washtenaw Community College and Eastern Michigan University were
both asked about the opportunity and they emphasized that the purchases were low volume, highly variable,
and requiring exact specifications. Pricing would also be a concern,44 but an interview with a capable local
producer suggests that it should not be a barrier. At a modest 10% shift in spending to local producers,
furniture manufacturing is estimated to create 24 jobs and nearly $880,000 in annual earnings.
Local institutions also identified potential opportunities to shift spending to locally produced
scientific, medical and electrical supplies and equipment. All of these would be capital intensive to launch
production, but there may be capable manufacturers already in place locally and further research is
recommended.45 At a modest 10% increase in market share for local producers, electrical supplies
manufacturing could provide 13 jobs and nearly $990,000 in annual earnings while audio and video
41

Fulton and Grimes, “Retrenchment and Renewal: The Economic and Demographic Outlook for Southeast Michigan through 2040,”
pg 29.
42
Fulton and Grimes “The Economic Outlook for Washtenaw County in 2013-2015,” pg 21.
43
A 2012 count showed 744 job seekers in excess of Production and Operations jobs. DTMB “Washtenaw County Employment
Training and Community Services Group Talent Bank Job Seeker Summary (April – June 2012).”
44
Rosene-Mirvis, “Local Procurement in Washtenaw County” study.
45
Ibid.
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equipment manufacturing could provide 9 jobs and $404,000 in annual earnings. Fulton and Grimes project
a total gain of 246 new jobs in medical equipment and supplies and computer and electronic products
through 2015,46 suggesting that there are growing local manufacturers in Washtenaw County that could fulfill
at least some localization efforts.
Reports suggest that there are also shortages in robotics, welding, CNC operators and PLC
programmers. Worker ownership could make these more attractive (and certainly higher paid) career
options for new talent entering the market. Job seeker data suggests there may be some underutilized talent
with the right technical skills but lacking interpersonal skills. To the extent that is the case, the co-op concept
outlined below for machinery maintenance could be applied to these areas as well.
NONDURABLE GOODS PRODUCTION
The highest potential areas for jobs creation and increased economic activity by far in this sector are
found in food production, where freshness and highly coordinated delivery are significant factors. Food is
given its own section below. Overall, Washtenaw County is not strong in consumer manufacturing, most
likely because this sector is dominated by high-volume, low-mix production, where efficiencies of scale
dominate and transportation is relatively inexpensive.
Localization of garment manufacturing is one possibility that deserves attention in this sector,
particularly given the current efforts of several entrepreneurs to explore it. At a modest 10% shift in spending
to local producers, garment manufacturing is estimated to create 8 jobs and $406,000 in new annual
earnings. Production could be developed, and at least two enterprises are being explored by local
entrepreneurs and co-op developers. However, this is a highly competitive sector that has traditionally relied
on low cost labor. Fashion markets are finicky and often unstable. Where local institutional and commercial
markets could shift purchasing for uniforms and other fabric products, pricing, scaling and efficiency may be
barriers. Overall, it is unclear if garment manufacturing could readily be both competitive and beneficial to
the workforce. However, this sector promises the largest gains from worker-ownership at a 66% increase
in income.47 Further research is recommended, perhaps focusing on relatively low-volume, high-mix
specialty products that take advantage of socially and environmentally conscious markets. Maggie’s Organics
is a successful local company along these lines that is very motivated to shift spending to local production.
OTHER SERVICES
The most notable subsector in this category is Commercial and Industrial Machinery Repair and
Maintenance. The opportunities here are strongly confirmed by local reports which suggest that there are
both talent and job opportunities, but a significant difficulty connecting them. These are highly technical jobs
maintaining plant floor equipment. Important as it is to local manufacturers to protect their capital
investments, they struggle to maintain adequate staff. According to local reports, the challenge here is
primarily underdeveloped “soft skills” in the available talent base. A team-based approach, where each team
is assigned at least one member with strong customer service and communication skills, shows great promise
in connecting demand and supply in this area of the workforce. Because most local companies do not need a
whole team of fulltime employees with these skill sets, a contract services company serving multiple local
clients may well be the best organizational structure to fulfill the need. It should be noted that unions in
heavy industry, such as USW have been exploring cooperatives actively. Still, union relationships should be
carefully considered. According to the Leakage Calculator, at a 25% increase in local self-reliance, there are
35 new jobs possible and an annual earnings increase of $1,578,747. With worker ownership, especially
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Fulton and Grimes “The Economic Outlook for Washtenaw County in 2013-2015,” pg 21.
See Table 17, page 44.
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given that these jobs are manufacturing
manufacturing-based,
based, the expected average annual earnings of $44,800 per job
could be expected to increase 30--40%.
Commercial Laundry
aundry and Linen Supply also show local shortages according the Leakage Calculator.
Cleveland’s
veland’s Evergreen Cooperatives chose this area for their first worker
worker-owned
owned launch because they were
able to find anchored institutional markets for the services, which is conceivable in Washtenaw County as
well.. Though local institutions have not expressed a need, some local restaurants have.
have These are relatively
capital intensive to launch, howev
however,, so further research is strongly recommended before any investment.
investment
ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT and FACILITIES SERVICES
This sector is dominated by relatively low-wage
low wage jobs, especially compared to manufacturing. One
criterion that can help identify good candidates
candidates for worker ownership is the degree to which certain types of
businesses struggle to attract and retain staff at a competitive wage. Worker-ownership
ownership is an excellent way
to make improvements in working conditions, job stability, wages, or just about
about any other factor that may be
making the work less than desirable. Reports tell us that Commercial Cleaning
leaning is one of areas in which local
businesses struggle to attract and retain the needed staff. This is somewhat surprising given that one
recent count showed an excess of 1,316 job seekers compared to jobs in Washtenaw County.48 The graph
below shows that there are significant opportunities for growth locally in Janitorial
anitorial and Facilities support
services.
Figure 13 - New Earnings at 10% Increase in Local Market Share - Administrative Support Sectors49
Tour Operators
Document Preparation Services
Other Business Service Centers (including Copy Shops)
Telephone Answering Services
Solid Waste Collection
All Other Business Support Services
Security Systems Services (except Locksmiths)
Travel Agencies
Remediation Services
Exterminating and Pest Control Services
Janitorial Services
All Other Travel Arrangement and Reservation Services
Collection Agencies
Convention and Trade Show Organizers
Landscaping Services
Employment Placement Agencies
Telemarketing Bureaus
Facilities Support Services
Security Guards and Patrol Services
Temporary Help Services

$124,214.30
$143,287.23
$147,468.52
$167,049.84
$170,565.25
$207,572.85
$233,832.07
$277,685.54
$281,012.93
$292,479.42
$348,110.78
$433,631.04
$436,530.44
$498,723.51
$727,125.89
$835,955.42
$855,155.83
$1,042,587.94
$1,412,353.10
$1,747,309.97

By far the
he highest potential area for growth in this category is in Temporary
emporary Staffing services, a topic
that has been mentioned several times throughout. Worker ownership is strongly recommended, since this
thi
work is traditionally low paying and unstable,
unstable and facilitated launch of worker-owned
owned enterprises could both
48
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DTMB, “Washtenaw County Employment Training and Community Services Group Talent Bank Job Seeker Summary.”
BALLE Leakage Calculator data.
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increase the success of these companies and provide employment stability. In some cases, seasonal
variability is the primary challenge such that employees continually leave for jobs that promise more stability.
A co-op employment staffing service could provide stability to these employees, cross-training them for work
at multiple local companies that need part-time or highly variable staff while also offering equity-building
opportunities, and long-term training for career enhancement. Such co-ops, by pooling employer and
employee resources, could also serve to remove barriers to employment that many of the most likely to fill
these types of positions face, such as transportation, child care, and scheduling flexibility. There is very
clearly local talent to fill these temporary staffing needs.50 It would also be reasonable to expect fairly quick
gains in this area due to the market from the microenterprises we surveyed experiencing such variability in
their sales volumes. At a 25% increase in sales for locally owned temporary staffing services, we could
expect 165 new jobs and $4,368,275 in new annual earnings according to the Leakage Calculator.
FOOD SECTORS
Our local community is particularly well suited for development in the food sector, with a strong
corps of local food businesses and entrepreneurs, advocates, and supporters already making strides towards
a more localized and vibrant food business community. Michael Shuman’s 2013 food system analysis
indicates that a 25% shift towards local self-reliance in Washtenaw County (including food production,
manufacturing, food service, and retail, but not including distribution and warehousing), would directly
create 1, 469 new jobs, indirectly create 419 new jobs through supply-chain spending, and introduce $75
million in new annual wages. 51
Building upon existing local food enterprises is the best way to support the development of
Washtenaw County’s local food sector. The strengths of Washtenaw County’s food sector include a strong
farming heritage and farmland preservation; 52 local food demand from restaurants and grocery stores; 53
more than 14 seasonal or year-round farmers markets; multiple non-profits already working to strengthen
the local food system; 54 and local food demand from institutions. Multiple local food businesses and
initiatives already exist with the specific goal of supporting the development of a localized food system.
Food businesses struggle with many aspects of their business, but have the most difficulty accessing
certain markets, most notably large buyers (such as universities, hospitals, and supermarkets), small or midsize commercial buyers (such as restaurants, caterers, and value-added food businesses), local distributors,
and online and mail-order markets. There is great potential for a multi-stakeholder cooperative owned and
operated by businesses throughout the food supply chain that would coordinate the interests and actions
of producers, processors, distributors, and large and mid-size commercial buyers while helping small food
businesses achieve efficiencies. By involving multiple stakeholders, this cooperative enterprise could ensure
supply and demand for local foods and fair, competitive pricing. Fifth Season Cooperative in WI provides a
model for this sort of cooperative enterprise. Cooperation among producers and food processors could
additionally facilitate shared staffing and cooperative purchasing of inputs, helping to lower overhead costs
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“Washtenaw County Employment Training and Community Services Group Talent Bank Job Seeker Summary (April – June 2012).”
Shuman, “The 25% Shift: The Economic Benefits of Food Localization for Washtenaw County and Ypsilanti and the Capital Required
to Realize Them.”
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Ann Arbor’s Greenbelt Program preserved nearly 2,000 acres of farmland in Ann Arbor Township through a Small Farm Initiative
53
Restaurants include Zingerman’s Deli and Roadhouse, Arbor Brewing Company, The Raven’s Club, The Grange, Pilar’s Tamales, EAT,
Beezy’s, and many others. The People’s Food Co-op in Ann Arbor, the Ypsilanti Food Co-op, Arbor Farms, The Produce Station, and
Plum Market, among other grocery stores, strive to provide locally produced foods to consumers.
54
These include FSEP (Food System Economic Partnership), Growing Hope, the Great Lakes CSA Coalition, and the Ecology Center.
FSEP and the Ecology Center have done a great deal of work in the past few years to facilitate local food purchasing by school districts
and hospitals across Michigan. A few years ago, residents started a community-based initiative, Ten Percent Washtenaw, as an effort
to encourage local food purchasing by Washtenaw County residents. Although now inactive, the spirit and momentum from which
the initiative grew still remain in our community.
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and solve seasonal hiring and training issues. Existing organizations, such as Washtenaw Food Hub for
example, could be developed as aggregation and distribution sites for such a cooperative. Purchasing by
large buyers needs to be online and streamlined, and existing businesses could be in a position to provide
these sales and management services. Local Orbit, which currently manages the online wholesale business
for Eastern Market, is a good example. Since food distribution tends to be a very expensive endeavor, we
recommend partnering with existing distribution companies to expand their services and reach. Additionally,
expanding hoop house usage among local growers would help to extend the growing season and allow for
increased food sales to large institutional and mid-size commercial buyers during the off-season.
Fresh produce processing (especially freezing) and packaging promises substantial economic gains
by increasing local food purchasing by institutions that wish to do so, yet require large amounts of food
during the winter months.55 The Washtenaw Food Hub or a future commercial kitchen incubator in
Ypsilanti, for example, could potentially house this processing facility, but further research is recommended.
Storage space, especially freezers, would need to be created. A fresh produce processing business presents
an opportunity for a local worker-owned cooperative, providing long-term and stable employment for the
county’s under- and un-employed workforce. If sited at the Washtenaw Food Hub, however, transportation
could be a significant barrier for potential workers. Shuman’s analysis indicates that 23 jobs in frozen-food
manufacturing would be available with a 25% shift towards local self-reliance, and 103 jobs in all other food
manufacturing/processing businesses.56
The opportunity also exists for the creation of a meat processing facility. Multiple institutions and
food system interviewees expressed a dearth of local meat processing facilities and interest in one.
According to Shuman’s report, shifting 25% of the county’s food purchases to local production could create
up to 115 jobs and at least $2,818,824 in additional wages in animal and poultry processing and
slaughtering.57 Both processing facilities would require significant capital.
Incorporating various administrative support services into existing or future commercial kitchens
and food incubators would help meet general challenges faced by food businesses. These include
marketing, sales, accounting, operationalizing plans, legal, and inventory management, which aren’t
currently fully addressed by local business support services. These services would help to support the longterm growth and viability of local food businesses, which our study indicates is a definite challenge. A BEC or
other cooperative could effectively provide shared business resources and peer-to-peer support.
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A detailed description of institutional procurement needs is provided in the appendix, page 74.
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Section 8
Summary of findings
The following patterns and recommendations emerge from the above analysis:
Local economic growth: The vast majority of Washtenaw County businesses are microenterprises and the
vast majority of entrepreneurs do not use venture capital or formal financial institutions to acquire their
startup capital. Significant economic and social benefits can be expected from increased focus on locally
owned small businesses and a broader spectrum of entrepreneurial paths, including job creation, wealth
creation, and general economic growth compounded by the local multiplier effect.
Small business and entrepreneurship: Efforts to include a broader spectrum of entrepreneurial paths and
address the unique challenges small businesses face will be needed to realize the potential benefits. The
operational and financial structures of the largest portion of our businesses look very different from the
models of big business and high-tech entrepreneurship that enjoy higher visibility. Given this, a number of
key approaches to helping a much larger number of businesses achieve their full potential are suggested:
(1) Significant sales and marketing support for locally owned small businesses and new avenues for
connecting businesses and entrepreneurs directly with their markets should be among the top
priorities.
(2) An effort to facilitate business partnerships among small businesses and collaboration in shared
resources, facilities, staffing, and sales and marketing efforts would be generally welcomed by local
businesses and entrepreneurs.
(3) Increased operational and management support for microenterprises that are not large enough to
hire specialized staff for each functional area is recommended so that owners and entrepreneurs can
remain focused on their core competencies. Local businesses and entrepreneurs would benefit
significantly from a shared professional services organization, especially when they need no more
than part-time staff in key administrative and management functions (such as accounting and
bookkeeping, marketing, sales, human resources, etc.). Such efforts are expected to help small
businesses operate more efficiently, plan more effectively, and achieve stronger financial and cash
flow management.
(4) Additional staffing support and avenues for businesses to share and cross-train staff is needed (as
well as increased visibility of existing employer services programs). This is especially the case for
businesses with high degrees of seasonality (such as food and retail) and high levels of dependence
on relatively non-technical or lower paid workers. Such efforts would have benefits for the
workforce as well as businesses.
(5) A focus on promoting strong financial management skills and more agile and efficient business
planning tools would more directly support businesses that do not need to produce formal business
plans designed to help them acquire venture capital or institutional financing.
Business & Employment Cooperative: There is a sufficiently high level of interest and potential economic
development impact to justify the launch of a BEC in Washtenaw County as a vehicle for local investment,
joint venture partnership among small businesses, the promotion of local ownership and employment, and
the launch of new businesses. The BEC will help businesses address some of their biggest challenges through
shared facilities, staff, and sales and marketing efforts.
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Highlighted opportunities for growth by sector: Efforts to strengthen and localize Washtenaw County’s food
system will benefit from a close focus on the operational and market challenges unique to small food
businesses. Multi-stakeholder cooperatives to coordinate supply chains, building aggregation and
distribution capacity, hoop houses, food processing and freezing, and joint branding and sales initiatives are
recommended. Other sectors showing potential for growth and warranting closer examination center on
manufacturing of durable goods, manufacturing services, professional and administrative support services,
distribution, and specific types of retail.
Recommended evaluation criteria: Entrepreneurs and economic developers are encouraged to consider the
following factors before making sector-specific investment decisions:
(1) Where do local levels of “self-reliance” suggest there could be an unmet demand for local products
or services, or might there be a diminishing return on investment competition in export markets?
(2) Are there high employee turnover rates due to quits in the sector? If so, what needs or preferences
of the target workforce might be addressed to help stabilize employment? Could worker ownership
or collaboration with businesses using a similar workforce offer efficient solutions?
(3) Is there high employee turnover from seasonality or other high variability in the business cycle?
What other businesses might make good partners for cross-training and jointly employing staff in
order to reduce layoff and quit rates due to instability?
(4) Is there “anchored” and/or sufficiently diversified local demand willing to shift spending to local
businesses?
(5) Would the particular product or service enjoy a competitive advantage locally and not face too many
barriers to entry?
Worker-ownership: There are strong arguments for exploring the establishment of worker-owned
cooperatives, especially in manufacturing, temporary staffing, facilities support services, and food processing
and packaging.
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Recommendations and Next Steps
Next steps for the proposed Business & Employment Cooperative
Initial priorities for BEC offerings (target launch of April, 2014):
• Shared Services (including marketing, web development, office space and equipment, accounting
and bookkeeping, human resources support and temporary staffing) for all business sectors.
• Job Board and Shared Retail Space to facilitate the connection between products, services and talent
with their markets.
Note that Tom Root, co-founder of Maker Works is very interested in partnering to help launch these
projects. Given the capacity and facilities Maker Works can offer, this is a huge asset that lowers the
capital required to launch these top-priority projects. The partnership is also a great opportunity to
increase visibility and awareness of Maker Works, maker spaces, and co-working facilities in general.
Second phase priorities for BEC expansion:
• Incubation of worker-owned cooperatives
• Expansion of incubation capacities, shared production and processing facilities for food and/or
other product-based businesses.

Recommendations for Washtenaw County
The following are listed in two groups: those that may have the fastest potential for impact, and those
requiring a longer development cycle or longer timeframe for impacts to become manifest and measurable.
This does not mean that initiatives in the second group have a lower potential for return on investment or
should be lower priorities.

Actions recommended for next 6 months to 1 year:
A. Supporting Community-driven Initiatives:
Many of the opportunities for growth and localization are already being led at the grass-roots level,
and there are many benefits to letting the business and entrepreneurial community drive them.
Examples include a startup homecare co-op, co-working spaces, the BEC, The Food Hub, and Growing
Hope and its efforts to create an Ypsilanti-based commercial kitchen. However, these communityinitiated efforts could benefit significantly from support from the County. Top suggestions are for
Washtenaw County to assist with:
(1).

Outreach and Visibility Support for Community-driven Initiatives
Local community and business leaders working to promote the needs of locally owned small
business and entrepreneurship could benefit from the County’s help with outreach and
visibility. Getting the word out about these projects is one of the biggest challenges to bringing
together stakeholders and resources. Formulating a coordinated marketing plan to help build
awareness and credibility for locally owned businesses and cooperative development efforts is
worth exploration. In general, the County’s support of local leaders in these areas could do
much to accelerate their potential for community and economic development.
• sustainable job creation;
• interest in employment at local businesses;
• local investment;
• local business ownership; and
• shifting spending to products that are locally made and locally owned businesses in general.
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(2).

Professional Meeting Facilitation Services to Accelerate Stakeholder Coordination
The County could offer professional meeting facilitation services for community-based multistakeholder initiatives and cooperative development efforts. For example, The Food Hub
explored (and may still be exploring) a cooperative ownership model, but struggles to
coordinate stakeholders. Developing a cooperative or other multi-stakeholder enterprise
requires unique decisions-making processes and tools. Outside professional meeting
facilitation supports positive group identity formation, decision-making and efficiency. This is
an area we believe the county could have a significant impact on helping locally owned,
community oriented small businesses and business support systems organize quickly and
effectively by supplying a staff member that could fill this function, likely requiring only 2-6
hours per month per enterprise, primarily during pre-launch and early launch stages.

(3).

Shared Facilities
The county can help enterprises identify, acquire and/or improve appropriate facilities. A
land trust or public holding lease structure is well worth exploring. Ultimately it is healthiest
for the business and entrepreneurial community to own the assets privately and we have a
very strong professional cooperative housing development community that could help co-ops
purchase the properties. Input from planning and social services would be helpful in
identifying appropriate locations that would serve both economic development goals and
community needs.

B. Updating and Increasing Visibility of Employer Services
Promoting the visibility of the Michigan Works! employer services programs and updating its
recruitment processes and tools is recommended. Workforce development and Employer Services
programs could also benefit the economy by educating companies on the cost of employee
turnover and helping them adopt recruitment and retention best practices.
C. Education and Awareness Building of Cooperatives
The County could support and encourage co-ops through awareness building. With County
leadership, if local education and business support systems disseminated information about the
potential benefits and unique possibilities for cooperative ownership, this would remove one of the
most significant barriers to community efforts to use these tools for fostering meaningful
employment, wealth building, and the growth of more locally owned businesses.
D. Convening Roundtables and Panel Discussions:
Increase engagement and collaboration among small businesses, entrepreneurs, buyers, and
community leaders is needed. Information-sharing in general is a need where the County can easily
take a leadership role. Inclusivity and partnership-building across different segments of the county
continues to be important. Feelings that Ypsilanti businesses are not benefiting as much as they
could from local market opportunities and support was a common sentiment expressed in both
Ypsilanti and Ann Arbor.

Second year recommended actions:
E. Publishing Sector-specific Information Annually
Local market information is recommended both to help the business and entrepreneurial
community see a fuller picture of local opportunities (beyond the large industry sectors that receive
so much attention and focus) and in order to be able to measure the impact of localization efforts
over time. At the least, the BALLE Leakage Calculator data could be summarized and published.
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F. Establishing Worker-owned Cooperatives
Further market research and planning will be needed for the establishment of worker owned co-ops
in the sectors listed above and targeting underserved members of the workforce. The relatively
modest investments in time and coordination from the county can be expected to have very positive,
concrete and measurable impact on employment, wealth creation and community development.
The BEC will be more than happy to facilitate these projects with a commitment from the County to
offer support in as many of the following as possible:
• outreach,
• coordination and meeting facilitation,
• staffing, training,
• professional legal services (a significant but critical startup cost),
• assistance acquiring facilities,
• and transportation.
G. Teamwork, Networking, Financial Literacy and Manufacturing Skills Development
There would be long-run benefits to advocating for workforce development services, business
support organizations, the local school and higher education systems to help emphasize and build:
• teamwork and teambuilding skills,
• networking and partnership building skills
• financial literacy, and
• awareness of contemporary conditions of and opportunities in automated, low-volume/highmix, and lean manufacturing to encourage youth to enter these fields
Two additional recommendations are not listed above only because the County is already taking significant
steps toward them. A few recommendations can be made as they move forward:
• Local Procurement Policy - we would like to emphasize that there are many opportunities to shift
spending that includes not only food, but just about any products and services as well.
Communication, information sharing, and awareness building – in general outreach to the business
and entrepreneurial community – is strongly recommended to ensure success. Holding a round
table with a diverse group of cross-sector local businesses leaders and jointly developing a clear
plan for disseminating information about procurement opportunities as well as bid and
procurement procedures to local businesses is strongly recommended. Furthermore, programs that
assist businesses in obtaining government contracts will need to gain visibility and reach. (Namely,
Procurement Technical Assistance Centers of Michigan (PTAC) (www.ptacsofmichigan.org/, delivered
in Washtenaw by Schoolcraft College (www.ptacsofmichigan.org/offices/ptac-of-schoolcraftcollege/).
• Investment and Business Support Services Portals – such web-based support systems for locally
owned business will be clearly welcome. If not already on the agenda, public mini-classes
familiarizing stakeholders with the new tools is recommended. We hope that the support services
portal will successfully increase the visibility of the existing services highlighted in this report;
evidence suggested that the community was relatively unaware of many of them.
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Research Participants and Interviewees
Thank you sincerely to all local business owners who took the time to fill out the survey. Special thanks also
go to the following community and business leaders who helped inform this report by sharing insights and
interview time. All are listed in alphabetical order by category.
LOCAL BUSINESS COMMUNITY, BUSINESS AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP SUPPORT SERVICES PROFESSIONALS
Jake Albers – Manager, SPARK East Incubator
Richard Andres – Owner of Tantre Farm and Washtenaw Food Hub.
Ingrid Ault – Executive Director of Think Local First, a membership based group promoting local business and the “buy
local” movement.
Angela Barbash – Founder of Reconsider with a strong background in financial advising and a passion for local investing.
Rena Basch – Owner of Locavorious, a frozen produce company serving local food producers
Jack Bidlack – Director of Business Side of Youth and also of Digital Inclusion (offering technical training, sale of low-cost
refurbished IT equipment and service). Jack is also experienced in general entrepreneurship and business management
(with a strong background in retail).
Bena Burda – Owner of Maggie’s Organics who has been instrumental in the establishment of several worker-owned
cooperatives throughout the supply chain for her garment company.
Jane Bush – former Business Development Coordinator for Food System Economic Partnership who has helped found
two agricultural cooperatives locally (also the owner of a local food business).
Christa Chambers-Price – Co-founder of Entreslam
Ruth Chis – Chief of Staff and Program Manager for Shifting Gears career transition training program.
Amanda Edmonds – Executive Director of Growing Hope, which acts as a network hub for local food and manages
several area farmers markets.
Kyle DeBord – Business Development Manager, SPARK Incubator
Cre Fuller – Ypsilanti-based artist, organizer of the art and craft show DIYpsi and former produce manager for Whole
Foods with experience in local procurement.
Laura Gillis - Manages various farmers market operations for Growing Hope, of Ypsilanti, and has done significant
background and case study research on commercial kitchen incubators.
Alan Green - Current Executive Director of FSEP and viticulture specialist at MSU.
Jean Henry – Co-founder of the local small business networking group Small & Mighty and Zingerman’s Deli
Sustainability Project Leader.
Gary Hessenauer – Accounting professional specializing in startups.
David Klingenberger – Owner, The Brinery and anchor tenant at The Food Hub.
Ron Mauerer – Head of Zingerman’s businesses shared services organization
Charlie Penner – Director, Greater Washtenaw Region Small Business & Technology Development Center (SBTDC)
Brad Perkins – Owner, Worm Farm Recordings
Brenda Ratliff and her husband Jason – Owners, Pink Castle Fabrics
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Michaelle Rehmann - Formerly director of Farm-to-School programs for FSEP and now a food system consultant.
Steve Rich – Local legal professional specializing in startups and “new economy” ventures.
Tom Root – Co-founder of the co-working high-tech production space Maker Works, dedicated local leader with a
passion for alternative paths to entrepreneurship. Tom also has a strong background in small business management (as
an owner of Zingerman’s Mail Order).
Paul Saginaw – Co-founder of Zingerman’s (local deli that launched several co-branded food related spin-off businesses)
Bill Taylor and Tim Redmond – Owners of the local food distributor Eat Local Eat Natural
Kye Terrell – Owner of Personal Angels Advocates (home care company) and Green Clean (commercial cleaning service).
Collaborator in the efforts to establish a local worker-owned home care co-op.
Maura Thomson – Executive Director Main Street Area Association of Ann Arbor.
Rob Todd – Owner of Robotodd Industries (3-D fabrication, commercial furniture), local artist and staff at Maker Works.
Todd Van Appledorn – Loan Officer, CEED MicroLoan Program
Patty Yagerlener – Michigan Garment District Entrepreneur
Special thanks also to all the Small & Mighty members who joined us for the Maker Works hosted discussion.
COUNTY AND CITY OFFICIALS
Teresa Gillotti – Ypsilanti City Planner, Community & Economic Development
Shamar Herron - Workforce Development Manager
Melissa Milton-Pung – Project Manager/Principle Planner, Economic Development and Coordinator for the Eastern
Leaders Group
Kirk Westphal – Ann Arbor City Planning Commissioner and Owner of Westphal Associates, a documentary film
company focused on urban visioning (currently running for City Council).
Of course, special thanks are also due to the Washtenaw County Office of Community & Economic Development,
especially Mary Jo Callan and Tony VanDerworp, for their leadership and input, forward-thinking interest in the
matters with which this research was concerned, and for being generally great people to work with.
MICHIGAN WORKS! EMPLOYMENT SERVICES and WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PROFESSIONALS
Regina Allen – Washtenaw County Michigan Works!
Kim Bentley – Business Services Specialist
Darilyn Draper – Regional Manager, Michigan Human Resources Development, Inc.
Tyne Lucas – One-stop Coordinator
Karel Engstrom – Career Developer
Colleen Mallory – Business Services Coordinator
Carena Smith – Youth Service Coordinator
Therese Taylor – CDWD Director, PATH and Youth Services
Elke Tucker – Management Information Systems
A few other members of the Washtenaw County Michigan Works! team joined us for a very informative meeting. We
unfortunately may have missed out on their contact information, but are nonetheless thankful for their insights.
WASHTENAW COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Victoria Bennett – currently at WCC heading up business and entrepreneurship initiatives; used to work for U of M
Entrepreneurship Studies and has also worked for GLEQ.
Ross Gordon – Interim Director Career Services Initiative
Brandon Tucker – Workforce Development
Dave Wildfong – Employment Services
COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY
Diane Capeta – General Manager of Fifth Season Co-op
Clay Gallery Member-owners – a local cooperative gallery for pottery and clay sculpture
Richard Hillier – cooperative developer active in C2BE and heading up the Ann Arbor-Detroit Home Care Worker
Cooperative effort.
Jim Jones – co-founder of North American Students of Cooperation, former ICC Manager both in Ann Arbor and Austin,
TX, former Board Member of the National Cooperative Business Association, University of Michigan Credit Union,
Wheatsville Food Co-op and Michigan Farmer’s Union Foundation, currently working on a film documenting the
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cooperative movement in Austin. His wife, Linda Jones, is currently working on a local neighborhood organizing
initiative.
Rod Kelsay – Executive Director, Mid America Cooperative Council, offering training services and cooperative
development expertise.
Adam Konner – Director of Education for C2BE and activist for worker-owned cooperatives currently working to launch
an Ann Arbor-Detroit based Home Care Worker Co-op.
Gowri Krishna – Visiting Professor at the Community & Economic Development Clinic of University of Michigan Law
School with a focus on social change, employment, cooperatives and social justice (returning director of the clinic will be
Alicia Alvarez).
Eric Lipson – Former General Manager of the Inter-Cooperative Council of Michigan
Laura Meisler – Training Developer at People’s Food Co-op
Deb Olson – nationally recognized activist for worker ownership, lawyer, and founder of the Center for Community
Based Enterprise (C2BE) in Detroit currently supporting the launch of Sew Detroit and Detroit Community Cooperative.
Alyssa Pillow Petroni – University of Michigan Law School Graduate with a focus on cooperative training and
development
Potters Guild Member-owners – a local cooperative production facility
Corinne Sikorsky – General Manager of Ypsilanti Food Co-op
Holly Jo Sparks – former Research Associate for Democracy Collaborative and Evergreen Cooperatives; former Board
Member for National Cooperative Business Association with expertise in planning and cooperative property ownership.
Local institutions interviewed for the Local Procurement Study (Rosene-Mirvis)
Eastern Michigan University
St. Joseph Mercy Hospital
University of Michigan
University of Michigan Health System
Washtenaw Community College
Washtenaw County Children’s Services (juvenile detention facility)
Washtenaw County Corrections (jail)

Ideas Local Businesses Reported through the Survey
We asked local business owners, “Any other ideas you may be interested in (cooperatives or otherwise)?
Anything else at all you'd like Washtenaw County to consider as part of its economic development strategy?”
Many were unique, many are already being addressed through various local initiatives; some reflect a
need to make existing initiatives and community-based efforts more visible, some focus on felt disparities
in local economic development policy, and some reflect very interesting ideas as well as current
community-based efforts to build infrastructure that would benefit local business. We feel they all
deserved direct quotation here:
“You could start with meet ups”
“It would be wonderful to have more awareness that individuals and organizations have access to a large
number of tools in this area. If the county could help with that, that would be great!”
“Ongoing technical assistance to businesses while we're vulnerable. In house, on demand expertise at
affordable prices would be ideal. For example, I'd like to share a marketing expert with other businesses who
would work with me in an ongoing basis not just episodically.”
“It would be incredibly helpful to have a "local business planning SWAT team" that would come in and help
guide start up ventures through the beginning stages with a range of expertise - including legal,
web/marketing, investment, zoning, etc.”
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“Incorporating Washtenaw County into my business plan with well defined tax abatements, utility costs
reduction for start ups or expansion, assistance with permits through townships instead of the old apply, be
denied, reapply be denied, go to court, sue, get the permit because of poor township decisions.”
“I'd love for the economic development folks to figure out why no new high tech businesses are started in
Ypsilanti, and how that could be changed.”
“The MOST IMPORTANT thing that the City of Ypsilanti can do to "support home-based and small businesses"
in Ypsilanti, especially service businesses like mine, is to stop harassing them into leaving (or operating
"underground").
1. Fix the punitive local ordinances that shakedown small business owners like mine for "business license
fees" that bear no resemblance to any "cost" the city might incur from having my business in their town.
2. Fix the outmoded zoning regulations that virtually zone out entrepreneurs and Internet businesses.
3. Fix the ludicrous "guilty until you prove yourself innocent" ordinance enforcement policies that city
planners and ordinance officers cite when fishing for potential violations of those punitive and outmoded
local ordinances.
4. Fix the remarkably anti-business attitude that continues to permeate City Hall.
5. Permanently fix the Water Street debt mess and reduce the massive local property tax burden on local
businesses and residents.”
“It would be great if there was an organized channel to trying out business ideas without a lot of risk. Perhaps
a "pop-up" center that offers space to fledgling businesses without the risk of leasing a dedicated space, etc.”
“Recruiting larger businesses, reducing expenses for small business.”
“Health benefits“
“Access to land for small farmers shared equipment for haying, etc.”
“Administrative permitting and zoning related to food handling certification”
“We'd like to see the Mich. Dept. of Agriculture and other authorities expand their services/requirements to
include the cottage industry.”
“New train station, new library, maybe a convention center. Do all that while still keeping it Ann Arbor.”
“Infrastructure Infrastructure Infrastructure. Rail, roads, bike paths, fiber networks.”
“High speed internet.”
“I think Washtenaw County could consider a trades facility. This would be a shared space where equipment
and tools are offered for low cost short-term retail. For example, a automotive care facility where residents
and licensed mechanics can rent a bay to work on their car or customers cars. They could be charged by the
hours, half day or day and rent equipment as well. This would allow mechanics that can't afford a garage to
provide services and run a business and allow residents access to professional facilities and equipment for
their repairs.”
“Our goal is to make access to tools easier for both individuals and organizations, for both personal &
business projects. Maker Works is also doing a wonderful job in this area. The University of Michigan is a
wonderful resource, if you're a part of it.”
“buy local”
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“Alternative/local currencies usable at local businesses and backed by local NGOs or governmental agencies.”
“I am wondering why there are not any business banking cooperatives.”
“Good options for financial goals, small reasonable business loans, short term tax cuts for struggling
companies”
“I would be interested in discussing how Local Orbit is currently providing back office infrastructure for food
hubs and similar businesses in Michigan and around the country. Local Orbit provides sales and business
management tools for the New Food Economy. Designed for the entrepreneurs and organizations who are
connecting buyers with local producers, our flexible, customizable e-commerce, financial, inventory, logistics,
marketing and reporting tools help people build profitable businesses and healthier communities. We are
providing sales and back office tools for Detroit Eastern Market, Allen Street Market, Okemos Food Hub and
the Marquette Food Hub, and Washtenaw Food Hub (later in the summer). These services include ecommerce for individual hubs/markets - as well as networked services that enable people to build regional
trading networks, and provide multiple distribution channels for food producers - managed from a single
dashboard, with a single inventory system. As a Spark portfolio company that has raised Pre-Seed capital
funds, from we are a bridge between the tech and emerging local food systems spaces. We are excited to
work with emerging Michigan customers and organizations, but we've found more accelerated growth in
other regions. Some of the models we're seeing around the country could work here, while there are some
specific regional differences - both challenges and opportunities. Local Orbit is exploring options to provide
more customized services for this region and would love to partner with the county and other economic
development organizations that are working on food systems.”
“I offer “one of a kind" products. The majority of my products are hemp based, and contain organic, raw
components that have been custom blended by myself to give them their therapeutic attributes, as well as
their elegant appearance. I created my company as an alternative to everyday, chemical laden products, and
to help reduce our carbon footprint. All of my products are Eco-Friendly, and contain no SLS Sulfates,
petroleum, chemicals or animal byproducts, I have received excellent response when attending Green Fairs.
Art Shows, and Local markets, and Herbology Organics Products are currently sold locally in Ann Arbor at 6
locations, in Ypsilanti/Depot town in 2 locations, and on both the East and West coast companies who order
large, wholesale quantities of Herbology products. I have also been featured on numerous Healthy
Lifestyle/Living Blogs, and in July's 2012 issue of "Spirituality & Health" magazine. Whole Foods Stores have
expressed interest in carrying my products as well, but I first need a space I can manufacture in (other then
my home), due to their guidelines/restrictions. In addition, I have also tentatively been selected to appear on
next years season of ABC's show "Shark Tank" as a potential investment opportunity, but would much rather
stay closer to home if possible when it come to funding. I don't need a lot of start up capitol, just enough to
get into a space where I can retail and manufacture on a higher scale, affording me the ability to grow my
company to the next level.”
A few comments on existing business services that reflected common sentiments.
“Many times I feel like all the "help" out there for small businesses is for tech start-ups.”
“More talk than results”
“Many agencies provide generalized support rather than one on one support for… unique needs. It's not
really their fault, it's because it's difficult to fund one on one assistance which is what many entrepreneurs
need -- hand holding and long term support. I wouldn't want to lay blame exclusively on one of these groups.
I think they're doing the best they can under the circumstances.”
“My councilor didn’t give me the support that I needed as far as resources and contacts.”
“Counseling was pretty rudimentary, and [the organization] wasn't able to match a program with our model.”
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Additional Examples of Co-ops and Food Localization Strategies
Examples highlighted below offer potential models for emerging businesses in Washtenaw County beyond the
information included in the body of the report.
Fifth Season Cooperative, Viroqua, WI, http://fifthseason.coop
Fifth Season Cooperative, a multi-stakeholder cooperative established in 2010, aims to bring the
organization and production capacity of the industrial food system to local and regional food systems. The
cooperative connects local triple-bottom-line food producers to local institutions and businesses by filling all the
holes between the buyer and the farmer in the food supply chain. Jointly owned by food producers, producer
groups, processors, distributors, large buyers, and workers with a shared common goal of bringing local food to
local markets, Fifth Season acts as a hub, educator, regulator, mediator, and monitoring agent; the co-op
facilitates dialogue and coordination among all levels of the food system to ensure success.
As a multi-stakeholder cooperative enterprise, Fifth Season provides many particular advantages over
other non-cooperative food hubs:
• “Power structures that are clear, accountable, and flexible
• Opportunities for farmers to have bargaining power without compromising their values and
differentiation in a competitive market
• Better knowledge of market structure
• Better marketing and branding
• Better price assurance, allowing farmers to work with larger companies”58
For example, all producer-owners meet once per year to discuss products and pricing. Food prices are set as
ranges until two weeks before products go to market.
Under Fifth Season’s structure, member-owners pay membership fees to join the cooperative and gain
voting shares. Payment plans are possible if costs present challenges. As of March 2013, Fifth Season’s memberowners included: 29 producers; 3 producer groups, including two dairy co-ops; 6 processors, including one of
dairy, two of meat, and one of fresh pasta; 2 distributors, including a national company, Reinhart, and a local
distribution company; 5 buyers; including one hospital, one university, and three K-12 school districts; and one
worker. 59
Education and training opportunities for members are vital to Fifth Season’s success. The co-op pairs
new grower-owners with experienced ones to help develop plans, determine yields, and provide other business
development assistance. Buyer-members, such as institutions, receive education on food service planning for
local food utilization, including budgeting, and reasons for the higher cost of local food.
Fifth Season also provides local investment opportunities for Wisconsin residents by selling Class B Series
1 Preferred Stock with annual dividends of 5%.
As Fifth Season Cooperative members, food producers are audited for GAP certification affordably by the
Fifth Season office, ensuring their ability to sell to institutional buyers.
Local Crop, Cleveland, OH, http://www.localcrop.com/
As a partnership among local farmers, artisan food manufacturers, and SYSCO Cleveland Food Services,
Local Crop performs food aggregation and distribution services to deliver local food to local institutions. Local
Crop also provides educational materials for institutional food service operator and chefs on how to incorporate
local food into their menus. As a large national food service company, Sysco has the economies of scale to provide
efficient, low-cost distribution services.
Deep Root Organic Cooperative, Johnson, VT, http://deeprootorganic.coop
Cooperatively owned by organic vegetable growers, Deep Root Organic Cooperative connects farmers to
large food buyers, such as institutions, restaurants, and retail establishments and promotes the region’s local,
58
59

Bomstein, E.S., “Values in motion: the Fifth Season Cooperative as a values based supply chain.”
Ibid.
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sustainable agriculture. The cooperative currently has 15 producer-members in Vermont and southern Quebec,
and provides produce for institutions, restaurants, and retail establishments in Vermont and Massachusetts.
GROWN Locally, Decorah, IA, http://www.grownlocally.com
GROWN Locally is a cooperative of small farmers that aggregates and distributes local food to local
institutions throughout a six-county area in Iowa, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. Currently, the co-op has fifteen
producer-owners. Weekly deliveries are made to institutions, and product availability is posted week-by-week.
GROWN Locally internally audits each member farm for food safety practices.
Tilian Farm Development Center, Ann Arbor, MI, http://tiliancenter.wordpress.com/
This non-profit farm incubation organization established in 2010 supports and facilitates the development
of new farm businesses. Tilian provides land, low-cost farm equipment, education, and a network of support to
growers seeking to start their own farm business. Although currently underutilized and struggling, Tilian plans to
re-launch itself in 2014 to attract more growers interested in their services. Tilian’s resources include 40 acres of
fertile farmland to provide to farm entrepreneurs.
Detroit Eastern Market, Detroit, MI, http://www.detroiteasternmarket.com/
Eastern Market serves as the food hub for the Detroit/Wayne County area of Southeastern Michigan,
aggregating and facilitating the purchase of food products. In addition to their large Saturday farmers market,
Eastern Market runs a very successful wholesale produce business from May through November. The wholesale
market sells produce from midnight to 6:00am each weekday, and recently online sales began, coordinated by
Local Orbit. Online sales have attracted more large and commercial buyers, such as hospitals and restaurants, to
the wholesale market. Atlas Wholesale Food Company, a Detroit-based food service distribution company,
handles deliveries for the online wholesale business. Eastern Market has cut costs such that for every dollar spent
through the online wholesale market, 5% goes to Eastern Market, 5% goes to Local Orbit (software provider), 10%
goes to Atlas Wholesale Food Company (distributor), and 80% goes to the produce seller.
Currently, Eastern Market’s online wholesale market needs more anchor buyers, such as hospitals and
universities. Recently, two Detroit hospitals – Henry Ford, and Beaumont, participated in a pilot program to
purchase wholesale local food through Eastern Market’s online wholesale business. This pilot program may
jumpstart online wholesale market participation by local institutions.
Eastern Market also may potentially launch a commercial kitchen incubator by the end of 2013, helping to
support the development and growth of local food processing and manufacturing businesses.
Common Market, Philadelphia, PA, http://commonmarketphila.org/
Common Market, a relationship-based and mission-driven organization, connects nearly 150 institutions
in the Delaware Valley region to New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Delaware farmers. 75 farmers aggregate their
seasonal, sustainably-grown products at Common Market’s warehouse and deliveries are made to institutions six
days each week. Common Market also sells products from local dairy, meat, egg, and value-added food
processors/producers.
ACEnet & ACEnet Ventures, Athens, OH, http://www.acenetworks.org
ACEnet, a non-profit economic and business development organization, is a national leader in providing
affordable commercial space, business support services, and financing to local start-up businesses, with a
specialization in food manufacturing businesses. Over 150 food businesses each year utilize ACEnet's shared-use
Food Manufacturing and Commercial Kitchen Facility. The large facility includes a bottling room and flexible
preparation space for restaurants and catering businesses.
Food entrepreneurs and small business owners developing market strategies and receive practical,
hands-on training and technical assistance from ACEnet staff. Joint branding, marketing and outreach, product
innovation, and adoption of technology additionally help food businesses build capacity. ACEnet’s joint marketing
brand “Food We Love” is available at local national supermarkets, such as Kroger and gives start-up businesses a
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chance to test their product. An outreach and marketing initiative in partnership with local restaurants, “30 Mile
Meal,” also boosts business sales and visibility.
ACEnet also provides access to capital through their affiliated non-profit, ACEnet Ventures. The funds
provide fixed-rate, term business loans, rather than equity investment.
As a valuable venue for local food businesses to connect and network, ACEnet also fosters increased
business partnerships and peer-to-peer learning. For example, food entrepreneurs are able to increase their
efficiency by partnering with other businesses to bulk order ingredients and lower their costs.
Fresh Fork Market, Cleveland, OH, http://freshforkmarket.com
Fresh Fork Market provides a weekly local foods subscription to individual consumers, coordinating the
aggregation, marketing, sales, and distribution of local food produced by multiple farms and artisan food
manufacturers. Consumer subscribers receive fresh local produce, meat, dairy, and locally made products (such
as breads, sauces, and jams) for 22 weeks during the growing season. Fresh Fork Market delivers produce to
various pick-up sites throughout Cleveland where subscribers retrieve their food boxes.
Fresh Fork Market also offers educational workshops and tours geared towards local community
members interested in local food, cooking, and nutrition.
Idaho’s Bounty, Garden City, ID, http://www.idahosbounty.org
This internet-based food purchasing cooperative formed in 2007 currently as of 2011, had over 90
producer members and over 900 customer members. Wholesale purchaser memberships are also offered by
Idaho’s County to institutions, supermarkets, and grocery stores. Sales agreements between buyers and sellers
are made online, while Idaho’s Bounty provides marketing services, online sales infrastructure, aggregation, and
distribution at designated pick-up sites.
While it began as a means to connect food producers to local individual consumers, Idaho’s Bounty is
increasingly seeking opportunities to expand its wholesale market and connect local food producers with local
institutions, restaurants, and retail establishments. In 2011, the co-op’s highest growth areas were in sales to
supermarkets and grocery stores.
Idaho’s Bounty charges a 35% surcharge for maintaining the sales, marketing, aggregation, and delivery
infrastructure.
West Michigan Cooperative, Grand Rapids, MI, http://www.westmichigancoop.com
As the region’s first cooperatively run online farmers market, West Michigan Cooperative connects local
farmers and artisan food manufacturers with local individual consumers. Formed in the fall of 2006, the Coop is a
nonprofit organization with both producer- and consumer-members that share voting rights.
The West Michigan Cooperative is staffed solely by volunteers. Funding for the co-op is provided by
membership fees ($35/year for non-voting membership, and $100/year for voting membership) and a 5%
surcharge on all goods and services bought and sold through the co-op.
Customers pick up their purchases weekly at a single designated pick-up location. Food producers and
manufacturers deliver products to the West Michigan Cooperative site.
Good Earth Farms, Milladore, WI, http://goodearthfarms.com
Established in 2005, Good Earth Farms aggregates, slaughters, freezes, stores, sells, and ships locally
produced meat and cheese to consumers throughout the US. Formed as an LLC, Good Earth Farms is not
technically cooperatively owned, but close business partnerships with five meat or cheese producers are vital to
business management and the success of the organization.
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Washtenaw County Largest Job Shortages Compared to Job Seekers
Below is a list of the most popular local careers, the jobs available in each, and the number of active job seekers
indicating interest in that career type (source: Michigan Works data as of May, 2013).
Jobs with
this type

Career Type Name
Production & Operators
Clerical & Administration
Machine Operators
Food Preparation & Service
Helpers, Laborers & Material Movers
Business Management And Administration
Truck, Taxi, And Bus Driving
Retail Sales / Cashiers
Housekeeping / Janitorial
Nurse Assisting
Home Health Assisting
Sales & Sales Representation
Logistics
Medical Assisting
Security Services
Food Service And Lodging Management
Computer Operations & Data Entry
Hospitality Services
Industrial/Manufacturing Technology
Secretarial
Home Assisting
Business Management And Administration
Building Maintenance
Medical Office And Secretarial
Accounting And Financial Management
Customer Service
Waitstaff / Servers
Metal Fabrication
Metal/Plastic Machine Work
Food Service And Lodging Management
Nursing
Social Service Assisting
Banking Support Services
Customer Service
Information Systems & Network Administration
Computer And Information Systems Management
Construction Management
Social Work
Line Supervision
Culinary
Garden And Landscaping Services
Welding/Soldering
Social & Community Service Management
Human Resources Management
Marketing/Marketing Management
Secondary And Vocational Education
Bookkeeping
Sales Management
Bartending
Medical Records
Electrical/Electronic Engineering

8
69
1
47
9
24
8
108
6
7
6
21
3
3
5
11
3
1
4
12
4
1
13
1
42
1
6
1
8
10
36
3
21
1
18
4
1
5
11
2
2
1
2
4
18
8
8
3
2
3
14

69

Job Seekers
with this type
53,541
53,518
46,463
31,109
29,936
28,991
27,345
25,429
18,913
18,094
15,555
15,208
15,064
13,914
12,797
12,583
12,092
11,409
11,368
11,132
10,229
10,211
10,070
9,636
9,507
9,373
8,947
8,252
7,891
7,862
7,371
7,287
7,136
6,992
7,001
6,884
6,853
6,579
6,261
6,187
6,104
5,721
5,673
5,286
5,180
4,092
3,997
3,924
3,888
3,573
3,452

Tool And Die Making
Purchasing
Barbering/Cosmetology
Mechanical Engineering
Human Resources Management
Industrial Engineering
Public Relations/Image Management
Dental Assisting
Lpn
Legal Assisting
Special Education
Executive Management

2
1
1
8
4
19
1
1
8
1
1
1

3,399
3,299
3,253
3,150
2,744
2,490
2,250
2,122
2,084
1,943
1,913
1,773

Institutional Procurement Interviews
A May 2013 study conducted by the Center for Regional Food Systems at Michigan State University identified the
60
following challenges to purchasing local food among 80 Michigan institutions:
• Limited seasonal availability (41% of respondents)
• Budget constraints (35%)
• Liability concerns (35%) Note: these include food safety certification requirements.
• Lack of distribution method (58%)
• Lack of labor to prepare food (46%)
• Lack of facilities to handle food (34%)
• Lack of storage (26%)
The charts below include interview data from the separate “Washtenaw County Local Procurement” study by Joanna
Rosene-Mirvis. They describe opportunities for increased institutional local procurement. Charts list products and
services needed by institutions that currently are neither provided in-house nor sourced locally.
University of Michigan / U of M Hospital/Health System
Product/Service:

Current Source:

Electric Supplies

Madison Electric Supplies in
Livonia sells products that
are not manufactured locally

Scientific Supplies

Local company sells
scientific supplies that are
not manufactured locally.
Local vendor sells AV
equipment that is not
manufactured locally.
Local company sells dental
supplies that are not
manufactured locally.

Audio and Video
Design & Equipment
Dental Supplies
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Strengths & Opportunities for Local
Procurement:
Local manufacturing could be
developed and a capable mfg may
already exist

Challenges of Local Procurement:

Local manufacturing could be
developed and capable mfg may
already exist
Local manufacturing could be
developed

High start-up costs

Local manufacturing could be
developed

High start-up costs

High start-up costs.

High start-up costs

Colasanti and Matts. “Farm to Institution: A Summary of Research on Local Food Purchasing by Institutions.”
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Food

Primary vendor relationship
is with Sysco (national
company with mostly nonlocal food).
Currently sourcing from
three local farms.

Will pay a small premium for local
foods, evaluated on an individual
basis.
In 2012, nearly 15% of food
purchases were designated as
“sustainable,” with a portion of that
sourced within 250 miles.
In 2012, University of Michigan food
services spent $99,000 on direct
purchases from three local farms
directly.

Shortage of MI-based meat
processing facilities.
Limited seasonal availability of local
produce.
Lack of food storage space.
Specific, frequent, and consolidated
delivery needs.
Large volume requirements.
Budget constraints.
Requires that farms have GAP
(Good Agricultural Practices)
certification.

Eastern Michigan University
Product/Service:

Current Source:

Event Planning

Performed internally, but
decentralized

Janitorial Services

Performed in-house, except
for large clean-up work after
concerts or high-level
buildings (15% outsourced).
2-3 local outside suppliers
perform janitorial services for
roughly $250K/year.
Purchased from mainly
Michigan-based companies,
but not manufactured in MI

Furniture

Food

Less than $1M currently
spent on local food annually.
Purchases produce from local
suppliers. National
companies are used for
cafeteria.

Strengths & Opportunities for Local
Procurement:
Procurement is currently evaluating
event planning. When that is
complete in a few months, may want
to outsource this.
Procurement is currently evaluating
janitorial services. After, he may
want to outsource more.

Challenges of Local Procurement:

Opportunity for furniture
manufacturing and sales locally.
Michigan WORKS! case workers cite
advanced manufacturing as a thriving
and upcoming local field.
Local businesses exist that are likely
capable of fulfilling demand.
Currently waiting for conversation
with EMU food purchasers.

Huge up-front costs.
In order for EMU to purchase
locally-made furniture, would need
to be competitively priced.
Low-volume purchasing.

Unclear whether local sourcing will
be needed. Follow-up research
required.
Unclear whether local sourcing will
be needed. Follow-up research
required.

Currently waiting for conversation
with EMU food purchasers.

Washtenaw Community College
Product/Service:

Current Source:

Garments

Land’s End (national
company)
Purchase from a MIbased company, but
furniture is not
manufactured
locally.

Furniture

Strengths & Opportunities for Local
Procurement:
Local garment manufacturing could be
developed
Local furniture manufacturing could be
developed
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Challenges of Local Procurement:

Annual furniture purchases are
highly variable.
Furniture is all standardized, so
locally manufactured furniture
would probably need to match
current furniture.

Food

Sysco, Gordon Food
Service (MI-based
national food service
company), Frog
Holler Produce
Company (local food
distributor),
Michigan Food Sales
(Detroit-based
seafood vendor)
Hiller’s

Increasing local food purchasing is a large
priority in the next year, and purchasing
agents may start tracking food miles.
A new culinary curriculum that focuses on
sustainable, local food systems will be used
this year.
Culinary instructors value food quality over
price.
Interested in purchasing small amounts of
frozen local produce (berries, peas, corn,
spinach, green beans)
Interested in a multi-stakeholder cooperative
owned by food businesses throughout the
supply chain.

Limited seasonal availability of local
produce.
Specific quantity needs.
Budget constraints.

Saint Joseph Mercy Hospital
Product/Service:
Food

Current
Source:

Strengths & Opportunities for Local Procurement:
Increased attention on and priority for local food. Committed to the MI Good
Food Charter goal: 20% of food purchases will be for local food by 2020.

Challenges of Local
Procurement:
Budget constraints.

Washtenaw County Corrections (jail)
Product/Service:

Current Source:

Strengths & Opportunities for Local Procurement:

Food

Aramark (national food
service management
company) purchases food
for Corrections.

Switch away from Aramark to other local suppliers
and meal service.
Potential future County Local Procurement Policy
could help to enable local food purchasing.

1.

Washtenaw County Children’s Services (juvenile detention facility)

Product/Service:
Food

Challenges of Local
Procurement:
Requires increased
staffing.
Requires systemic change
within the organization.

Current
Source:
Sysco (national
food service
company) and
Gordon Food
Service (MIbased national
food service
company)

Strengths & Opportunities for Local Procurement:
Will have additional $40,000 to spend on food annually from
2014-15. This amount will likely rise again in 2016-17. Would
like to set aside $25,000 to sole source food from local
producers/distributors.
A lot of interest in purchasing local food.
Skill training opportunity: Youth in need of job training skills
could wash, chop, and prep fresh local produce.
Potential future County Local Procurement Policy could help to
enable local food purchasing.

Challenges of Local
Procurement:
Budget constraints.
Variability in number of
youth at facility at a given
time.
Little flexibility in purchasing
because subject to
Washtenaw County
government policies and
procedures.

Selected BALLE Leakage Calculator Data
The Leakage Calculator Data is based primarily on a comparison between existing local jobs (based on census
data) and an estimate of local production and consumption levels based on national-level averages adjusted for local
population size and geography, but not for unique characteristics and resources in a community. Assuming resources
and markets exist, the data is likely to tend toward a conservative estimate of opportunities and expected impacts.61 A
10% increase in self-reliance, a 10% increase in the local market share of local businesses, and a 10% shift in local
spending from the imported goods and services of non-local businesses to local products and servcies, all signify the
same thing from the perspective of the data (though they imply different approaches from a practical standpoint).
61

Leakage calculator data can in general be argued to understate opportunities for shifting spending locally. See http://bealocalist.org/calculatorsmethodology for a more detailed discussion.

72

Percentages of “self-reliance” indicate the percentage of all expected demand for a product or service that is fulfilled
locally. Percentages “self-reliant” below 100% indicate that products and services are being imported from outside
Washtenaw County. These areas represent leakages in the local economy.

TRANSPORTATION and WAREHOUSING
Industry Name
General Freight Trucking, Long-Distance, Truckload
Couriers
Scheduled Passenger Air Transportation
School and Employee Bus Transportation
General Freight Trucking, Local
Specialized Freight (except Used Goods) Trucking,
Long-Distance
General Warehousing and Storage
Specialized Freight (except Used Goods) Trucking,
Local
General Freight Trucking, Long-Distance, Less Than
Truckload
Freight Transportation Arrangement
Used Household and Office Goods Moving
Other Warehousing and Storage
Refrigerated Warehousing and Storage
Bus and Other Motor Vehicle Transit Systems
Other Support Activities for Air Transportation
Nonscheduled Chartered Passenger Air Transportation
Support Activities for Rail Transportation
Pipeline Transportation of Natural Gas
Other Support Activities for Road Transportation
Scheduled Freight Air Transportation
Coastal and Great Lakes Freight Transportation
Inland Water Freight Transportation
Interurban and Rural Bus Transportation
Special Needs Transportation
Navigational Services to Shipping
Local Messengers and Local Delivery
Scenic and Sightseeing Transportation, Water
Other Support Activities for Water Transportation
Packing and Crating
Scenic and Sightseeing Transportation, Land
Other Nonscheduled Air Transportation
All Other Transit and Ground Passenger Transportation
Farm Product Warehousing and Storage
Nonscheduled Chartered Freight Air Transportation
Pipeline Transportation of Crude Oil
Charter Bus Industry
Coastal and Great Lakes Passenger Transportation
Inland Water Passenger Transportation
Scenic and Sightseeing Transportation, Other
Air Traffic Control
All Other Pipeline Transportation
Deep Sea Passenger Transportation
Mixed Mode Transit Systems
Commuter Rail Systems
Other Urban Transit Systems
Taxi Service
Limousine Service

Percent
Self
Reliant
4.74
19.28
0
0
21.53

New Jobs at
100% Selfreliance
537
520
488
253
160

New Jobs at
10% Increase
in Self-reliance
54
52
49
25
16

New Earnings at
10% Increase in
Self-reliance
$2,108,809
$2,000,745
$1,950,749
$1,012,529
$925,479

7.91
40.36

186
397

19
40

$751,793
$607,411

51.23

116

12

$554,005

62.19
63.86
12.27
2.7
0
0
62.63
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
53.35
0
46.38
0
0
9.37
0
0
0
0
0
0
71.26
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
250.75
117.91

123
103
99
83
51
48
37
35
30
28
26
26
24
19
17
28
15
23
13
13
17
11
6
15
8
6
7
10
4
3
2
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0

12
10
10
8
5
5
4
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
3
2
2
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

$532,515
$476,845
$355,566
$297,498
$202,017
$192,570
$165,895
$157,416
$118,962
$110,695
$105,057
$104,037
$96,910
$77,817
$69,232
$64,512
$61,869
$55,395
$52,505
$50,481
$46,172
$44,100
$41,524
$37,047
$33,385
$31,698
$28,254
$26,473
$16,686
$12,679
$9,618
$9,055
$2,619
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
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Pipeline Transportation of Refined Petroleum Products
Other Airport Operations
Motor Vehicle Towing
All Other Support Activities for Transportation

0
127.92
134.8
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

$0
$0
$0
$0

CONSTRUCTION
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A recent report confirms expected growth in construction, largely as a result of bounce-back from significant cuts in
2005-2011. This is a sector in which there are minimal advantages to efficiencies of scale and imports face a significant
disadvantage in commuting costs since skilled labor must be onsite to perform the services). Washtenaw County may
well be drawing skilled construction workers from surrounding areas, but it is unlikely to be bringing many of them in
from any great distance. One main drawback to this sector as a growth area is its high degree of employee turnover
(both due to layoffs and employees quitting).
Industry Name
Highway, Street, and Bridge Construction
Electrical Contractors
Plumbing, Heating, and Air-Conditioning Contractors
Poured Concrete Foundation and Structure Contractors
Commercial and Institutional Building Construction
Masonry Contractors
Site Preparation Contractors
All Other Specialty Trade Contractors
New Single-Family Housing Construction (except
Operative Builders)
Other Building Equipment Contractors
Oil and Gas Pipeline and Related Structures Construction
Water and Sewer Line and Related Structures Construction
Painting and Wall Covering Contractors
Power and Communication Line and Related Structures
Construction
Structural Steel and Precast Concrete Contractors
Industrial Building Construction
New Housing Operative Builders
Roofing Contractors
Other Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction
Drywall and Insulation Contractors
Flooring Contractors
Other Building Finishing Contractors
Land Subdivision
Glass and Glazing Contractors
Tile and Terrazzo Contractors
New Multifamily Housing Construction (except Operative
Builders)
Finish Carpentry Contractors
Other Foundation, Structure, and Building Exterior
Contractors
Siding Contractors
Framing Contractors
Residential Remodelers
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Percent
Self
Reliant
12.24
40.98
59.08
12.87
34.67
19.9
31.12
10.96

New Jobs at
100% Selfreliance
316
585
478
288
501
196
279
231

New Jobs at
10% Increase
in Self-reliance
32
59
48
29
50
20
28
23

New Earnings
at 10% increase
$8,943,438
$4,228,820
$2,890,393
$2,725,209
$2,476,779
$1,585,529
$1,520,409
$1,080,261

26.87
10.37
0
63.33
46.26

233
148
182
81
134

23
15
18
8
13

$1,023,704
$932,908
$897,200
$655,575
$557,781

70.53
11.35
0
39.18
51.46
0
77.61
6.73
8.06
21.8
29.9
14.59

68
86
90
124
101
78
75
87
77
60
48
67

7
9
9
12
10
8
8
9
8
6
5
7

$527,373
$486,227
$444,061
$434,991
$400,612
$386,577
$367,986
$341,888
$340,795
$332,697
$258,618
$239,211

4.67
66.9

54
57

5
6

$232,170
$206,111

26.65
14
71.03
92.42

41
44
36
27

4
4
4
3

$177,016
$163,722
$120,054
$96,259

Fulton and Grimes, “The Economic Outlook for Washtenaw County 2013-2015,” pg 21
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FINANCE and INSURANCE
Industry Name
Commercial Banking
Direct Property and Casualty Insurance Carriers
Direct Life Insurance Carriers
Securities Brokerage
Portfolio Management
Investment Banking and Securities Dealing
Savings Institutions
Insurance Agencies and Brokerages
Third Party Administration of Insurance and Pension Funds
Direct Health and Medical Insurance Carriers
Sales Financing
Consumer Lending
Direct Title Insurance Carriers
Credit Card Issuing
Miscellaneous Intermediation
All Other Nondepository Credit Intermediation
Other Activities Related to Credit Intermediation
Claims Adjusting
Mortgage and Nonmortgage Loan Brokers
Commodity Contracts Brokerage
Investment Advice
Real Estate Investment Trusts
All Other Insurance Related Activities
Secondary Market Financing
Monetary Authorities - Central Bank
Other Direct Insurance (except Life, Health, and Medical) Carriers
Financial Transactions Processing, Reserve, and Clearinghouse Activities
Reinsurance Carriers
Miscellaneous Financial Investment Activities
Commodity Contracts Dealing
Trust, Fiduciary, and Custody Activities
International Trade Financing
Other Financial Vehicles
Other Depository Credit Intermediation
Securities and Commodity Exchanges
Open-End Investment Funds
Credit Unions
Real Estate Credit

Percent
Self
Reliant
37
16
10
53
30
21
0
68
24
73
22
8
8
0
11
20
6
3
36
0
73
0
9
0
0
0
87
0
0
0
90
0
0
0
0
0
108
273

New Jobs at
10% Increase
in Self-reliance
119
53
42
21
20
13
27
26
13
15
11
10
7
8
4
5
9
4
6
1
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
0
1
0
0
0
0
0

New Earnings
at 10%
Increase
$4,810,723.07
$3,319,758.53
$2,966,048.03
$2,188,710.66
$1,602,534.57
$1,503,488.03
$1,415,001.72
$1,354,631.29
$1,050,564.41
$1,004,975.26
$845,759.66
$543,990.39
$462,362.66
$445,634.59
$373,574.30
$281,997.81
$245,409.61
$231,408.80
$220,751.38
$191,377.18
$153,062.25
$142,098.55
$139,154.03
$135,291.70
$118,302.53
$112,540.02
$93,719.63
$83,659.06
$63,686.02
$62,697.67
$26,638.40
$13,603.65
$5,598.34
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

WHOLESALE TRADE
This research did not specifically target wholesalers, but the data shows surprisingly significant gains possible across all
subsectors. There are likely industry-specific barriers to entry for many of these categories. It is recommended that
anyone interested in investing in any of these opportunities consider similar criteria to that listed for encouraging local
production. Where freshness and on-time delivery are critical, local businesses will be competitively favored.

Industry Name
Drugs and Druggists' Sundries Merchant Wholesalers
Other Electronic Parts and Equipment Merchant Wholesalers
Computer and Computer Peripheral Equipment and Software Merchant
Wholesalers
Other Grocery and Related Products Merchant Wholesalers
General Line Grocery Merchant Wholesalers
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Percent
Self
Reliant
19.25
35.88

New Jobs
at 100%
Selfreliance
254.91
206.38

New Jobs at
10%
Increase in
Self-reliance
25
21

Earnings
at 10%
increase
$1,700,035
$1,383,051

57.07
23.53
9.28

142.97
257.74
141.98

14
26
14

$1,330,609
$1,291,102
$788,540

Metal Service Centers and Other Metal Merchant Wholesalers
Lumber, Plywood, Millwork, and Wood Panel Merchant Wholesalers
Construction and Mining (except Oil Well) Machinery and Equipment
Merchant Wholesalers
Other Chemical and Allied Products Merchant Wholesalers
Packaged Frozen Food Merchant Wholesalers
Electrical Apparatus and Equipment, Wiring Supplies, and Related
Equipment Merchant Wholesalers
Farm Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Merchant Wholesalers
Furniture Merchant Wholesalers
Medical, Dental, and Hospital Equipment and Supplies Merchant
Wholesalers
Men's and Boys' Clothing and Furnishings Merchant Wholesalers
Stationery and Office Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Home Furnishing Merchant Wholesalers
Warm Air Heating and Air-Conditioning Equipment and Supplies
Merchant Wholesalers
Farm and Garden Machinery and Equipment Merchant Wholesalers
Hardware Merchant Wholesalers
Plastics Materials and Basic Forms and Shapes Merchant Wholesalers
Dairy Product (except Dried or Canned) Merchant Wholesalers
Grain and Field Bean Merchant Wholesalers
Industrial and Personal Service Paper Merchant Wholesalers
Transportation Equipment and Supplies (except Motor Vehicle)
Merchant Wholesalers
Other Miscellaneous Durable Goods Merchant Wholesalers
Petroleum Bulk Stations and Terminals
Meat and Meat Product Merchant Wholesalers
Confectionery Merchant Wholesalers
Tobacco and Tobacco Product Merchant Wholesalers
Tire and Tube Merchant Wholesalers
Other Construction Material Merchant Wholesalers
Women's, Children's, and Infants' Clothing and Accessories Merchant
Wholesalers
Office Equipment Merchant Wholesalers
Roofing, Siding, and Insulation Material Merchant Wholesalers
Industrial Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Piece Goods, Notions, and Other Dry Goods Merchant Wholesalers
Book, Periodical, and Newspaper Merchant Wholesalers
Toy and Hobby Goods and Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Other Commercial Equipment Merchant Wholesalers
Motor Vehicle Supplies and New Parts Merchant Wholesalers
Footwear Merchant Wholesalers
Service Establishment Equipment and Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Brick, Stone, and Related Construction Material Merchant Wholesalers
Jewelry, Watch, Precious Stone, and Precious Metal Merchant
Wholesalers
Petroleum and Petroleum Products Merchant Wholesalers (except Bulk
Stations and Terminals)
Printing and Writing Paper Merchant Wholesalers
Wine and Distilled Alcoholic Beverage Merchant Wholesalers
Fish and Seafood Merchant Wholesalers
Electrical and Electronic Appliance, Television, and Radio Set Merchant
Wholesalers
Photographic Equipment and Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Motor Vehicle Parts (Used) Merchant Wholesalers
Flower, Nursery Stock, and Florists' Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Ophthalmic Goods Merchant Wholesalers
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40.76
17.47

112.49
131.18

11
13

$677,657
$640,913

6.81
30.28
0

112.66
92.39
95.58

11
9
10

$628,755
$566,756
$544,864

58.1
2.41
13.13
0

89.08
88.67
104.53
83.93

9
9
10
8

$537,335
$517,727
$502,408
$440,581

75.26
0
15.08
26.48

50.15
72.19
83.73
81.33

5
7
8
8

$436,560
$411,509
$399,056
$366,495

4.17
23.37
34.27
0
0
0
38.43

62.66
88.89
66.75
41
52.32
55.43
47.1

6
9
7
4
5
6
5

$351,992
$344,029
$334,538
$311,487
$298,229
$266,989
$265,842

0
31.13
48.08
3.54
2.02
0
0
3.61

46.48
77.74
43.78
50.93
63.2
62.85
38.46
51.25

5
8
4
5
6
6
4
5

$264,935
$257,918
$255,543
$246,294
$243,270
$243,135
$219,250
$217,525

25.84
67.64
0
67.41
0
14.78
4.37
24.61
88.66
5.95
12
21.62

78.76
49.85
36.69
35.04
33.97
61.85
38.51
43.29
28.07
28.72
50.42
36.05

8
5
4
4
3
6
4
4
3
3
5
4

$213,919
$210,628
$209,159
$204,088
$193,640
$189,649
$187,366
$186,951
$186,074
$185,937
$184,339
$181,645

22.5

45.06

5

$180,342

23.18
0
62.77
0

28.21
22.2
31.73
23.2

3
2
3
2

$165,105
$154,957
$151,426
$132,231

65.29
0
0
45.24
22.02

18.53
20.89
20.32
34.96
21.84

2
2
2
3
2

$121,585
$119,064
$115,843
$110,322
$91,037

Poultry and Poultry Product Merchant Wholesalers
Sporting and Recreational Goods and Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Paint, Varnish, and Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Automobile and Other Motor Vehicle Merchant Wholesalers
Recyclable Material Merchant Wholesalers
Refrigeration Equipment and Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Plumbing and Heating Equipment and Supplies (Hydronics) Merchant
Wholesalers
Wholesale Trade Agents and Brokers
Other Farm Product Raw Material Merchant Wholesalers
Coal and Other Mineral and Ore Merchant Wholesalers
Business to Business Electronic Markets
Other Professional Equipment and Supplies Merchant Wholesalers
Industrial Machinery and Equipment Merchant Wholesalers
Livestock Merchant Wholesalers
Beer and Ale Merchant Wholesalers
Other Miscellaneous Nondurable Goods Merchant Wholesalers

0
71.27
29.95
91.5
86.15
39.51

15.26
19.12
15.69
12.65
17.26
9.19

2
2
2
1
2
1

$86,993
$83,711
$71,335
$70,820
$60,116
$51,558

91.65
98.28
0
0
0
93.84
153.95
294.68
183.06
121.25

8.3
5.89
6.78
4.6
3.42
2.36
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

$46,899
$45,499
$38,658
$26,208
$19,497
$13,642
$0
$0
$0
$0

UTILITIES
Many of the subsectors in this category are constrained by natural resources or likely environmental impact. However,
that there are significant opportunities warranting further research in power distribution and water. These are
relatively capital intensive enterprises requiring a very specialized talent base, so further research would be needed.
Industry Name
Electric Power Distribution
Fossil Fuel Electric Power Generation
Nuclear Electric Power Generation
Water Supply and Irrigation Systems
Natural Gas Distribution
Other Electric Power Generation
Electric Bulk Power Transmission and Control
Hydroelectric Power Generation
Sewage Treatment Facilities
Steam and Air-Conditioning Supply

Percent Self
Reliant
0
0
0
0
67.13
0
0
0
0
0

Jobs at 10%
increase
27.41
302.51
95.52
19.34
17.82
38.14
29.01
1343.7
18.42
8.07

Earnings at 10%
increase in self-reliance
$3,861,230.64
$727,411.90
$376,835.59
$344,085.81
$213,377.62
$66,409.99
$63,933.93
$43,312.96
$33,578.55
$20,204.79

Consumer/Nondurable Goods Manufacturing

Industry Name
Poultry Processing
Animal (except Poultry) Slaughtering
Meat Processed from Carcasses
Soft Drink Manufacturing
Frozen Specialty Food Manufacturing
Fluid Milk Manufacturing
Fruit and Vegetable Canning
Women's, Girls', and Infants' Cut and Sew Apparel
Contractors
Cheese Manufacturing
Carpet and Rug Mills
Perishable Prepared Food Manufacturing
Frozen Fruit, Juice, and Vegetable Manufacturing
Wineries
Cookie and Cracker Manufacturing
Fresh and Frozen Seafood Processing

Percent
Self
Reliant
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

New Jobs
at 100%
Selfreliance
273.3
173.85
120.12
64.97
61.88
64.83
54.21

Jobs at 10%
Increase in
Selfreliance
27
17
12
6
6
6
5

New Earnings
at 10%
Increase in
Self-reliance
$1,356,490.11
$862,858.84
$596,188.76
$322,461.73
$307,157.37
$304,573.47
$269,051.02

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

52.14
47.64
46.33
43.26
40.95
57.4
36.39
36.09

5
5
5
4
4
6
4
4

$258,777.53
$236,450.57
$229,965.96
$214,724.56
$203,260.61
$185,354.29
$180,601.69
$179,125.05
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Confectionery Manufacturing from Purchased
Chocolate
Other Snack Food Manufacturing
Other Animal Food Manufacturing
Broadwoven Fabric Mills
All Other Miscellaneous Textile Product Mills
Spice and Extract Manufacturing
Other Household Textile Product Mills
Yarn Spinning Mills
Dog and Cat Food Manufacturing
Nonwoven Fabric Mills
Frozen Cakes, Pies, and Other Pastries Manufacturing
Flour Mixes and Dough Manufacturing from
Purchased Flour
Nonchocolate Confectionery Manufacturing
Men's and Boys' Cut and Sew Apparel Contractors
Tortilla Manufacturing
Broadwoven Fabric Finishing Mills
Ice Cream and Frozen Dessert Manufacturing
Yarn Texturizing, Throwing, and Twisting Mills
Specialty Canning
Dry, Condensed, and Evaporated Dairy Product
Manufacturing
Roasted Nuts and Peanut Butter Manufacturing
Women's and Girls' Cut and Sew Blouse and Shirt
Manufacturing
Mayonnaise, Dressing, and Other Prepared Sauce
Manufacturing
Breakfast Cereal Manufacturing
Coffee and Tea Manufacturing
Dried and Dehydrated Food Manufacturing
Canvas and Related Product Mills
Wet Corn Milling
Flour Milling
Curtain and Drapery Mills
Women's and Girls' Cut and Sew Other Outerwear
Manufacturing
Other Hosiery and Sock Mills
Cigarette Manufacturing
Bottled Water Manufacturing
Rendering and Meat Byproduct Processing
Fats and Oils Refining and Blending
All Other Cut and Sew Apparel Manufacturing
Women's and Girls' Cut and Sew Dress Manufacturing
Fabric Coating Mills
Breweries
Narrow Fabric Mills
Retail Bakeries

0
0
0
0
8.05
0
0
0
0
0
0

35.57
35.06
34.6
33.09
57.63
21.9
60.62
26.14
24.16
22.25
21.78

4
4
3
3
6
2
6
3
2
2
2

$176,526.63
$173,991.17
$171,741.88
$164,244.23
$160,990.83
$160,442.09
$153,135.78
$129,737.89
$119,905.10
$110,427.16
$108,120.63

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

20.28
19.44
19.11
18.81
18.7
23.35
18.27
17.74

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

$100,651.60
$96,496.42
$94,830.91
$93,354.28
$92,810.55
$92,685.97
$90,704.34
$88,071.58

0
0

17.01
16.75

2
2

$84,414.34
$83,143.74

0

16.27

2

$80,751.36

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

18.19
15.93
15.92
15.61
24.62
13.01
12.05
12.73

2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1

$80,683.99
$79,051.52
$79,011.45
$77,483.31
$76,566.78
$64,554.16
$64,286.04
$63,174.82

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
50.79
0
52.16

12.58
12.18
12.18
12.25
10.9
10.77
10.65
10.3
10.07
16.84
9.41
31.74

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
3

$62,453.67
$60,467.66
$60,461.93
$54,585.95
$54,091.79
$53,462.22
$52,855.54
$51,132.80
$49,982.40
$49,414.95
$46,697.17
$46,540.55

RAW MATERIALS
There may well be areas for potential growth by shifting to local production in these subsectors, but further research
would be strongly recommended first. Especially given that these are predominantly high volume, low mix products,
there is a significant barrier to entry for most of them due to economies of scale. In many cases, environmental impacts
may also make them unattractive for local development.

Industry Name
Pharmaceutical Preparation Manufacturing

Percent
Self
Reliant
14.35

78

New Jobs at
100% Selfreliance
191.78

Jobs at 10%
Increase in Selfreliance
19

New Earnings at
10% Increase in
Self-reliance
$1,205,113.56

Ready-Mix Concrete Manufacturing
Paper (except Newsprint) Mills
Corrugated and Solid Fiber Box Manufacturing
Wood Window and Door Manufacturing
Petroleum Refineries
Sawmills
Toilet Preparation Manufacturing
Wood Container and Pallet Manufacturing
Other Concrete Product Manufacturing
Tire Manufacturing (except Retreading)
Glass Product Manufacturing Made of Purchased Glass
Other Millwork (including Flooring)
Paint and Coating Manufacturing
Unlaminated Plastics Film and Sheet (except
Packaging) Manufacturing
Manufactured Home (Mobile Home) Manufacturing
All Other Basic Inorganic Chemical Manufacturing
Paperboard Mills
Biological Product (except Diagnostic) Manufacturing
Commercial Flexographic Printing
Rubber Product Manufacturing for Mechanical Use
All Other Rubber Product Manufacturing
Plastics Bottle Manufacturing
Truss Manufacturing
Coated and Laminated Paper Manufacturing
Plastics Bag Manufacturing
Cut Stone and Stone Product Manufacturing

29.45
0
14.57
0
0
1.43
0
0
22.59
0
0
0
0

78.36
85.46
92.32
81.37
75.3
123.57
68.78
65.83
64.95
57.94
63.13
47.49
46.66

8
9
9
8
8
12
7
7
6
6
6
5
5

$484,286.35
$424,189.33
$419,846.11
$403,894.17
$373,754.78
$364,668.74
$341,388.99
$326,731.38
$321,359.86
$287,577.64
$248,995.86
$235,723.70
$231,614.30

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

46.45
46.43
43.72
43.15
41.36
39.42
39.41
39.24
41.78
37.76
37.41
37.02
36.48

5
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

$230,544.02
$230,463.90
$217,008.20
$214,163.67
$205,280.96
$195,637.05
$195,608.43
$194,749.92
$191,074.10
$187,412.53
$185,695.51
$183,738.11
$181,059.56

Durable Goods Manufacturing
Industry Name
Radio and Television Broadcasting and Wireless
Communications Equipment Manufacturing
Search, Detection, Navigation, Guidance, Aeronautical, and
Nautical System and Instrument Manufacturing
Aircraft Manufacturing
Printed Circuit Assembly (Electronic Assembly)
Manufacturing
Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing
Fabricated Structural Metal Manufacturing
Other Aircraft Parts and Auxiliary Equipment Manufacturing
Institutional Furniture Manufacturing
Iron and Steel Mills
Sheet Metal Work Manufacturing
Electromedical and Electrotherapeutic Apparatus
Manufacturing
Air-Conditioning and Warm Air Heating Equipment and
Commercial and Industrial Refrigeration Equipment
Manufacturing
Machine Shops
Light Truck and Utility Vehicle Manufacturing
Other Motor Vehicle Electrical and Electronic Equipment
Manufacturing
Wood Kitchen Cabinet and Countertop Manufacturing
All Other Miscellaneous Fabricated Metal Product
Manufacturing
Audio and Video Equipment Manufacturing

Percent
Self
Reliant

New Jobs at
100% Selfreliance

0

217.64

22

$1,754,862.65

0
0

177.45
212.93

18
21

$1,238,121.86
$1,084,149.55

0
0
0
0
18.66
0
5.13

154.44
92.69
140.3
130.07
135.85
123.46
125.74

15
9
14
13
14
12
13

$867,214.61
$776,427.62
$665,039.56
$645,564.48
$638,194.80
$612,780.88
$607,611.01

0

69.01

7

$597,957.36

0
64.12
0

118.66
109.29
93.47

12
11
9

$588,971.56
$470,603.57
$463,932.57

0
15.73

86.06
127.7

9
13

$463,721.49
$431,527.59

3.31
0

104.71
93.86

10
9

$418,945.00
$404,425.28

79

Jobs at 10%
Increase in
Self-reliance

New Earnings at
10% Increase in
Self-reliance

Electronic Computer Manufacturing
Aircraft Engine and Engine Parts Manufacturing
Construction Machinery Manufacturing
Metal Window and Door Manufacturing
Nonupholstered Wood Household Furniture Manufacturing
Motor Vehicle Steering and Suspension Components (except
Spring) Manufacturing
Sign Manufacturing
Other Engine Equipment Manufacturing
Farm Machinery and Equipment Manufacturing
Special Die and Tool, Die Set, Jig, and Fixture Manufacturing
Motor Vehicle Seating and Interior Trim Manufacturing
Showcase, Partition, Shelving, and Locker Manufacturing
Guided Missile and Space Vehicle Manufacturing
Iron Foundries
Motor Vehicle Body Manufacturing
Travel Trailer and Camper Manufacturing
Oil and Gas Field Machinery and Equipment Manufacturing
Motor and Generator Manufacturing
Upholstered Household Furniture Manufacturing
All Other Industrial Machinery Manufacturing
Metal Coating, Engraving (except Jewelry and Silverware),
and Allied Services to Manufacturers
Industrial Valve Manufacturing
Fluid Power Valve and Hose Fitting Manufacturing
Other Computer Peripheral Equipment Manufacturing
Plate Work Manufacturing
Bare Printed Circuit Board Manufacturing
All Other Miscellaneous Electrical Equipment and Component
Manufacturing
Metal Tank (Heavy Gauge) Manufacturing
Conveyor and Conveying Equipment Manufacturing

0
0
0
0
0

59.91
80.98
80.32
76.62
63.56

6
8
8
8
6

$403,354.34
$401,925.33
$398,674.44
$380,285.18
$315,473.46

0
40.28
0
0
17.76
0
11.37
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
14.58

55.24
61.86
59.99
66.23
51.15
64.97
68.98
56.94
56.82
54.83
54.19
51.17
48.23
99.46
39.29

6
6
6
7
5
6
7
6
6
5
5
5
5
10
4

$308,860.57
$298,511.23
$297,765.28
$295,400.36
$286,982.82
$286,786.64
$282,714.27
$282,598.29
$282,025.95
$272,135.93
$268,965.17
$253,958.43
$239,369.50
$237,087.05
$232,824.05

0
0
0
0
0
0

63.29
52.1
43.4
43.24
43.23
49.66

6
5
4
4
4
5

$223,103.52
$218,424.78
$215,411.37
$214,604.37
$214,575.76
$213,359.74

0
0
0

35.27
41.08
40.77

4
4
4

$212,852.25
$203,878.73
$202,362.03

Other Services
Industry Name
Religious Organizations
Commercial and Industrial Machinery and Equipment (except Automotive and
Electronic) Repair and Maintenance
General Automotive Repair
Other Similar Organizations (except Business, Professional, Labor, and Political
Organizations)
Industrial Launderers
Business Associations
Linen Supply
Voluntary Health Organizations
Funeral Homes and Funeral Services
Other Electronic and Precision Equipment Repair and Maintenance
Computer and Office Machine Repair and Maintenance
Civic and Social Organizations

80

New Earnings at 10% increase in
market share for local enterprises
$1,037,789.82
$631,498.70
$503,194.79
$399,883.02
$234,314.57
$207,388.56
$164,718.94
$162,374.64
$162,027.90
$159,671.95
$153,474.52
$127,143.59

