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i | Foreword  
 
The Eastern Upper Peninsula Regional Planning and Development Commission has 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 Development 

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

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

the Economic Development Administrationôs Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy as 

well as Michiganôs Regional 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.  
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iii | Executive Summary  
 
Purpose:  
 

Elevating the Eastern Upper Peninsula is a plan that is to serve both as the 2015-2019 Comprehensive 
Economic Development Strategy and the 2015-19 Regional Prosperity Initiative plan for the Michigan 
counties of Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac. This plan is not only a declaration of where those affecting 
economic development across various 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 developing this 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 Committeeða smaller committee, which has been in place for the development of 
previous Comprehensive Economic Development Strategiesðmet five times (twice in conjunction with the 
Stakeholder Committee), and six focus-group meetings were heldðone for each focus area.  
 

Blueprint :  
 
Vision  
 

Michiganôs Eastern Upper Peninsula will be a region in the world attractive to enterprise, students, tourists, 
and residents alike; where one can be immersed in a natural setting yet access 21st-century 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 s 59-71). 

 
Education  
 

Goal: Region-wide access to educational opportunities that  support learning, career-preparedness and self-
efficacy.  
 

Strategies to achieve the goal: 

¶ Strengthen and, where feasible, expand career-technical education opportunities.  

¶ Promote the utilization of opportunities provided by enhanced -enrollment programs.  

¶ Expand LSSUôs scope both in terms of target market and educational opportunities offered. 

 
Economic and Workforce Development  
 

Goal: A business environment where one can create, grow, or relocate a business knowing one will be able 
to access the labor, infrastructure and amenities necessary to thrive sustainably and profitably.  
 

Strategies to achieve the goal: 

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

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

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

¶ Improve customer service. 

¶ Increase visibility and proactivity of workforce development agencies.  
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Health Care  
 
 

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

Strategies to achieve the goal: 

¶ Continue, build upon and increase collaborative efforts.  

¶ Retain physicians within the region.  

¶ Continue to develop capacities necessary to train and develop health-care workforce within the 
region. 

¶ Open cross-border access to health care. 
¶ Establish a long-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: 

¶ 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. 

 
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: 

¶ Educate consumers about eating locally produced food. 

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

¶ Maintain support systems for farmers.   

¶ 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: 

¶ Sustain and expand public transportation options.  

¶ Maintain roads, bridges  and key infrastructure.  

¶ Improve broadband access throughout the region. 
¶ 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 non-profit 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 reserved for a representative from the regionôs 
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 Composition 

 
 
Table 2: EUPRPDC Staff 
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A Unique Opportunity  
 
Every five years, the EUPRPDC is 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 projects pursued 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 pages 98-99). The previous CEDS produced for the EUP was 
written in 20 10 and expired in 2014. As 2014 began, so did the process for developing a new CEDS.  
 
In 2013, Michiganôs Governor, Rick Snyder, advanced his Regional Prosperity Initiative (RPI)ð
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 Designated Planning Regions and Metropolitan Planning Organizationsðif they 
choose to apply for funding; it is a voluntary competitive grant ðthe necessary resources to 
facilitate the development of a plan conveying a consensus regional vision and 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 pages 100-101).  
 
In March of 2014, the EUPRPDC was awarded a grant from Michiganôs Department of 
Management, Technology and Budget on the Regional Planning Collaborative level, which helped 
enable the development of this 5-year plan and the creation of a dashboard (can be found on the 
Regional Prosperity Initiative page on EUPRPDCôs website: http://eup -planning.org/economic -
development/rpi ) for measuring the regionôs advancement towards prosperity.  
 
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 CEDS and 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 and the RPI. The 
requirements and deliverables of the CEDS and RPI are comparable 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 plan that  delivers upon the requirements of both the State of Michiganôs Regional 
Prosperity Initiative and the EDAôs Comprehensive Development Strategy, a unique process was 
developed and utilized by EUPRPDC staff. EUPRPDC used two committees, six 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 these 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 based on previous plans (2009ôs Economic Opportunity Study for the 
Michigan Upper Peninsula/Wisconsin Border, 2010ôs Comprehensive Economic Development 
Strategy, and 2012ôs Regional Growth Strategy), and gave direction to the EUPRPDC regarding 
focus areas that needed to be addressed in this plan. The second level of engagement manifested 
in the form of focus-area focus groups. Six focus groups were convened: agriculture 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  assistance from Michigan State 
University Extension, the focus groups were led through individual analyses to identify strengths, 
challenges and 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 Development Strategy  
 
The Regional Economic Development Advisory Committee (REDAC) was formed 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 metðthough dur ing 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 regionôs economy. Moreover, in 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 changed while 
developing this plan, and it gives the 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 Attempt to Grow as a 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 Peninsula intends to position 
itself to ride an economic upswing.  
 
Furthermore, as an Economic Development District , possessing a Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy qualifies the regionôs counties, cities, villages, townships, economic 
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 reasons exist 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: 
 

¶ Limited resources demand unique collaborations to propel change and economic 
development;  

¶ The Eastern Upper Peninsulaôs position amongst the Great Lakes, the Upper Peninsula, 
the Lower Peninsula and Canada differentiates it from any other region in Michigan;  

¶ In 20 10, 27 cities in the State of Michigan had populations greater than that of the entire 
Eastern Upper Peninsula (56,242 citizens)1; 

¶ The Eastern Upper Peninsula has a wealth of talent working in each of the regionôs three 
counties; 

¶ The Eastern Upper Peninsula is home to some of Michiganôs major tourist attractions that 
draw people into each county year after year; 

¶ The Eastern Upper Peninsula has a long-established cultural heritage, which is both an 
identity and a source of pride; 

¶ In order to be attractive to new businesses, the Eastern Upper Peninsula must successfully 
pursue and implement measures to demonstrate vibrancy; and  

¶ 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.  

 

  

                                                        
1 Data from the United Statesô 2010 Census; gathered by the U.S. Census Bureau. 
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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 topics including  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; and one of three locations in Michigan where 

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

to land: Lake Superior and the St. Maryôs River touch the northern shores; the St. Maryôs River 

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 Michigan and also where it is located in 

relation to l arge markets surrounding the Great Lakes. Furthermore, Map 1 illuminates urban 

areas in the states and provinces surrounding the Great Lakes. One can see that the EUP is without 

much urban area and is at a distance from the larger urban areas shown.  

Map 1: Eastern Upper Peninsula Location  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Produced by:  EUPRPDC 
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Table 3 shows linear distance, shortest distance by road, shortest drive time, and the metropolitan 

populationsô of the cities depicted in Map 1. All of the cities are within a 500 mile radius.  Of these 

cities, only Sault Ste. Marie, Ontarioðwhich happens to be the smallest market in terms of 

metropolitan population ðis within 100 miles of the EUP.   

Table 3: Proximity to Selected Mar kets ï Measured from Sault Ste. Marie, MI  

 

 

Municipal Composition  
 
The Eastern Upper Peninsula is comprised of a relatively 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 Island), 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  
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Demographics  
 
Table 4 presents data on total 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  ï 1990, 2000, 2010 & 2013 

 
 
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 experienced increases or decreases in population that 
varied more than several thousand from the initial measurement in 1990.  Furthermore, over the 
duration studied in  this figure, the EUPôs population peaked in 2007; Chippewa Countyôs in 2007; 
Luce Countyôs in 2001; and Mackinac Countyôs in 2000.  
 
Figure 1: Total Population Trend ï 1990-2013 

 
  

Source: Munetrix  
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Figure 2 shows the percent change in total population 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 anotherðthough in the mid -1990ôs, the EUPôs population 
experienced stronger growth; in the early 2000ôs, it alternated between growth and decline; and 
in 2010, it saw the most exacerbated loss of the two. Conversely, Michiganôs population grew from 
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 ï 1990-2013 

 
 
 
 
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 States never 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 158, 
respectively, less people per square mile of land. 
  

Source: Munetrix  
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Figure 3: Population Density  ï 1990, 2000, 2010 & 2013 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

  

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Geological Survey 

Map 3: Eastern Upper Peninsula Density  ï Draft Map  
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Figure 4  shows a comparison of median ages at four  points in time over the last 25 years. In 1990, 
the EUP had a higher median age (33.8) than the United States and Michigan.  Furthermore, in 
1990, Chippewa County had a lower median age (32.2) than both the USA and Michigan; but, 
both Luce and Mackinac had median ages of 37.1. Due to Chippewa Countyôs larger population, 
the higher median ages in Luce and Mackinac had less influence on the median age of the EUP. 
In 2013, every area measured had a higher median age than in 1990; the median age in the EUP 
increased by 8.5 years; Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac countiesô median ages increased by 7.7, 6.7 
and 12.8 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  ï 1990, 2000, 2010 & 2013 

 
 
 
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 9% more males than femalesð
the gap is much less in Mackinac County, Mi chigan and the United States. The entire EUP and 
each individual county has less of their respective populations in the ñ17 & youngerò age range 
than both Michigan and the United States.  Conversely, the opposite is trueðwith one exception, 
Chippewa County femalesðfor the ñ62 & olderò age range. The ñ18-24ò age range, along with 
aforementioned shortages in the ñ17 & youngerò age range, for both males and females of Luce 
and Mackinac counties offer insight in to what the future might hold for the two counties, and 
subsequently the EUP, if stayed the current course. 
  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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Table 5: Age Distribution by Sex  ï 2013 

 

 
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.  The difference 
between births and deaths are shown here as ñNatural Increaseòðwith a negative number 
indicating m ore dying than birthing  occurred. The difference of immigration and emigration is 
shown here as ñNet Migrationòðwith a negative number indicating more people are deicing to 
live elsewhere than reside somewhere within the EUP. ñNet Population Changeò is the sum of the 
two.  
 
Components of population change were measured from 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 the duration  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 ï 2010-2013 
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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 people. Studying 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 first tier, ñTotal Population in Group Quarters,ò 
indicates the percentage of everyone in the area measured in group quarters. The second tier, 
ñInstitutionalized population/Noninstitutionalized population,ò breaks down the first tier. An 
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.  Tier 3ðñJuvenile 
facilities,ò ñmilitary quarters,ò etc.ðfurther elaborates on the types of 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 residing in group quarters in the EUPðspecifically the counties of 
Chippewa and Luceðis 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 references Table 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 
quarters; which some 4,713 were held in ñCorrectional facilities for adults.ò  
 
Table 7: Group  Quarters Population  ï 2000  

 
 
Table 8: Group Quarters Population  ï 2010 
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Figure 5 depicts racial composition in the EUP.  The EUP is predominately composed of white 
citizens. There is some indication of a growth in the ñNative American/Alaska Nativeò segment of 
the population with it nearly reaching 20 %. Overall, the EUP lacks the diverse make-up one might 
find elsewhere in the United States, but does possess a unique cultural heritage.  
 
Figure 5: Eastern Upper Peninsula Racial Composition  ï 2000, 2010 & 2013 

 
 
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 uneven. What 
stands out on this graph is not the amount of people in the EUP with at least a high school 
diploma ; rather, itôs the disparity in the percentage of those with Bachelorôs Degrees or Higher in 
the younger segments measured. In 2013, Michigan and the United States had 29% and 32% of 
their 25-34 year olds with a Bachelorôs Degree or Higher, respectively; the EUP had but 13%. 
 
Figure 6: Educational Attainmen t ï 2013 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

Note: ñHSGHò and ñBDHò are acronyms for High School Graduate or Higher 

and Bachelor Degree or Higher, respectively.  Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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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 comparable percentages of households that are ñFamily 
householdsò and ñnonfamily householdsò. More sizeable variances exists particularly in the lines 
examining households ñWith own children under 18 years (old)ò, and ñHouseholds with 1 or more 
people 65 years and olderò.  
 
Table 9: Nature of Households ï 2013 

 
 
Figure 7 compares incomes of all households 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 income are between $15,000 and 
$34,999, and also at the highest two income rangesðwith the EUP possessing more households 
living on lower incomes and less living on higher incomes.  
 
Figure 7: Household Income Distribution ï 2013 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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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. Although 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 ï 1999, 2010 & 2013 

 
 
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 20% 
more of the EUPôs dwellings are reported as such than the United States and Michigan. 
 
Figure 9: Dwelling  Status ï 2010 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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Table 10 examines the value of owner-occupied 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 EUPðthough 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 $499,999ðwith an additional 10 % of its dwellings valued at 
$500,000 or higher.  Looking at the median value of dwellin gs 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 ï 2013 

 
 
Figure 10 shows the percentage of total 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) 1990-1999, prior to 1940 , 1970-1979, and 1950-1959. 
Michigan shares the same four periods of most prolific 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 17% its dwellings.  No other interval ðfor any of the three areasðhad as large of a percentage 
of construction.   
 
Figure 10: Age of Dwellings ï 2013 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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The Economy  
 
Figure 11 depicts 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, respectively. With that said, between 
1990 and 2013, per capita income in Chippewa County increased by 157%; 74% in Luce County; 
150% in Mackinac County; 106% in Michigan;  and 129% in the United States.  
 
Figure 11: Per Capita Income ï 1990-2013 

 
 
 
Figure 12 on the following page looks at relative 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 extending from ñUSA ó99ò; 
in particular, the grey column extends to 6.9 %. This means that of all people counted in 1999, 
6.9% of them were both between the ages of eighteen and sixty-four years old, and living below 
the poverty line.  
 
If added together, the three columnsðon both figuresðequal the percentage of all persons 
counted living below the poverty line . On Figure 12, one can see that in 1999, Michigan had a 
lower portion of its counted population (10.5%) impoverished than the United States (12.4 %) and 
the EUP (12.5%). By 2009, Michigan had a higher percentage of its counted population 
impoverished than  both the United States and the EUP (at 16.8%, 13.5% and 15.8%, respectively). 
In 2013, the EUP surpassed the other two, with a poverty rate of 17.3%ðcompared 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.  

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 
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Figure 12: Relative Poverty ï 1999, 2009 & 2013 

 
 
 
Although all the areas represented on Figure 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 12.7% to 18.5%, and decreased to 13.9% by 2013. The 
poverty rate in Mackinac County rose from 1999 to 2009 and again from 2009 to 2013ðgoing 
from 10.3% to 12.4% to 15.0%.  
 
Figure 13: Poverty in the Eastern Upper Penins ula ï 1999, 2009 & 2013 

 
 
 
  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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Figure 14 graphs the average monthly 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 the summer 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 25.0%; in the summer 
months, it drops below all ot her areas to under 5.0%.  
 
Figure 14: Average Monthly  Unemployment ï 1990-2014 

 
 
 
Table 11 on the following page breaks down the relative amounts of those sixteen years 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 2013. Where green cells are present, an increase from 2000 to 2013 occurred 
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 EUPðin some instances, there is over a 
10.0% gap between the areas measured. The United States and Chippewa County saw increases 
in the amount of their populationsô over the age of sixteen participating in the labor force; 
Michigan, Luce County, and Mackinac County saw decreases; and EUP as a whole remained the 
same from 2000 to 2013.  
 

Source: Michigan Department of Technology, Management & Budget 
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Table 11: Labor Participation  ï 2000 & 2013 

 
 
Figure 15 depicts workers-by-sector data. Like Table 9, those counted in the labor force were over 
the age of sixteen years old. When examining the types of jobs supporting the EUPôs economy, 
one quickly notices the large size of the ñgovernment workersò sector. In 2013, the United States 
and Michigan had nearly 15% and 12%, respectively, of their labor force working within the 
ñgovernment workersò sector. The EUP had 30% working in the same sector. The disparity 
between the United States and Michigan compared to the EUPðparticularly Chippewa Countyð
indicates a dependency on the government to provide jobs. With the international bord er 
crossing, lock system, prisons and large swaths of government-owned land in the EUP, the large 
amount of government jobs is understandable; however, the availability of more private sector 
employment opportunities would more closely align the EUPôs workers-by-sector numbers with 
the United States and Michigan.  
 
Figure 15: Workers by Sector  ï 2013 

 
 
  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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Table 12, in a similar fashion as Figure 15 on the previous page, illuminates the Eastern Upper 
Peninsulaôs reliance upon 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 average weekly wageðwith margins of $63, $285, 
$310, $461 and $70 for Michigan, the EUP, Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac, respectively. 
 
Table 12: NAICS Public v. Private Contributions  - 2013 

 
 
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 sectors and then break down each 
sector using percentages so that they can be compared across tables. Note that not all areas have 
every sector contributing in their economiesô. For each sector, these tables examine data from all 
non-profit and for -profit firms on the number of paid employees (PE) that were on the payroll for 
the pay period including March 12 th, 2012; annual payroll (AP); average weekly wage (AWW)ð 
the quotient of annual payroll by paid employees; and the number of establishments (EST)ð
which is defined as a single physical structure.  Each table is ordered by the contribution each 
sector makes to the total 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 employed 54% 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 top-five contributor to total annual payroll, there are six other sectors 
employing more peopleðindicating a the high -paying nature of positions within the sector.  
 
Table 13: Private Industry NAICS Data for Michigan ï 2012 
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Table 14 presents NAICS data for Chippewa County. The top five contributors to total annual 
payrollðhealth care and social assistance; accommodation and food service; retail trade; 
manufacturing; and construction ðaccount for 74% of total annual payroll and employ 77% of 
people working in the Chippewa County. Chippewa Countyôs economy is dependent upon three 
sectors: health care and social assistance; accommodation and food services; and retail trade. If 
one compares Table 10 and Table 11 concurrently, 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 weekly wage in Chippewa County 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 95% of total annual payroll.  
 
Table 14: Private Industry NAICS Data for Chi ppewa County ï 2012 
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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 ðcombining to contribute 
80% of the 95% for which data was available. One might also notice the fact that several sectorsð
mining, quarrying, a nd oil and gas extraction; management of companies and enterprises; and 
educational servicesðwere not present in Luce County as they were elsewhere in Michiganðand 
the EUP. In terms of annual payroll, manufacturing is a much larger part of Luceôs economy than 
Chippewaôs and Mackinacôs, more closely resembling Michiganôs. Of three counties, Luce County 
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 ï 2012 
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Table 16 also examines NAICS dataðthough 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 five sectors. Unlike the other two 
counties of the EUP, Mackinac County had a higher average weekly wage than Michiganðwith 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 ï 2012 
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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 subsectorðnote that Tables 17, 18 and 19 use the subsector (three-digit) 
NAICS data where Tables 13-16 use sector (two-digit) NAICS dataðthan a larger base area.  
 
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 total base area 
employment.  If the location quotient for a subsector is equal to one, then the area being studied 
has an equal proportion 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 base area. 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 to the base area; 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 336ðTransportation 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 bases. One will see 
the sizes of the three tables vary. All subsectors with information available are included; 
subsectors not being present are either due to the data being ñnot disclosableò or ñnot calculable, 
the data does not exist or it is zeroò. Subsectors in the green sections of the tables had location 
quotients 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 Logging 
(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  Location Quotients ï 2013 
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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 possess any subsectors with an inkling of a cluster worth noting.  
 
Table 18: Luce County Privat e Industry  Location Quotients ï 2013 

 

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 countyôs dependence upon its natural resources.  
 
Table 19: Mackinac County Pri vate Industry  Location Quotients ï 2013 

  



43 
 

Tables 20 and 21 contain data put forth by Michiganôs Department of Technology, Management 
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 empl oyment in Michigan was 
projected to increase by 8.5%. Michigan has five industries that were projected to grow by at least 
20%ðwith Social Assistance expected to grow by over 30%. Moreover, twelve industries were 
slated to grow by between 10% 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 expected in 
the Postal Service (491) and Printing and Related Support Activities (323).   
 
Table 20: Michigan Industry Projections  ï 2010-2020 
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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 8.5%; for the Upper 
Peninsula, only 3.6% growth is expected. Of the 25 industries expected to experience at least 10% 
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) ðhistorically critical components of the Upper Peninsulaôs economyðare to 
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  ï 2010-2020  
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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; Luce Countyôs tax 

base decreased three out of four years; and Mackinac Countyôs tax base decreased once but 

increased three yearsðthough two were by less than 1%. 

Table 22: Taxable Value ï 2006 -2013 

 

 

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 being used 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 Cover ï 2012 

  






























































































































