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| | Foreword

The Eastern Upper Peninsula Regional Planning and Development Commissionhas produced or
contributed to the production of various plans purposed with addressing and guiding the
implementation of economic and community development efforts throughout the Michigan
counties of Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac.

The year 2014 presented the Eastern Upper Peninsula Regional Planning and Developrant

Commission, and, more importantly, the Eastern Upper Peninsula, with a particularly unique

opportunity: th e chance to developa plan embracing and incorporating the requirements of both

the Economic Devel opment A deaconomis Devedopment StiategydSo mp r e h «
well as Mich i g aRedboral Prosperity Initiative.

What resulted is the culmination of a large group of stakeholders across a broad spectrum of
occupations involving themselves in a planning process which sought, and then found, ways to
align regional resources with a regional direction pointing towards an exciting future.



ii | Acknowledgements

What is put forth here would not possess the necessary breadth nor required gravity to inspire
and guide a region-wide effort to position ourselves for a great future without the time, effort and
contributions of everyone who participated in the planning process. Thank you.

Orrin Bailey, Michigan Works! The Job
Force Board

Phil Becker, International Bridge
Administration

Eric Becks, Sault Ste. Marie Advanced
Resources & Technology, Inc. & Lake
Superior State University

Amy Berglund,Car | Levinos
Vince Bevins, Michigan De partment of
Transportation

Joshua Billington, Ame r i Smalb s
Business Development Center

Rob Bloch, DeTour Economic Development
Corporation

Rebecca BolenMackinac Economic
Alliance

Jon Brown, Newberry Area Chamber of
Commerce

Karen Cheeseman,Mackinac Straits Health
System

Kristen Claus, Sault Ste. Marie Economic
Development Corporation

Nikki Craig, Paradise Area Chamber of
Commerce

David Deatrick, Chippewa County Road
Commission

Edward DeTour, Northern Transitions, Inc.
Grant Dewitt, Chippewa Snow Chasers
Joe Dobrowolski, Superior Fabrication
Company LLC

Jennifer Dunton, Michigan Department of
Human Services

Debra Evashevski,St. Ignace Downtown
Development Authority

Robert Eslinger, Northern Michigan
University

Lois Ellis, Michigan Economic
Development Corporation

Tom Ewing, Chippewa County Economic
Development Corporation

Donna Fiebelkorn, Lake Superior State
University

David Finley, Lake Superior State
University

Becky Freitas, Great Start Parent Coalition

Julie Gardner, Michigan State Hou sing
Development Authority

Akemi Gordon, Eastern Upper Peninsula
Transportation Authority

Steve Gordon,Eastern Upper Peninsula
Intermediate School District

David Goudreau, Northern Wings Repair,
Inc e

Jeffrey Hagan, Eastern Upper Peninsula
Michigan Works!

Stacy Haughey,Michigan Department of
Natural Resources

Dirk Heckman, Mackinac County Road
Commission

Linda Hoath, Sault Area Convention &
Visitors Bureau

Wendy Hoffman, Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of
Chippewa Indians

Jeff Holt, Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of
Chippewa Indians

Ken Hopper, Lake Superior State
University

Sharon Houghton, Community
Consolidated School Services

Jeff Hukill, Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality

David Jahn, War Memorial Hospital
Jeannie King, Columbus Township

Julee Kaurala, Michigan Department of
Human Services

Julee Kaurala, Michigan Department of
Human Services

George Kinsella,ECO Marine & Superior
Marine Ecological Services

Stephanie Kisner, Sault Ste. Marie
Chamber of Commerce

Justin Knepper, Sault Ste. Marie
Downtown Development Authority

John Kronemeyer, Marquette Township
Donna LaCourt, Michigan Department of
Agriculture and Rural Development
Tracey Laitinen, United Way of the Eastern
Upper Peninsula

Chuck Lindstrom, Michigan Department of
Transportation



JoAnne Lussier, Sault Area Schools

Bill Mangham, Whitefish Township

Erin Marra, Kanava International , LLC
Mike McCarthy, Chippewa/Luce/Mackinac
Conservation District

Kevin McElroy, Mackinac Straits Health
System

Marilyn McGuire, DeTour Village

Don McLean, Chippewa County Board of
Commissioners

Charles Moser, Eastern Upper Peninsula
Transportation Authority

Rod Nelson, Mackinac Straits Health
System

David Nyberg, Gover nor Ri ck
Office

Jodi Orm, Lake Superior State University
Andrea Osborn, Community Health Acce ss
Coalition

Pete Paramski, Michigan Department of
Transportation

Marv Pichla, Inspiring Innovations, Inc.
Scott Pillion, Helen Newberry Joy Hospital
and Healthcare Center

Carmen Pittenger, Luce County Economic
Development Corporation

Amy Polk, Les Cheneaux Islands Chamber
of Commerce

Dan Reattoir, Eastern Upper Peninsula
Intermediate School District

Angela Reed,DeTour Area Schools

Dean Reid, Mackinac County Planning
Commission

Gary Reid, Clark Township

Stanley Ronquist, Luce County Road
Commission

Mike Ross, R.M.G. Family Sugar Bush, Inc.
David Rusch, Michigan Department of
Transportation

Joel Schultz, Central Upper Peninsula
Planning and Development

Susan Sliger,War Memorial Hospital
Christopher Stabile, Michigan Department
of Human Services

Steve Scott, Michigan Department of
Natural Resources

Tom Stephenson, Connect Michigan

Bill Sutter, Community Consolidated School

S n ySdnédcesd s

Dan Tadgerson, Bay Mills Health

Les Therian, City of St. Ighace

Jen Tucker, Michigan Economic
Development Corporation

Michelle Walk, Michigan State University
Extension

Stacy Haughey,Michigan Department of
Natural Resources

Dennis West, Northern Initiatives

Ralph Wilhelms, Lake Superior State
University

Kim Wilcox, Eastern Upper Peninsula
Michigan Works!

Gwen Worley, Eastern Upper Peninsula
Michigan Works!

Monica Young, Bay Mills Community
College Waishkey Bay Farm

Greg Zimmerman, Lake Superior State
University



il | Executive Summary

Purpose:

Elevating the Eastern Upper Peninsula is a plan that is to serve both as the 20152019 Comprehensive
Economic Development Strategy and the 201519 Regional Prosperity Initiative plan for the Michigan

counties of Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac. This plan is not only a declaration of where those &fecting
economic development acrossvarious fields intend to see the region be by 2019, but it is a living document
putting forth the first steps we will take towards a prosperous future.

Process :

Development of Elevating the Eastern Upper Peninsula began in late-July of 2014 with a meeting of the
Stakeholder Committee where regional assets and needs were identified and focus areas for this plan were
established. Six focus areas were deemed priorities for developingthis plan: education, economic and
workforce development, health care, tourism and natural resources, agriculture and local food systems, and
infrastructure. Since then, the Stakeholder Committee met twice more, the Regional Economic
Development Advisory Committee 8 a smaller committee, which has been in place for the development of
previous Comprehensive Economic Development Strategie® met five times (twice in conjunction with the
Stakeholder Committee), and six focus-group meetings were heldd one for each focus area.

Blueprint

Vision

Mi chi gands Eastern Upper Peninsula will be a region in
and residents alike; where one can be immersed in a natural setting yet access 2tcentury amenities; and

where opportunity prevails through the application of modern techniques, collaboration, and mindful

allocation of resources.

The goals and strategies below were developed from the process described above, along with
consideration of past plans and ongoing efforts , to aid the region in realizing its vision of prosperity
Furthermore, one can find the necessary actions items and proposed collaborative partners for each
strategy in the Economic Development Blueprint (page s59-71).

Education
Goal: Region-wide access to educational opportunitiesthat support learning, career-preparedness and self
efficacy.
Strategies to achieve the goal:
1 Strengthen and, where feasible, expand careeftechnical education opportunities.
1 Promote the utilization of opportunities provided by enhanced -enrollment programs.
T Expand LSSUG6s scope both in terms of target marke

Economic and Workforce Development

Goal: A business environment where one can create, grow, o relocate a business knowingone will be able
to accessthe labor, infrastructure and amenities necessaryto thrive sustainably and profitably.

Strategies to achieve the goal:

1 Build reputation as a desirable location to conduct business through steadfast attention to the
growth and sustainability of businesses located within the region.

1 Use regional branding to change mindsets from remote location to desired destination.

1 Use strategic placemaking in a manner that is unique, exciting, sustainable, and conducive to
commercial activity.

1 Improve customer service.

1 Increase visibility and proactivity of workforce development agencies.



Health Care

Goal: A health care system focused on the community with active collaboration amongst providers, agencies
and coalitions.
Strategies to achieve the goal:

1 Continue, build upon and increase collaborative efforts.

1 Retain physicians within the region.

1 Continue to develop capacities necessary to train and develop healthcare workforce within the

region.
1 Open crossborder access to health care.
1 Establish along-term care facility for Department of Corrections.

Tourism and Natural Resources

Goal: Increased engagement of local residents around tourism and recreational use of our natural resources
to promote quality of life and desirability of our region for family and business.
Strategies to achieve the goal:

1 Promote existing outdoor activities as well as furt her develop the range of outdoor activities
available within the region.
Update recreation plans to be able to access funding opportunities.
Use regional branding to convey the range of unique recreational activities available in the
region.

f
f

Agriculture a _nd Local Food Systems

Goal: An agriculture and food sector able to increase production, add value to products, and reach new
markets through collaborative efforts and development of aggregation, processing, storage and distribution
infrastructure.

Strategies to achieve the goal:
1 Educate consumers about eating locally produced food.

I Obtain necessary infrastructure to aggregate, process, store and distribute products within the
region.

1 Maintain support systems for farmers.
1 Create a protocol for developing new farmers.
Infrastructure

Goal: Maintain functionality of existing infrastructure and implement sustainable improvements where
funding permits.
Strategies to achieve the goal:

1 Sustain and expand public transportation options.

1 Maintain roads, bridges and key infrastructure.

1 Improve broadband access throughout the region.

71 Increase stock of attractive, affordable housing in the region.
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1| Introduction

This section discusses who oversaw the planning process, the uniqueness of this particular plan,
how it was developed, and why a comprehensive plan for regional prosperity is a necessity.
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The Eastern Upper Peninsula Regional Planning and Development
Commission

Founded in 1968 under the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, certified as
one of fourteen Economic Development Administration Economic Development Districts in the
State of Michigan in 1970, and formally recognized via the State of Michigan Public Act 281 of
1945 in 1972, the Eastern Upper Peninsula Regional Planning and Development Commission
(EUPRPDC) provides a multitude of services to the counties of Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac.
The EUPRPDC is a nonprofit gov ernment agency, which is primarily funded by the United States
Department of Commerce, Economic Development Administration via Title IV of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended, and the Economic Development
Administration Reform Act of 1998.

Directed by an eighteen member board comprised of public and private sector representatives

from each county, including a seat specifically reservedf or a r epresentati ve
largest minority segment ( Chippewa Native American), the EUPRPDC assists communities with

land use planning, zoning, economic and community development, hazard mitigation planning,
recreation planning, transportation, and Geographic Information Systems mapping and
databases.

Table 1. EUPRPDC Board Compaosition

Name Role County Sector EO Race Sex Term Ends
Don McLean Chairman Chippewa  Government Yes Caucasian Male Jan. 2016
Colleen Duflo Vice Chair Luce Private No Caucasian Female Jan. 2016
Dean Reid Secretary Mackinac Private No Caucasian Male Jan. 2016
Richard Timmer Treasurer Chippewa Private No Caucasian Male Jan. 2016
Jeff Holt Minority Rep. Chippewa  Sault Tribe No American Indian Male Jan. 2016
Kristen Claus General Chippewa  Government No Caucasian Female Jan. 2017
Conor Egan General Chippewa  Government Yes Caucasian Male Jan. 2017
Jim Moore General Chippewa  Government Yes Caucasian Male Jun. 2015
Joe Dobrowolski General Chippewa  Private No Caucasian Male Jan. 2016
Ken Gill General Luce Government Yes Caucasian Male Jan. 2017
Ron Ford General Luce Government Yes Caucasian Male Jan. 2016
Charles Cleaver General Luce Government No Caucasian Male Apr. 2016
Les Therrian General Mackinac Government No Caucasian Male Jul. 2015
Gary Reid General Mackinac Government Yes Caucasian Male Jan. 2017
James Hill General Mackinac Government Yes Caucasian Male Jan. 2016
Diane Patrick General Mackinac Government Yes Caucasian Female Jan. 2016
Eric Becks General Chippewa  Private No Caucasian Male Apr. 2017
Michelle Walk General Mackinac MSUE No Caucasian Female Jul. 2015

Note: "EQ" is an acronym for Elected Official.

Table 2: EUPRPDC Staff

Name Position Began at EUPRPDC

Jeffrey Hagan Chief Executive Officer 2000
Ellen Benoit Finance and Programs Manager 1989
Nathan Fazer Senior Planner; GIS Coordinator 2006
Nathan Coon GIS Technician & Analyst 2011
Eric Wedesky Economic Development Specialist 2014
Haley Tasiemski Intern 2013
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A Unique Opportunity

Every five years, theEUPRPDCis required to produce a Comprehensive Economic Development
Strategy (CEDS) for the United States Economic Development Administration (EDA). Having a
CEDS is a central component to being able to receive federal funding for both regional planning,
as well as for projectspursued by local champions. Additionally , a CEDS brings together leaders
in multiple fields able to affect the mechanisms of economic development (further information
regarding CEDS can be found on page$8-99). The previous CEDS produced for the EUP was
written in 20 10and expired in 2014. As 2014 began, so did the process for developing a new CEDS.

In 20183, Mi chigands Governor, Rick Snyder ., advanc
including it in his Executive Bu dget Recommendation for 2014, which eventually passed through
the legislature (59 Public Act 2013). The RPI seeks to clearly realign service areas for state
agencies in an attempt to reduce overlaps and eliminate gaps in services while also providing
means for State Designhated Planning Regions and Metropolitan Planning Organizationsd if they
choose to apply for funding; it is a voluntary competitive grant o the necessary resources to
facilitate the development of a plan conveying a consensus regional vision aml to coordinate
economic development goals and resources amongst those working in various fields.
Furthermore, regions choosing to participate could do so in three capacities with varying levels of
funding and scope: a Regional Prosperity Collaborative, which could receive grant funding up to
$250,000; a Regional Prosperity Council, which could receive up to $375,000; and a Regional
Prosperity Board, which could receive up to $500,000 (further information regarding the RPI can
be found on pages100-101).

In March of 2014, the EUPRPDC wasawarded a grantf r om Mi chi ganébs Depar
Management, Technology and Budge on the Regional Planning Collaborative level, which helped

enable the developmentof this 5-year plan and the creation of a dashboard (can befound on the

Regi onal Prosperity | niti athtp/leuppmagnag.coghrecobotie RPDCO s
development/rpi)f or measuring the regionds .advancement to

Due to the same three counties constituting both an Economic Development District and a State
Designated Planning Region, in addition to how the timing worked out between needing to
develop a new CEDSand receiving the RPI grant award, it was logical for the EUPRPDC to
facilitate the development of one plan satisfying the criteria of each the CEDS andthe RPI. The
requirements and deliverables of the CEDS and RPI are compaable and in many ways reflect
evenly upon one another. Thus integrating the two not only seemed sensible, it provided the
opportunity to leverage li mited resources to produce a more thorough and inclusive plan.
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Developing the Plan

To develop a planthat delivers upont he requirements of both the

St a

Prosperity Initiative and the EDAOGuiqUEeprotpsswasensi v e

developed and utilized by EUPRPDC staff. EUPRPDC used two committees, $ focus groups, a
survey and multiple one-on-one meetings to develop, screen, and approve what is put forth in this
plan.

Regional Prosperity Initiative Collaborative

Criteria for developing Regional Prosperity Collaborative required the EUPRPDC to engage
private, public and non-profit representatives from adult education, workforce development,
economic development, transportation and higher education or ganizations. The EUPRPDC
sought to engage the® representatives on two levels.The first being a large assembly, called the
Stakeholder Committee, which oversaw the planning process, identified and reassessed regional
assets and shortcomings basedonpredus pl ans (20096s Economic
Mi chi gan Upper Peninsul a/ Wisconsin Border,

focus areas that needed tobe addressed in this plan. The second level of engagementnanifested

in the form of focus-areafocus groups. Six focus groups were convenedagriculture and local food

systems,tourism and natural resources, health care, education, infrastructure, and economic and

workforce development (professionals in each sector were brought together for one focus group
due to the interrelated nature of their work) . With facilitation assistancefrom Michigan State

University Extension, the focus groups were ledthrough individual analyses to identify strengths,

challengesand threats, and opportunities, shedding light onto a goal and subsequent strategies
those working in th e given focus area can incorporate in order for that component of the

prosperity plan to be realized. The focus groups were the essential source of information and ideas
used in forming the economic blueprint proposed later in this plan.

Comprehensive Economic Develgppment Strateqy

The Regional Economic Development Advisory Committee (REDAC) wasformed to oversee the
planning process, offer input at many junctions, and to recommend approval to the EUPRPDC
Board based on their overall satisfaction of this plan as well as its adherence to the requirements
set forth by the EDA. Of the members comprising the REDAC, the EDA required a private sector
majority, which was metd though during the course of developing this plan, the EDA issued
updated Federal requirements, stating that the REDAC need only see its composition reflect truly
upon the nature of the r e gi o n & Moreowen im previous CEDS, it was required that a
regional list of projects requiring assistance from the EDA be included. Although this is no longer

required, it was completed and included due to the fact the requirements were changedwhile

developing this plan, and it givesthe REDAC, along with readers of this plan, a broad overview of
the types of projects being pursued throughout the region.
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Why Attemptto Grow asa Region?

As the United States of America and the State of Michigan continue to rebound from the last
recession the production of this comprehensive plan to help guide the region towards prosperity
is not only appropriate and timely, but essential if the Eastern Upper Peninsulaintends to position
itself to ride an economic upswing.

Furthermore, as an Economic Development District, possessinga Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy qual i fi es the regionds counti es, citi
development organizations, non-profits, institu tions and businesses as eligible to apply for

Economic Development Administration assistance under its public works and economic facilities

program, technical assistance programs, loan programs, and planning programs.

Looking beyond qualify ing for fundin g, a variety reasonsexist explaining why for tho se living and
working in the Eastern Upper Peninsula should feel compelled to embrace a region-wide plan to
guide economic development:

9 Limited resources demand unique collaborations to propel change and emnomic
development;

1 The Eastern Upper Peninsuladb s p o gmorigst thenGremt Lakes, the Upper Peninsula,
the Lower Peninsula and Canada differentiates it from any other region in Michigan;

1 1In 2010, 27 cities in the State of Michiganhad populations greater than that of the entire
Eastern Upper Peninsula (56,242 citizens)?;

f TheeEastern Upper Peninsula has a wealth of tale
counties;

T The Eastern Upper Peninsula is home tothasome of
draw people into each county year after year;

1 The Eastern Upper Peninsula has a longestablished cultural heritage, which is both an
identity and a source of pride;

9 In order to be attractive to new businesses the Eastern Upper Peninsula must successilly
pursue and implement measures to demonstrate vibrancy; and

1 The willingness to come together under an umbrella of regionalism has been clearly and
successfully demonstrated throughout the development of Elevating the Eastern Upper
Peninsula.

lData from the United Statesd 2010 Census; gathered by
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2 | Examining the Eastern Upper Peninsula

Through the utilization of the most current data available from various federal, state and
private resources, this section provides those reading this plan with a clear picture of the state
of the Eastern Upper Peninsula. This section covers topicsincluding demographics, economics,
and regional assets.
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Location

The Eastern Upper Peninsula (EUP) is a region within the State of Michigan encompassing the

counties of Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac. When considering Michigan in it s entirety, the EUP

located between the southern end of the Lower Peninsula and the western reaches of the Upper
Peninsula. The EUP has the only point in the State where one can drive between the Lower

Peninsula to the Upper Peninsula and vice versa; andone of three locations in Michigan where

one can cross the international border into Canada. Only the western end of the EUP is connected

to | and: Lake Superionoucahbdet her Sher Mashgose®Rj] vehe
and Lake Huron sculpt the eastern shore; and Lake Huron and Lake Michigan make up the

southern shoreline.

Map 1 shows where the EUP is located in the State of Michiganand also where it is located in
relation to | arge markets surrounding the Great Lakes. Furthermore, Map 1 illuminates urban
areas in the states and provinces surrounding the Great LakesOne can see that the EUP is without
much urban area and is at a distancefrom the larger urban areas shown.

Map L Eastern Upper Peninsula Location
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Table 3 shows linear distance, shortest distance by road, shortest drive time, and the metropolitan
popul ati onsd of Mapel. Al df the ciéies ard within ac500emile radins. Of these
cities, only Sault Ste. Marie, Ontariod which happens to be the smallest market in terms of
metropolitan population @ is within 100 miles of the EUP.

Table 3: Proximity to Selected Mar ketsi Measured from Sault Ste. Marie, Ml

Linear Shortest Distance Shortest Drive Metropolitan

Market Distance by Road Time Population

Sault Ste. Marie, ON 1 mile 4 miles 0 h 12 min 79,800
Sudbury, ON 163miles 195 miles 3 h 56 min 160,274
Green Bay, WI 227 miles 282 miles 5 h 03 min 312,049
Grand Rapids, MI 255 miles 286 miles 4 h 34 min 1,016,603
Lansing, MI 260 miles 287 miles 4 h 15 min 464,063
Detroit, MI 298 miles 346 miles 5 h 05 min 4,292,060
Milwaukee, WI 299 miles 399 miles 6 h 49 min 1,569,659
Toronto, ON 309 miles 431 miles 7 h 56 min 5,583,064
Chicago, IL 360 miles 463 miles 7 h 20 min 9,522,434
Buffalo, NY 365 miles 553 miles 8 h 19 min 1,134,210
Cleveland, OH 370 miles 501 miles 7 h 28 min 2,064,725
Duluth, MN 374 miles 416 miles 7 h 30 min 279,889
Minneapolis, MN 445 miles 542 miles 9 h 06 min 3,459,146
Columbus, OH 455 miles 520 miles 7 h 53 min 1,967,066
Indianapolis, IN 470 miles 535 miles 8 h 02 min 1,887,877
Pittsburgh, PA 475 miles 617 miles 9 h 08 min 2,360,867

Sources: Linear distance measured with ArcMap; driving distance and drive time measured with Google Maps; U.S.
metropolitan data from 2010 Census; Canadian metropolitan data from 2011 Census.

Municipal Composition

The Eastern Upper Peninsula iscomprised of arelatively small number of residents inhabiting a
3,479 square mile piece of land there are only three cities within the region (Sault Ste. Marie, St.
Ignace and Mackinac lIsland), two villages (Newberry and De Tour) and many small and
unincorporated communities (Bay Mills, Brimley, Kincheloe, Pickford, Paradise, Rudyard, Curtis,
Engadine, Naubinway, Hessel and Cedarville, to name a few).

Consequently, townships play a large roll in economic and community development efforts
throughout the region. Chippewa County has sixteen townships: Bay Mills, Bruce, Chippewa,
Drafter, Detour, Drummo nd, Hulbert, Kinross (Charter), Pickford, Raber, Rudyard, Soo, Sugar
Island, Superior, Trout Lake and Whitefish. Luce County has four townships: Columbus,
Lakefield, McMillan and Pentland. Mackinac County has eleven townships: Bois Blanc, Brevort,
Clark, Garfield, Hendricks, Hudson, Marquette, Moran, Newton, Portage and St. Ignace.

One can reference the location of these communities and townships on the following page using
Map 2.
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Map 2: Eastern Upper Peninsula Municipalities

I T T T T 1
SN 08 o < 0
e
Lmn au JEM, Arepunog diysumo],
g paredzsd dey ﬁ.w En.i_w!_.ﬁr . ,
EEE A r/;, wmﬂm N (d'n utsseg) Arepunog Ajunoy | w
R e, ) [ —
kY - ke poresodicoupuy o
=Y L
\.\_W\WV 5 & safeqy O
» ) AIOVNDINIS, = -
ANVISIOVNDIOVIL i ¢ ST O
SR IOV A 2. H-.:Q 9T
‘Ja./.f_fg . N
5 \.Sw_ I N M —
¢ ¢ 4.4 7
i/ I
{ puEfT prom \\
/.x.fjj %_M_H_“.Hm.a - o P —
f dnsusmor wﬁu:ﬂ&l S : . \\ R
WE LOf - - »

Nt = : | dnjsusoy,
sppupuer  dmsusoq,
L]
nm =y UospRE

dnysumog,
PIEBED

diysusol
UL
snmy
|
dnjsumor dnjsumog,
dnysumoy puEpeg = PRESET
ssoaury w
»
TR
Al IqMaN
dnjsumor, p dysusol
P ©weddny) e

. VMAddIHD
5, n \\\ .(\J/ i
G [N

dnjsunof,
WA

J00T

20



Demographics

Table 4 presentsdata ontotal population . From 1990 to 2013, the population of the EUP increased
by over 5,000 people. Chippewa County led the way in this regard, with over 4,000 more citizens
residing in the county in 2013 than did in 1990. The counties of Luce and Mackinac are now home
to over 700 and 400 more people, respectively, over that same timeframe. However it should be
noted that although the total population of the EUP was 5,000 more in 2013 than in 1990, the
highest number was measured by the 2000 census: there were over 1,000 more people residing
in the EUP then than in 2013. With regards to peak total population, the same was true in the
counties of Luce and Mackinac.

Table 4: Total Population 7 1990, 2000, 2010 & 2013

EUP Chippewa Luce Mackinac

1990 Census 51,041 34,604 5,763 10,674
2000 Census 57,510 38,543 7,024 11,943
2010 Census 56,264 38,520 6,631 11,113
2013 ACS 56,409 38,760 6,550 11,099

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Figure 1 displays annual data for the total populations of each of the counties in the EUP, along
with the sum of the three, constituting the total population of the region. One can see that none
of the counties, nor, consequently, the EUP experiencedincreases or decreases$n population that
varied more than several thousand from the initial measurement in 1990. Furthermore, over the
duration studiedint hi s f i gurpeo,putlhaet iEOLWPépse aked i n 2007,
Luce Countyédés in 2001; and Mackinac Countyods

Figure 1: Total Population Trend i 1990-2013
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Figure 2 shows the percent change in totalpopulation year-to-year from 1990-2013. On the plane,

annual percent changes in population in the EUP are compared to those of Michigan and the

United States. Over the duration depicted, the United States saw its population had grown at every

interval, wit h growth never exceeding 1.7% nor less than 0.6%Changes in the populations of both

the EUP and Michigan resembled one anotherd though inthe mid-1 99 06 s, t he EUPG&6s pc
experienced stronger growt h; in the @ddeclhegan 0006 s,
in 2010, it saw the most exacerbated loss of thetwoConver sel y, Michiganbés poplL
1990-1991 and continued to do so until 2004; from 2005 to 2011, it shrunk; and it increased in

both 2012 and 2013.

Figure 2: Annual Percent Change in Population i 1990-2013
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Figure 3 and Map 3, on the following page, examine the population density in the EUP, as well as
illustrate where population is more or less dense throughout the three counties, respectively.

At no point in time shown on Figure 3 does Chippewa County have more than 25 citizens per
square mile, nor Luce County more than eight, nor Mackinac County more than twelve, nor the
EUP more than seventeen.Conversely, the United Statesnever has less than 70 (increasing all the
way up to 90 in 2013) citizens per square mile, nor does Michigan ever have less than 165 citizens
per square mile. In 2013, the EUP compared to the United States and Michigan had 73 and 153,
respectively, less people per square mileof land.
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Figure 3: Population Density i 1990, 2000, 2010 & 2013
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Figure 4 shows a comparison of median agesat four points in time over the last 25 years. In 1990,
the EUP had a higher median age (33.8) han the United States and Michigan. Furthermore, in
1990, Chippewa County had alower median age (32.2) than both the USA and Michigan; but,
both Luce and Mackinac had median ages of 37.1Due t o Chi ppewa Countyobs | &
the higher median ages in Luce and Mackinac had less influence on the median age of the EUP
In 2013, every area measured hd a higher median age than in 1990, the median age in the EUP
increasedby 8.5 years; Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac countie®median ages increased by7.7, 6.7
and 128 years, respectively.From 1990 to 2013, the margins between the median ages of those in
the EUP and those in Michigan and the United States widened from 0.9 and 1.2 to 3.5 and 1.6,
respectively, indicating younger segments of the population are not being retained nor
replenished at a comparable rate

Figure 4: Median Age of Population i 1990, 2000, 2010 & 2013

m United States mMichigan
m EUP Chippewa
Hluce ® Mackinac

50

40

30

20

Median Age in Years

10

1990 2000 2010 2013
Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Table 5, on the following page, breaks down total population by sex and age.The first thing to

note is that the age-range intervals are uneven.The EUP has over % more males than femalesd

the gap is much less inMackinac County, Michigan and the United States. The entire EUP and

each individual county has |l ess of their respectdi
than both Michigan and the United States. Conversely, the opposite is trued with one exception,

Chippewa County femaledf or t he 62 & ®hdeXlid@ agege raamgyee, al o
af orementi oned shortages in the fAl1l7 & younger o adg
and Mackinac counties offer insight into what the future might hold for the two counties, and

subsequently the EUP, if stayed the current course
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Table 5: Age Distribution by Sex 1 2013

Age Groups USA-M MI-M EUP-M
Total 49.2% 49.1% 54.9%

17 & younger 12.1% 11.9% 9.8%
18-24 5.1% 5.1% 5.6%

25-44 13.3% 12.2% 15.7%

45-61 11.3% 12.0% 13.9%

62 & older 7.4% 7.8% 9.8%

Age Groups USA-F MI-F EUP-F
Total 50.8% 50.9% 45.1%

17 & younger 11.6% 11.4% 9.2%
18-24 4.9% 4.9% 4.2%

25-44 13.2% 12.3% 9.5%

45-61 11.8% 12.5% 11.4%

62 & older 9.3% 9.8% 10.9%

CC-M LC-M MC-M
55.6% 57.8% 50.4%
10.0% 9.0% 9.6%

6.4% 4.4% 3.4%
16.9% 18.9% 9.5%
13.7% 14.7% 14.3%

8.6% 10.8% 13.6%

CC-F LC-F MC-F
44.4% 42.2% 49.6%

9.5% 8.5% 8.4%

5.0% 2.6% 2.8%

9.7% 8.6% 9.4%
10.5% 10.6% 14.8%

9.7% 12.0% 14.1%

Note: "-M" and "-F" indicates males and females, respectively; "CC" is Chippewa County, "LC" is
Luce County, and "MC" is Mackinac County. Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Table 6 shows the nature of population in the EUP and the counties within. Population change
only occurs through four vehicles: birth, death, immigration and emigration.

bet ween bi

rths

and

deat hs

The difference
ar e 0 withawagatibeenuneber a s

i Na

indicating m ore dying than birthing occurred. The difference of immigration and emigration is

shown here

two.

as

Popul ati on

dwithe & neglstivegnurabeeriindicating more people are deicing to
live elsewhere than reside somewhere within the EUP.A N e t

Changeo i

Components of population change were measuredfrom 2010 to 2013 for each area. The region

netted more people than it lost at two of the three intervals; the same was true for Chippewa
County. Luce County lost more people than it gained at each interval over the duration, and

Mackinac County lost more people than it gained at two intervals. In Chippewa County, more
people were born over theduration than died. The opposite was true for both Luce and Mackinac
Counties. More times than not, net migration was positive for the EUP and its c ounties; however,
reasons as to the nature of their immigration are unknown.

Table 6: Components of Population Change i 2010-2013

Area
EUP - '10-'11
EUP - '11-'12
EUP - '12-'13
CC-"10-"11
CC-'"11-"12
CC-"12-"13

LC -'10-"'11
LC-"11-"12
LC-'12-"13
MC -'10-'11
MC - '11-'12
MC - '12-'13

Net Population Natural Net
Change Increase Migration
93 0 93

189 -1 190
-163 -56 -107
185 82 103

144 84 60

-85 21 -106

-32 -30 -2

-10 =27 17

-6 -26 20

-60 -52 -8

55 -58 113

-72 -51 -21

Note: "CC" is Chippewa County; "LC" is Luce County; and "MC" is Mackinac
County. Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Table 7 and Table 8 display group quarter data collected with the 2000 and 2010 Censuses.
Simply put, a group quarter is a residence for a mass of peopleStudying group quarters data when
attempting to understand the EUP is significant for several reasons: both Chippewa and Luce
counties have institutional correctional facilities; and Chippewa Count y is home to Lake Superior
State University, a four-year college where students have the option to reside on campus.

The tables are broken down into three tiers. The
indicates the percentage of everyone in the area measured in group quarters. The second tier,
il nstitutionalized population/ NoninstitutiAnali zec

example using Table 7: In 2000, Chippewa County (CC) had 15.5%of its population in group

quarters; 83.7% of those in group quarters resided in institutio nalized group quarters and 16.3%

were in noninstitutionalized group quarters. That translates to 5,974 of the 38,543 people in
Chippewa County in 2000 being in group quarters. 5,000 of those 5,974 were in institutionalized

group quarters, and the remainder were in noninstitutionalized group quarters. Tier3dA Juveni | e
facilities, 0 i mbofuiheralabprates oratmettypes sf group quarters one could

reside in. Their sum is equivalent to the tier-2 group quarter they are breaking down. Green cells

on Table 8 indicate an increase from their counterparts on Table 7.

The percentage of those residingin group quarters in the EUP & specifically the counties of

Chippewa and Luced is much higher than Michigan and the United States. This was the case in

both 2000 and 2010; however, due to decreases in noninstitutionalized group quarters

population, the percentage of total population in group quarters decreased while still maintaining

a wide margin. To provide some perspective, if one referencesTable 4 to bring to light the amount

of people Table 7 represents in percentages, one would find that of the 56,264 people in the EUP

in 2010, 6,189 people were in group quarters. Of that, 5,551 were in institutio nalized group
guarters; which some 4,713 were held in ACorrect:i

Table 7: Group Quarters Population 7 2000

USA MI EUP CcC LC MC

Total Population in Group Quarters 2.8% 2.5% 12.6% 15.5% 15.1% 1.6%
Institutionalized population 52.2% 50.5% 84.9% 83.7% 94.1% 70.1%
-Correctional facilities for adults 25.1% 25.8% 79.5% 80.3% 88.0% 7.6%
-Juvenile facilities 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 1.0%
-Nursing & skilled-nursing facilities 22.1% 20.1% 3.9% 1.8% 4.8% 61.4%
-Other institutional facilities 4.7% 4.3% 1.2% 1.4% 0.8% 0.0%
Noninstitutionalized population 47.8% 49.5% 15.1% 16.3% 5.9% 29.9%
-College/University student housing 26.5% 28.0% 11.0% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0%
-Military quarters 4.6% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5%
-Other noninstitutional facilities 16.7% 21.5% 4.1% 3.0% 5.9% 28.4%

Note: "CC" is Chippewa County; "LC" is Luce County; and "MC" is Mackinac County. Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Table 8: Group Quarters Population 7 2010

USA MI EUP CcC LC MC

Total Population in Group Quarters 2.6% 2.3% 11.1% 12.8% 18.3% 0.9%
Institutionalized population 50.0% 48.0% 89.7% 88.7% 95.0% 74.7%
-Correctional facilities for adults 28.3% 27.1% 85.0% 84.9% 91.0% 12.6%
-Juvenile facilities 1.9% 1.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.4% 9.5%
-Nursing & skilled-nursing facilities 18.8% 18.5% 4.4% 3.7% 3.6% 52.6%
-Other institutional facilities 1.0% 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Noninstitutionalized population 50.0% 52.0% 10.3% 11.3% 5.0% 25.3%
-College/University student housing 31.6% 34.1% 7.4% 9.4% 0.0% 0.0%
-Military quarters 4.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
-Other noninstitutional facilities 14.2% 17.9% 2.9% 1.9% 5.0% 0.3%

Note: "CC" is Chippewa County; "LC" is Luce County; and "MC" is Mackinac County. Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Figure 5 depicts racial composition in the EUP. The EUP is predominately composed of white

citzens. There i s some indication of a growth in the 0l
the population with it nearly reaching 20 %. Overall, the EUP lacks the diverse makeup one might

find elsewhere in the United States, but does possess a unique cultural heritage.

Figure 5: Eastern Upper Peninsula Racial Composition i 2000, 2010 & 2013
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Figure 6 compares the educational attainment of citizens of the EUP, organized in several age

ranges, to those of Michigan and the United States.Note that the age ranges are unevenWhat

stands out on this graph is not the amount of people in the EUP with at least a high school

diploma;rat her, i tbdés the disparit Bacihne IDegreésspiighermmnt age ¢
the younger segments measured.In 2013, Michigan and the United States had 29% and 32% of

their 25-34 year olds with aBa ¢ h e IDegreéos Higher, respectively, the EUP had but 13%.

Figure 6: Educational Attainmen ti 2013
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Housing and Households

Table 9 is organized in a fashion similar to that of Table 7 and Table 8. Compared to both the

United States and Michigan, the EUP has comparabl «
househol dso and A n oMofesigealleywariinoes aistsiparticudadydn. the lines
examining households AWith own children under 18
people 65 years and ol dero.

Table 9: Nature of Households i 2013

USA MI EUP CC LC MC

Total Households (HHs) 115,610,216 3,823,280 22,032 14,605 2,427 5,000
Family HHs (families) 66.4% 65.7% 62.8% 62.4% 63.9% 63.6%
-With own children under 18 years 29.6% 28.2% 25.3% 26.4% 26.9% 21.2%
-Married-couple family 48.7% 48.5% 49.6% 49.0% 47.8% 52.0%
With own children under 18 years 20.0% 18.7% 16.6% 17.2% 17.1% 14.6%
-Male householder, no wife present 4.7% 4.4% 5.1% 5.3% 5.5% 4.1%
With own children under 18 years 2.3% 2.2% 3.3% 3.7% 3.1% 2.6%
-Female householder, no husband present 13.0% 12.8% 8.2% 8.0% 10.6% 7.5%
With own children under 18 years 7.3% 7.3% 5.4% 5.6% 6.8% 4.0%
Nonfamily HHs 33.6% 34.3% 37.2% 37.6% 36.1% 36.4%
-Householder living alone 27.5% 28.7% 29.9% 30.0% 29.2% 30.1%
65 years and over 9.8% 10.5% 12.0% 10.9% 15.8% 13.6%

HHs w/ 1 or more people under 18 years 32.9% 31.0% 27.4% 28.9% 28.6% 22.2%
HHs w/ 1 or more people 65 years & over 25.5% 26.1% 30.3% 27.4% 36.3% 36.2%

Note: "CC" is Chippewa County; "LC" is Luce County; and "MC" is Mackinac County. Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Figure 7 compares incomes of allhouseholds in the EUP to both the United States and Michigan
in 2013. The same data(in United States dollars) for the EUP is projected on either side of the y-
axis; data for the United States is projected to the left of the y-axis, and data for Michigan to the
right. One can see the greatest disparities exist where household incomare between $15,000 and
$34,999, and also at the highest two income ranges with the EUP possessing more households
living on lower incomes and less living on higher incomes.

Figure 7: Household Income Distribution i 2013
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Figure 8 displays median household income for the EUP, Michigan and the United States. Note

that the data presented is not done so at even intervals.One can see that median household
incomes have grown for each area measured between 1999 and 2013&lthough the EUP retained

its position as the lowest of the three areas in terms of median household income, it grew by a
margin of $6,823 between 1999 and 2003, compared to $11,052 and $3,744 for the United States
and Michigan, respectively.

Figure 8: Change in Median Household Income 7 1999, 2010 & 2013
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Figure 9 compares the status of dwellings in the EUP, and its counties, to those of the United
States and Michigan. The data presented on this figure clearly shows the large amount of
dwellings in the EUP purposed solely for seasonal, recreational and occasional use; nearly 28
mor e of tdhedingEaePep@ted as such than the United States and Midigan.

Figure 9: Dwelling Statusi 2010
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Table 10 examines the value of owneroccupied dwellings of the EUP in comparison to Michigan
and the United States. Nearly 70% of the owner-occupied dwellings in the EUP are valued at
$149,999 or less; roughly half of those are valued between $50,000 and $99,999. Michigan as a
whole has a distribution comparable to that of the EUP & though with less of a concentration
amongst the lower-value ranges.The United States has a much more even distribution of dwelling
values between $50,000 and $499,9996 with an additional 10 % of its dwellings valued at
$500,000 or higher. Looking at the median value of dwellings of each area, one can see a rather
wide margin between the United States and all other areas.

Table 10: Value of Owner -Occupied Dwellings i 2013

Owner-occupied units 75,075,700 2,757,062 15,939 10,274 1,823 3,842
Less than $50,000 9.0% 14.8% 16.1% 15.8% 26.9% 11.8%
$50,000 to $99,999 15.5% 24.8% 32.2% 33.3% 36.9% 26.8%
$100,000 to $149,999 16.1% 20.7% 20.6% 20.9% 16.2% 21.8%
$150,000 to $199,999 15.2% 16.5% 14.0% 14.0% 9.2% 16.2%
$200,000 to $299,999 18.3% 13.7% 10.6% 9.9% 7.4% 13.8%
$300,000 to $499,999 15.6% 6.7% 4.5% 4.3% 2.5% 6.1%
$500,000 to $999,999 8.2% 2.1% 1.5% 1.2% 0.4% 2.6%
$1,000,000 or more 2.1% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.9%

Median value $ 176,700 ¢$ 121,700 $ 103,327 ¢$ 101,600 $ 79,400 $ 119,300

Note: Measured in U.S. dollars. Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Figure 10 shows the percentage oftotal dwellings built in various time period s for the EUP, United
States and Michigan as of 2013 Of the nine intervals, the four that saw the most homes built in
the EUP were (in descending order) 19901999, prior to 1940, 1970-1979, and 19501959.
Michigan shares the same four periods of mostprolific homebuilding; however, the order differs.
The United States shares only two of same intervals in its top four. From 1990-1999, the EUP built
over 1®oits dwellings. No other interval 8 for any of the three areasd had as large of a percentage
of construction.

Figure 10: Age of Dwellings i 2013
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The Economy

Figure 11depicts the change in per capita income for the three counties of the EUP, Michigan and
the United States. In 1990, the margins between per capita income of the United States and
Michigan, Chippewa County, Luce County and Mackinac County were $642, $7,408, $3,866 and
$4,117, respectively.By 2013, those margins widened across the board: the differences between
per capita income in the United States and Michigan, Chippewa County, Luce County and
Mackinac County were $5,710, $13,439, $17,361 and $6,092, respectivelyWith that said, between
1990 and 2013, per capita income in Chippewa County increased by 15%; 74% in Luce County;
150% in Mackinac County; 106% in Michigan; and 12%% in the United States.

Figure 11 Per Capita Income i 1990-2013
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis

Figure 12 on the following page looks atrelative poverty in the EUP compared to that of Michigan

and the United States. Figure 13 provides insight as to who is being affected by poverty within the

counties of Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac.Both figures show data from 1999, 2009 and 2013.

Both figures examine poverty levels for three different age groupings amongst all persons
counted. An example: On the x-axis of Figure 12, one can see columns extend
in particular, the grey column extends to 6.9%. This means that of all people caunted in 1999,

6.9% of them were both between the ages of eighteen and sixtyfour years old, and living below

the poverty line.

If added together, the three columnsd on both figuresd equal the percentage of all persons
counted living below the poverty line. On Figure 12, one can see that in1999, Michigan had a
lower portion of its counted population (10.5%) impoverished than the United States (12.4 %) and
the EUP (12.8%). By 2009, Michigan had a higher percentage of its counted population

impoverished than both the United States and the EUP (at 16.8%, 13.8%and 15.8%, respectively).
In 2013, the EUP surpassed the other two, with a poverty rate of 17.300 compared to 15.9% for

Michigan and 15.4% for the United States. From 1999 to 2013, the amount impoverished in the

EUP, Michigan and the United States increased by 4.8%, 5.4% and 2.9%, respectively.
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Figure 12 Relative Poverty i 1999, 2009 & 2013
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Although all the areas represented onFigure 13 had a higher percentage of people impoverished
in 2013 than in 1999, the paths taken varied. From 1999 to 2009, the poverty rate in Chippewa
County rose from 10.8% to 16.5%, and decreased to 16.2% by 2013. From 1999 to 2009, the
poverty rate in Luce County rose from 12.%6 to 18.5%, and decreased to 13.% by 2013. The
poverty rate in Mackinac County rose from 1999 to 2009 and again from 2009 to 20138 going
from 10.3%to 12.4%to 15.0%.

Figure 13 Poverty in the Eastern Upper Penins ula i 1999, 2009 & 2013
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Figure 14 graphs the averagemonthly unemployment rates between 1990 and 2014 for the three
EUP counties alongside those of Michigan and the United States. One can see that the
unemployment rates of the United States and Michigan follow a similar trajectory, with Michigan

always possessing a slightly higher rate.The EUP counties of Chippewa and Luce share similar
monthly averages, reaching a crest around thesummer months and a trough around the winter

months. Mackinac County has the most pronounced fluctuations in unemployment of any area

represented here: in the winter months, average unemployment surpasses 250%; in the summer

months, it drops below all ot her areas to under 50%.

Figure 14. Average Monthly Unemployment i 1990-2014
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Table 11on the following page breaks down the relative amounts of those sixteenyears and older
in or not in the labor force, and it also provides in sight as to how those in the civilian labor force
fared in 2000 and 201 3. Where green cells are present, an increase from 2000 to 2013occurred
for the given area. Civilian labor force equals the labor force minus those in the armed forces;
employed and unemployed added together equal the percentage present in the civilian labor force
column.

The first thing one might notice is the differences between the amount of those in the labor in the

United States and Michigan compared to those of the EUPRS in some instances, there is over a

10.0% gap between theareas measured.The United States and Chippewa County saw increases

in the amount of t heir popul ationsd®é over t he age
Michigan, Luce County, and Mackinac County saw decreases; and EUP as a wholemained the

samefrom 2000 to 2013.
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Table 11 Labor Participation

T 2000 & 2013

In labor

Not in labor

USA '00
USA '13
MI '00
MI '13
EUP '00
EUP '13
CC'00
CC'13
LC '00
LC '13
MC '00
MC '13

force
63.9%
64.3%
64.6%
61.8%
53.5%
53.5%
53.6%
54.3%
45.3%
44.9%
58.1%
55.8%

Civilian
force labor force Employed
36.1% 63.4% 59.7%
35.7% 63.8% 57.6%
35.4% 64.5% 60.8%
38.2% 61.8% 53.9%
46.5% 53.2% 47.3%
46.5% 53.1% 45.9%
46.4% 53.2% 47.8%
45.7% 53.8% 46.5%
54.7% 45.3% 41.3%
55.1% 44.9% 39.5%
41.9% 57.8% 49.2%
44.2% 55.3% 47.4%

Unemployed

3.7%
6.2%
3.7%
7.8%
5.8%
7.2%
5.3%
7.3%
3.9%
5.3%
8.6%
7.9%

Note: "CC" is Chippewa County; "LC" is Luce County; and "MC" is Mackinac County. Source:
U.S. Census Bureau

Figure 15depicts workers-by-sector data. Like Table 9, those counted in the labor force were over
the age of sixteen years oldWh en e
one
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and Michigan had nearly 15% and 12%, respectively, of their labor force working within the

wectork Ehe EWP had 30% working in the same sector. The disparity

between the United States and Michigan compared to the EUR particularly Chippewa County &
indicates a dependency on the government to provide jobs. With the international bord er
crossing, lock system, prisons and large swaths of governmentowned land in the EUP, the large
amount of government jobs is understandable; however, the availability of more private sector

employment opportunities would mo r e

the United States and Michigan.

Figure 15 Workers by Sector 1 2013
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Table 12,in a similar fashion as Figure 15 on the previous page, illuminates the Eastern Upper
P e ni n gelidhca dpsn public-sector contributions to the economy. This data from 2013 shows
averages of the four quarters for establishments, employment, total annual payroll and average
weekly wages.The EUP, as well as its three counties individually, have at least 7% more of their
establishments in the public sector than does Michigan. Furthermore, 86.2% of those working
throughout Michigan do so in the private sector; whereas only Mackinac County has more than
75% of its employed persons laboring in the private sector. In Chippewa County and Luce County,
over 60% of the total annual payroll was contributed by the public sector. One can see that in each
area, public sector employment paid a higher awerage weekly wagé with margins of $63, $285,
$310, $461 and $70 for Michigan, the EUP, Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac,respectively.

Table 122 NAICS Public v. Private Contributions - 2013

Annual Payroll

Sector Industry n %
Michigan Private All 230,386 96.8% 3,464,576 86.2% $ 161,642,784,926 85.4% $ 897
Public  Local, State & Federal 7,687 3.2% 554,711 13.8% % 27,689,944,400 14.6% $ 960
EUP Private All 1,344 87.6% 10,857 56.7% $ 293,635,157 45.9% $ 520
Public  Local, State & Federal 190 12.4% 8,279 43.3% $% 346,484,383 54.1% $ 805
) Private All 741 87.3% 6,463 50.0% $ 169,087,548 38.3% $ 503
Public  Local, State & Federal 108 12.7% 6,454 50.0% $ 272,847,754 61.7% $ 813
Luce Private All 155 84.0% 971 53.6% $ 24,339,332 37.1% $ 482
Public  Local, State & Federal 30 16.0% 842 46.4% $ 41,276,305 62.9% $ 943
Mackinac Private All 448 89.5% 3,424 77.7% $ 100,208,277 75.6% $ 563
Public  Local, State & Federal 53 10.5% 984 22.3% $ 32,360,324 24.4% $ 633

Note: "AQEst.” = Average Quarterly Establishments; "AQEmp." = Average Quarterly Empioyees; "AWW" = Average Weekly Wage. Source:
Michigan Department of Technology Management & Budget

Tables 13, 14, 15 and 16 on the following pages utilize North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS) data on private industry to further the understanding of the economic situation
that exists in the EUP. The four tables, although incomplete due to lack of information being
provided, compare and contrast the counties of Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac to one another and
also to Michigan. The four tables present the total sums of all sectorsand then break down each
sector using percentages so that they can be compared across tabledlote that not all areas have
every sector cont r i b tdreaohgectomthesehablesrexaminecatafraim alls 6 .
non-profit and for -profit firms on the number of paid employees (PE) that were on the payroll for
the pay period including March 12t, 2012; annual payroll (AP); average weekly wage (AWW)
the quotient of annual payroll by paid employees; and the number of establishments (EST)d
which is defined as a single physical structure. Each table is ordered by the contribution each
sector makes to thetotal annual payroll of the area in question.
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Table 13 examines NAICS data for all of Michigan. One can see that the five sectors putting the
largest sums of money into the pockets of their employees are manufacturing; health care and
social assistance;professional, scientific, and technical services; management of companies and
enterprises; and retail trade. These five sectors employed54% of the paid employees and
contributed to 59 % of total payroll in Michigan in 2012. Although the management of companies
and enterprises sector is a topfive contributor to total annual payroll, there are six other sectors
employing more peopled indicating a the high -paying nature of positions within the sector.

Table 13: Private Industry NAICS Data for Michigan 1 2012

[of a1, [-] Description PE AP AWW EST
Total All sectors 3,468,089 ¢ 152,248,431,000 $ 844 217,440
31 Manufacturing 14.4% 18.2% ¢ 1,067 5.7%
62 Health Care & Social Assistance 16.8% 16.9% $ 846 12.1%
54 Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services 6.9% 10.4% $ 1,278 10.0%
55 Management of Companies & Enterprises 3.1% 7.2% $ 1,942 0.7%
44 Retail Trade 12.8% 7.0% $ 464 16.1%
42 Wholesale Trade 4.6% 6.5% $ 1,193 5.3%
52 Finance & Insurance 4.3% 6.4% $ 1,236 6.2%
56 Admin. & Support & Waste Mgmt. & Remediation Services 8.9% 6.2% $ 589 5.2%
23 Construction 3.3% 4.3% $ 1,096 8.3%
72 Accommodation & Food Services 9.9% 3.3% $ 281 9.0%
51 Information 2.0% 3.1% $ 1,307 1.5%
48 Transportation & Warehousing 2.9% 2.9% $ 862 2.6%
81 Other Services (except Public Administration) 4.4% 2.6% $ 497 10.5%
61 Educational Services 2.1% 1.3% $ 521 1.1%
53 Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 1.4% 1.3% $ 749 3.5%
22 Utilities NDP 1.2% $ - 0.2%
71 Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation 1.3% 0.9% $ 617 1.6%
21 Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction 0.2% 0.3% $ 1,359 0.2%
11 Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0.1% 0.1% $ 694 0.2%
99 Industries not classified NDP 0.0% $ - 0.1%

Note: "PE" = paid emplaoyees; "AP" = annual payroll; "AWW" = average weekly wage; "EST" = establishments; "NDP" = no data provided.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Table 14 presents NAICS data for Chippewa County. The top five contributors to total annual
payrolld health care and social assistance; accommodation and food service; retail trade;
manufacturing; and construction d account for 74% of total annual payroll and employ 77% of
Countyds economy
sectors: health care and social assistance; accommodation and food services; and retail tradelf
one comparesTable 10 and Table 11concurrently, one will notice stark contrasts in terms of what
sectors people are employed in, where payroll is allocated, how much one earns in given sectors,
and, to a lesser extent, establishments.The average wekly wage in ChippewaCounty was $298
less than that of Michigan. Although there is data missing, 93% of total paid employees in
Chippewa County in 2012 are accounted for, as is 9% of total annual payroll.

people working in the Chippewa County. Chi ppewa

Table 14: Private Industry NAICS Data for Chippewa County i 2012

Code
Total
62
72
44
31
23
42
52
54
81
48
51
71
56
53
11
21
22
55
61

Description
All sectors
Health Care & Social Assistance
Accommeodation & Food Services
Retail Trade
Manufacturing
Construction
Wholesale Trade
Finance & Insurance
Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services
Other Services (except Public Administration)
Transportation & Warehousing
Information
Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation
Admin. & Support & Waste Mgmt. & Remediation Services
Real Estate & Rental & Leasing
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting
Mining, Quarrying, & Qil & Gas Extraction
Utilities
Management of Companies & Enterprises
Educational Services

PE
8,792
22.6%
25.2%
19.8%

6.7%
3.3%
3.6%
NDP
2.6%
4.2%
1.3%
1.8%
NDP
0.9%
1.0%
NDP
NDP
NDP
NDP
NDP

AP AWW EST

$ 249,556,000 $ 546 798
28.3% $ 683 9.6%
16.1% $ 348 13.8%
15.0% ¢ 412 18.3%
8.8% $ 725 3.4%
5.8% $ 965 12.4%
51% $ 771 3.9%
45% $ - 7.0%
2.8% $ 580 5.4%
2.4% §$ 313 10.8%
1.9% $ 795 3.6%
1.8% $ 540 1.8%
0.9% $ - 2.3%
0.8% $ 482 2.3%
0.7% $ 383 3.1%
0.2% $ - 0.8%

NDP § - 0.4%
NDP § - 0.5%
NDP § - 0.1%
NDP § - 0.6%

Note: "PE" = paid employees; "AP" = annual payroll; "AWW" = average weekly wage; "EST" = establishments; "NDP" = no data

provided. Souwrce: U.S. Census Bureau
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Table 15 looks at NAICS data for Luce County.Unfortunately, the data available for Luce County

is even more incomplete than that for Chippewa County. Nonetheless, one can see from which

sectors the majority of total annual payroll is earned: health care and social assistance;
manufacturing; retail trade; construction; and finance and insurance 8 combining to contribute

80% of the 95% for which data was available. One might also rotice the fact that several sector$

mining, quarrying, a nd oil and gas extraction; management of companies and enterprises; and
educational servicesd were not present in Luce County as they were elsewhere in Michiga® and

theEUP.I n terms of annual payroll, manufactuhan ng i s
Chippewadéds and Mackinacés, m o Ofehree dounses, Luge Qonty e mb | i n
was the most dependent upon its natural resources to drive the economy.The average weekly

wage was $257 less than the state average.

Table 15 Private Industry NAICS Data for Luce County 1 2012

Code Description 24 AP AWW EST
Total All sectors 1,392 $ 42,491,000 $ 587 168
62 Health Care & Social Assistance NDP 35.7% $ - 9.5%
31 Manufacturing NDP 19.9% $ - 4.2%
44 Retail Trade 18.7% 14.2% $ 447 15.5%
23 Construction 4.9% 5.5% $ 663 8.9%
52 Finance & Insurance 4.7% 4.7% $ 579 4.8%
72 Accommodation & Food Services 12.2% 4.6% $ 219 13.1%
11 Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 3.5% 4.0% $ 669 7.7%
42 Wholesale Trade NDP 1.7% $ - 3.6%
81 Other Services (except Public Administration) 4.8% 1.7% $ 204 10.1%
53 Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 2.7% 1.3% $ 295 4.2%
54 Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services 0.9% 0.9% $ 619 4.8%
56 Admin. & Support & Waste Mgmt. & Remediation Services NDP 0.4% $ - 4.2%
71 Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation NDP 03% $ - 2.4%
22 Utilities NDP NDP ¢ - 0.6%
48 Transportation & Warehousing NDP NDP ¢ - 4.8%
51 Information NDP NDP $ - 1.8%

Note: "PE" = paid employees; "AP" = annual payroll; "AWW" = average weekly wage; "EST" = establishments; "NDP" = no data
provided. Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Table 16 also examines NAICS dat® though in this instance for Mackinac County. One can see
that the economy in Mackinac County shares a resemblance to the counties of Chippewa and Luce.
Accommodation and food services; health care and social assistance; retail trade; construction
and manufacturing contribute 7 5% of the total annual payroll in the county. Furthermore, 73 % of
those employed in Mackinac County are working in one of those fivesectors. Unlike the other two
counties of the EUP, Mackinac County had a higher average weekly wage than Michigad with a
positive margin of $79. Like Luce County, no firms concerned with the management of companies
and enterprises were present in Mackinac County.

Table 16: Private Industry NAICS Data for Mackinac County i 2012

Code Description PE AP AWW EST
Total All sectors 1,978 $ 94,937,000 % 923 452
72 Accommodation & Food Services 28.0% 38.4% $ 1,269 25.7%
62 Health Care & Social Assistance 16.1% 14.0% $ 799 4.2%
44 Retail Trade 15.6% 11.6% $ 688 20.1%
23 Construction 8.5% 6.6% $ 719 13.7%
31 Manufacturing 5.2% 49% % 866 4.2%
52 Finance & Insurance 4.3% 3.0% % 643 4.4%
81 Other Services (except Public Administration) 5.9% 2.6% % 416 6.4%
48 Transportation & Warehousing 1.7% 22% $ 1,210 3.3%
71 Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation 1.5% 2.1% $ 1,260 3.5%
42 Wholesale Trade NDP 1.9% $ - 1.8%
54 Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services NDP 1.5% $% - 3.5%
53 Real Estate & Rental & Leasing NDP 0.8% % - 2.7%
61 Educational Services NDP 0.7% % - 0.7%
11 Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0.9% 0.6% % 657 1.5%
21 Mining, Quarrying, & Qil & Gas Extraction NDP NDP $ = 0.4%
22 Utilities NDP NDP $ - 0.2%
51 Information NDP NDP $ - 0.7%
56 Admin. & Support & Waste Mgmt. & Remediation Services NDP NDP % - 2.9%

Note: "PE" = paid employees; "AP" = annual payroll; "AWW" = average weekly wage; "EST" = establishments; "NDP" = no data
provided. Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Tables 17, 18 and 19 present location quotient data for each county in the EUP. Location quotients
(LQ) are a method used in this case, to understand if an area being studied has more or less
laborers working in a subsectord note that Tables 17, 18 and 19 use the subsector (threedigit)
NAICS data where Tables 13-16 use sector (two-digit) NAICS datad than a larger basearea.

To calculate a location quotient: divide the quotient of local employment in a subsector and total
local employment by the quotient of base area employment in a subsector and ptal base area
employment. If the location quotient for a subsector is equal to one, then the area beingstudied
has an equalproportion of its employed persons working in that sub sector compared to the base
area. If the location quotient is less than one, the area being studied has less of its employed
persons working in the subsector compared to the basearea. If the location quotient is greater
than one, the area being studied has a greater concentration of its employed persons working in a
subsector compared © the basearea; higher location quotients can indicate the presence of a
cluster.

Clusters are usually considered to be multiple firms working in a given area, employing a large
number of laborers, competing with one another to improve goods and services, and bringing
money into the area due to their ability to export respective goods and services.For example,
automobile manufacturing (NAICS subsector 3363 Transportation Equipment Manufacturing) in
southeastern Michigan is a widely-known cluster. With United States employment as the base,
this subsector had a location quotient of 4.96 in 2013.

Each of the following three tables use both the United States and Michigan as basesOne will see
the sizes of the three tables vary. All subsectors with information available are included,
subsectorsnot being presentaree i t her due to t el dstadd | keadi g
the data does no.tSubsextorsit theareenisdctions ®f the wbles bad location
guotients over 2.0; subsectors in the yellow sections had location quotients great than 1.0, but less
than 2.0; and subsectors in red had location quotients that were less than 1.0.Analysis of the three
tables is more concerned with subsectors that have potential to export goods and services or
attract people into the region; so subsectors like Accommodation (721) and Gasoline Stations
(447) are not discussed.

Table 17 examines location quotient data for Chippewa County from 2013. One can see the Scenic
and Sightseeing Transportation (487) subsector had by far the largest location quotient. That,
along with the Museums, Historical Sites, Zoos, and Parks (712) subsector, are indicative of the
reliance Chippewa County has on tourism-related enterprises and attractions to support the
economy. Of the remaining subsectors with location quotients above 1.0, only Forest and Logdng
(113), Mining, Except Oil and Gas (447), and Beverage and Tobacco Product Manufacturing (312)
are the only ones producing products. The majority of subsectors with location quotients about
1.0 are involved in some type of retail, accommodation or service.
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Table 17 Chippewa County Private Industry

United States Base

Location Quotients T 2013

487 Scenic and sightseeing transportation

113 Forestry and logging

712 Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks
488 Support activities for transportation

452 General merchandise stores

721 Accommodation

447 Gasoline stations

212 Mining, except oil and gas

451 Sports, hobby, music instrument, book stores
453 Miscellaneous store retailers

443 Electronics and appliance stores

444 Building material and garden supply stores
814 Private households

441 Motor vehicle and parts dealers

312 Beverage and tobacco product manufacturing
446 Health and personal care stores

624 Social assistance

522 Credit intermediation and related activities
722 Food services and drinking places

442 Furniture and home furnishings stores
445 Foad and beverage stores

492 Couriers and messengers

236 Construction of buildings

811 Repair and maintenance

623 Nursing and residential care facilities

448 Clothing and clothing accessories stores
812 Personal and laundry services

238 Specialty trade contractors

517 Telecammunications

813 Membership associations and organizations
713 Amusements, gambling, and recreation
423 Merchant wholesalers, durable goods

532 Rental and leasing services

611 Educational services

454 Nanstore retailers

621 Ambulatory health care services

424 Merchant wholesalers, nondurable goods
237 Heawy and civil engineering construction
541 Professional and technical services

484 Truck transportation

531 Real estate

711 Perfaorming arts and spectator sports

Michigan Base
487 Scenic and sightseeing transportation
488 Support activities for transportation
712 Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks
113 Forestry and logging
212 Mining, except oil and gas
721 Accommodation
447 Gasoline stations
452 General merchandise stores
624 Social assistance
443 Electronics and appliance stores
453 Miscellaneous store retailers
492 Couriers and messengers
451 Sports, hobby, music instrument, book stores
312 Beverage and tobacco product manufacturing
441 Motor vehicle and parts dealers
999 Unclassified
446 Health and personal care stores
444 Building material and garden supply stores
522 Credit intermediation and related activities
236 Construction of buildings
445 Food and beverage stores
814 Private households
722 Food services and drinking places
442 Furniture and home furnishings stores
448 Clothing and clothing accessories stores
238 Specialty trade contractors
517 Telecommunications
454 Nonstore retailers
811 Repair and maintenance
812 Personal and laundry services
713 Amusements, gambling, and recreation
623 Nursing and residential care facilities
532 Rental and leasing services
237 Heavy and civil engineering construction
611 Educational services
423 Merchant wholesalers, durable goods
813 Membership associations and organizations
424 Merchant wholesalers, nondurable goods
621 Ambulatory health care services
531 Real estate
484 Truck transportation
541 Professional and technical services
711 Performing arts and spectator sports

42,73
5.41
5.22
4.99
4.69
4,61
3.06
291
2.65
2.22
2,107
1.98
197
1.83

1.8
1.72

1.7
1.69
1.66
1.54
1.54
1.48
1.47
1.42
1.31
1.27
1.24
1.19
1.15
111

1.1
1.06
1.03
0.92
0.89
0.81
0.81
0.73
0.63

0.5
0.49
0.47
0.24

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Table 18 looks at location quotient data for Luce County from 2013. The first thing one notices is

the location quotient for the Forestry and Logging (113) subsector in the county. With a location

quotient over 100 with both the United States and Michigan as the base, the data shows the
importance of forestry and logging in Luce County. Aside from the aforementioned subsector,

Luce County does not possessany subsectors with an inkling of a cluster worth noting.

Table 18: Luce County Privat e Industry Location Quotients i 2013

United States Base

Michigan Base

113 Forestry and logging 101.13@113 Forestry and logging 108.56
447 Gasoline stations 5.14Q447 Gasoline stations 5.52
445 Food and beverage stores 3.69Q445 Focd and beverage stores 4.42

813 Membership associations and organizations 2.62@813 Membership associations and organizations 2.4
522 Credit intermediation and related activities 1.87Q424 Merchant wholesalers, nondurable goods 2.35
424 Merchant wholesalers, nondurable goods 1.82Q236 Construction of buildings 2.31
238 Specialty trade contractors 1.78Q 238 Specialty trade contractors 2.25
236 Construction of buildings 1.72522 Credit intermediation and related activities 2.04
811 Repair and maintenance 1.44g811 Repair and maintenance 1.46
453 Miscellaneous store retailers 1.15@453 Miscellaneous store retailers 1.15
562 Waste management and remediation services 0.93 562 Waste management and remediation services 0.94
621 Ambulatory health care services 0.36621 Ambulatory health care services 0.37
561 Administrative and support services 0.21 @561 Administrative and support services 0.18

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Table 19 presents location quotient data for Mackinac County from 2013. Of any of the three

counties in the EUP, Mackinac has subsector with the single largest location quotient: Fishing,

Hunting and Trapping (114). Water Transportation (483) also has a strong location quotient, but

is mainly a product of people traveling to islands around the Straits of Macki nac. Forestry and

Logging (113) and Wood Product Manufacturing (321) are each subsectors with location quotients
worth noting, but further highlight the countyés

Table 19: Mackinac County Private Industry Location Quotients i 2013

United States Base

Michigan Base

114 Fishing, hunting and trapping 130.64@ 114 Fishing, hunting and trapping 155.06
483 Water transportation 36.45483 Water transportation 99.27
721 Accommodation 15.25Q721 Accommodation 21.55
113 Forestry and logging 12.86 @113 Forestry and logging 13.81
321 Wood product manufacturing 2.618321 Wood product manufacturing 3.27
447 Gasoline stations 2.53Q447 Gasoline stations 2.72
453 Miscellaneous store retailers 2.29Q453 Miscellaneous store retailers 2.29
722 Food services and drinking places 1.838Q 722 Food services and drinking places 1.93
444 Building material and garden supply stores 1.54Q445 Food and beverage stores 1.52
451 Sports, hobby, music instrument, book stores 1.37 444 Building material and garden supply stores 1.34
445 Food and beverage stores 1.27Q451 Sports, hobby, music instrument, book stores 1.24
441 Motor vehicle and parts dealers 1.18Q441 Motor vehicle and parts dealers 1.15
813 Membership associations and organizations 0.94 1 238 Specialty trade contractors 1.1
238 Specialty trade contractors 0.87813 Membership associations and organizations 0.86
811 Repair and maintenance 0.74Q811 Repair and maintenance 0.74
448 Clothing and clothing accessories stores 0.57Q 448 Clothing and clothing accessories stores 0.72
561 Administrative and support services 0.5 561 Administrative and support services 0.44
452 General merchandise stores 0.44Q@452 General merchandise stores 0.37
524 Insurance carriers and related activities 0.23Q524 Insurance carriers and related activities 0.29
484 Truck transportation 0.17 621 Ambulatory health care services 0.17
621 Ambulatory health care services 0.16624 Social assistance 0.17
541 Professional and technical services 0.14 Q484 Truck transportation 0.17
624 Social assistance 0.1 541 Professional and technical services 0.14

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Tables20and21lcont ain data put forth by Michiganbs

and Budget projecting industry growth and decline measured by employment between 2010 and
2020. Aside from estimates for the totals of all industries, the two tables only include industries
that were projected to either grow or shrink by at least 10%. The industries are identified by their
NAICS-subsector code.

Table 20 examines statewide projections. From 2010 to 2020 employment in Michigan was
projected to increase by 8.%%. Michigan has five industries that were projected to grow by at least
20%0 with Social Assistance expected to growby over 30%. Moreover, twelve industries were
slated to grow by between 1®6 and 20%. Conversely, Michigan has seven industries projected to
shrink by at least 10%. The most drastic changes in terms of total jobs being lost are expeted in
the Postal Service (49) and Printing and Related Support Activities (323).

Table 20: Michigan Industry Projections i 2010-2020

Estimated Projected Numeric Percent

Code Industry Employment Employment Change Change
0 Total All Industries 4,144,990 4,497,030 352,038 8.5%
624 Social Assistance 57,000 75,600 18,599 32.6%
621 Ambulatory Health Care Services 185,020 232,100 47,081 25.4%
523 Securities, Commodity Contracts, and Other Financial Invest 11,360 13,950 2,588 22.8%
561 Administrative and Support Services 232,240 284,000 51,756 22.3%
541 Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 222,090 269,600 47,511 21.4%
623 Nursing and Residential Care Facilities 97,890 117,100 19,210 19.6%
485 Transit and Ground Passenger Transport 5,890 6,910 1,020 17.3%
519 Other Information Services 1,640 1,920 279 17.0%
488 Support Activities for Transportation 11,680 13,230 1,552 13.3%
712 Museums, Historical Sites, and Similar Institution 3,650 4,130 483 13.2%
484 Truck Transportation 34,230 38,500 4,266 12.5%
622 Hospitals 220,300 247,200 26,900 12.2%
813 Religious, Grantmaking, Civic, Professional, and Similar Org 95,200 106,200 11,000 11.6%
238 Specialty Trade Contractors 80,090 89,170 9,081 11.3%
444 Building Material and Garden Equipment and Supplies Dealer 39,280 43,700 4,420 11.3%
237 Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction 13,880 15,340 1,461 10.5%
525 Funds, Trusts, and Other Financial Vehicles 1,440 1,580 145 10.1%
315 Apparel Manufacturing 810 500 -313 -38.5%
316 Leather and Allied Product Manufacturing 830 520 -314 -37.6%
323 Printing and Related Support Activities 14,070 12,100 -1974 -14.0%
313 Textile Mills 480 420 -64 -13.4%
314 Textile Product Mills 1,940 1,680 -259 -13.4%
491 Postal Service 22,900 20,200 -2700 -11.8%
324 Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing 1,240 1,100 -140 -11.3%

Source: Michigan Department of Management Technology and Budget; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and Employment & Training
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Table 21 examines employment by industry projections for the entire Upper Peninsula. From
2010 to 2020, employment across the entire state was projected to increase by 8.56; for the Upper
Peninsula, only 3.6% growth is expected. Of the 25 industries expectedto experience at least 106
growth, eleven industries in the Upper Peninsula are projected to grow by more than 20%. Of
those 25 industries, eight are directly purposed with the m anufacturing of goods. On top of that,
the Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (541), Heavy and Civil Engineering
Construction (237), Support Activities for Transportation (488) industries all have potential to
diversify the workforce and lead to improvements in infrastructure. The other side of the
projections suggest industries including Mining (except Oil and Gas) (212) and Paper
Manufacturing (322) ¢ historically c r i t i cal components of t&daetddpper P
experience over 20% loss in the number of people employed in the industries. Seven other
industries in the Upper Peninsula are expected to shrink by 10% by 2020.

Table 21: Upper Peninsula Industry Projections 7 2010-2020

Estimated Projected Numeric
Industry Employment Employment Change

0 Total All Industries 120,600 124,540 3,940 3.6%
488 Support Activities for Transportation 120 250 130 104.9%
333 Machinery Manufacturing 940 1,440 500 53.0%
336 Transportation Equipment Manufacturing 590 820 230 39.6%
311 Food Manufacturing 330 450 120 38.7%
561 Administrative and Support Services 1,700 2,330 630 37.0%
339 Miscellaneous Manufacturing 500 670 170 35.1%
334 Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing 220 280 60 28.0%
485 Transit and Ground Passenger Transport 120 150 30 27.8%
443 Electronics and Appliance Stores 280 350 70 26.2%
531 Real Estate 600 750 150 24.8%
541 Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 2,730 3,320 590 21.4%
238 Specialty Trade Contractors 2,580 3,070 490 18.9%
327 Nenmetallic Mineral Product Manufacturing 340 380 40 14.8%
442 Furniture and Home Furnishings Stores 350 400 50 14.8%
623 Nursing and Residential Care Facilities 2,730 3,130 400 14.8%
444 Building Material and Garden Equipment and Supplies Dealet 1,410 1,610 200 14.7%
326 Plastics and Rubber Products Manufacturing 320 370 50 14.6%
332 Fabricated Metal Product Manufacturing 1,410 1,620 210 14.6%
484 Truck Transportation 860 980 120 14.2%
237 Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction 840 960 120 14.1%
423 Merchant Wholesalers, Durable Goods 1,020 1,160 140 13.6%
624 Social Assistance 2,520 2,850 330 13.1%
517 Telecormmunications 550 610 60 12.3%
446 Health and Perscnal Care Stores 710 790 80 10.9%
424 Merchant Wholesalers, Nondurable Goods 640 700 60 10.0%
212 Mining (except Qil and Gas) 1,710 1,290 -420 -24.1%
322 Paper Manufacturing 2,110 1,670 -440 -20.9%
511 Publishing Industries 470 370 -100 -20.7%
492 Couriers and Messengers 230 190 -40 -19.5%
454 Nonstore Retailers 310 250 -60 -19.1%
562 Waste Management and Remediation Service 310 260 -50 -14.8%
323 Printing and Related Support Activities 240 200 -40 -14.0%
491 Postal Service 770 660 -110 -13.2%
221  Utilities 700 630 -70 -10.4%

Source: Michigan Department of Management Technology and Budget; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and Employment & Training
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Table 22 displays taxable value data for each county in the EUP. One can see that steady growth

in terms of increases in taxable value occurred in each county from 2006 through 2009. Since

2010, Chippewa County only saw its tax base increase by more than 2% once;l,.c e Count yds t ¢
base decreased three out of four years; and Macki
increased three years) though two were by less than 1%.

Table 22: Taxable Value i 2006-2013

Chippewa Luce Mackinac
Year ] %A ] %A n %A
2013 $ 1,106,414,697 2.83% ¢$ 185,821,381 -1.00% $ 935,505,089 3.03%
2012 $ 1,075,957,557 0.84% ¢$ 187,695,435 1.65% $ 907,963,455 0.69%
2011 $ 1,067,042,000 1.71% ¢$ 184,655,027 -1.13% $ 901,733,072 0.08%
2010 $ 1,049,121,694 1.56% ¢ 186,763,661 -1.62% $ 901,002,279 -1.07%
2009 $ 1,033,024,728 5.83% $ 189,834,558 6.07% $ 910,727,494 2.59%
2008 § 976,118,163 3.50% $ 178,974,291 3.92% ¢$ 887,731,910 4.82%
2007 $ 943,130,519 5.13% $ 172,221,991 5.43% $ 846,895,968 5.77%
2006 $ 897,150,600 - $ 163,359,601 - $ 800,703,539 -
Note : "n" = number; "%A" = percent change frcm previous year. Source : Munetrix
Land Cover

Table 23 breaks down what covers the land in the EUP both in acres and square miles. One can
see that the EUP is heavily forested and covered by vegetation. Less than 4% of the land in the
EUP is covered by all types of developed land; less than 2% is covered by land beghused for
cultivating crops ; and just over 3% is used for hay or pastures. One can also see that the land cover
in the EUP is dominated by forests and wetlands. To see how this data appears on a map, refer to
page 102.

Table 23: Land Coveri 2012
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