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SNIChigan manages more coastal waters
(38, 00}-1. miles) than any other state
OUIES t&} ka which is about 40% of the
bL}f‘ > waters and submerged lands of
e Great Lakes
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inportant Great Lakes Climatic Influences:

2 Laka ; ffect snow — extends
,<J/ owmobiling season

—J Me) erates coastal temperature

= fluctuations- supports Michigan’s diverse
53‘" =
-E;_:.=,agr|cultural product production notably
orchards and vineyards/major agricultural
tourism attractions
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2 Difagisges enair: 1g on travel is about $18
hillion
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0006 0f Michigan travel is leisure travel
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SMIHNI000, direct travel spending
19"fur9c scaplta was $1,558 vs. $17,528
V), $11,755 (HI), $3,491 (FL).

2 Wb- ﬂﬂked 44th
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1985-20)6 tateW|de

- \/O]leém “tourism traffic growth rate
=249%6/year
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= SISpEn| ding on travel growth rate ~6%/year
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iGrowth rate has slowed since 2001
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Uit of 30 top Michigan tourism
"rma“gc __s are coastal counties
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2657000 or ~30% of all'Michigan second
iemes along Michigan's Lake Michigan
Shoreline:

SAValue of these are above average.
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SAichigan has —800,000 registered
Walercrait, ranking in the top 5 states in
MOStyealrs
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ASChiallenge (1),

6206 of Michigan travel (=50 mile one
el rr}c ) IS by Michigan residents

v?O% S primarily from lllinois, Indiana,
O @"@nd Wisconsin
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=2 |ch|gan IS primarily a regional tourism
= market
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tettravel promotion vill be $30 million,
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~KNater resource protection
= Windmills
® | .ack of sound data



NheaMichigan Tourism Strategiﬁh_.,.
Dl rganlzé'ﬁbﬂal Support

2 D@\/@L]n needed leadership and
Of Jan atlonal structures

2 Daye Dp political support
== of-E-‘Ef and the use and effectiveness of
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: "= Build an effective communications system
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IesMichigan Strateglc Plan -
ProcUldi Dehveﬁ'Support

SAIDEVEIG A research and technical support
SVS ef,( 10 guide investment

> leg ase effectiveness of promotion

~—~ Ex sand delivery of quality experiences —
-_,:-'*product

" Expand delivery of quality experiences -
service

MI
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