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Purpose 
  
The Northeast Council of Governments (NECOG) is a Planning and Development District.  Planning and 
Development Districts were authorized in South Dakota in 1970 by executive order of Governor Frank 
Farrar to promote regional cooperation and economical service delivery. Six Planning and Development 
Districts currently operate in South Dakota.  Each individual district is a voluntary association of 
governments and ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ άWƻƛƴǘ 9ȄŜǊŎƛǎŜǎ ƻŦ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ tƻǿŜǊέ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛȊŜŘ 
by South Dakota codified law 1-24.  The NECOG region is comprised of the following 12 counties: Beadle, 
Brown, Campbell, Day, Edmunds, Faulk, Hand, McPherson, Marshall, Potter, Spink and Walworth.  
 

Figure 1:  NECOG Region and South Dakota Planning District Map 

 
 
NECOG Ƙŀǎ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ά/ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅέ ό/95{ύ ǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜ ǘƘŜ 
economic and community development needs of b9/hDΩǎ ǘǿŜƭǾŜ county region in northeast and north 
central South Dakota and develop a guide for future community and economic efforts. 
 
The CEDS document is mandated by the Economic Development Administration (EDA) and is used to 
define Economic Development Districts throughout the nation.  Goals and objectives are revised 

SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION 

http://www.necog.org/dynamicdata/assetmanager/images/necogandsddistrictboundaries.pdf
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annually, while the entire CEDS document must be updated to reflect regional growth and change every 
five years.  
 
The CEDS continuous planning process involves public (government) and private for-profit and non-
profit sectors tasked with identifying short-term and long-term regional development issues/needs and 
developing goals, objectives, and strategies to address economic development priorities. 
 
The CEDS summarizes various development priorities; however its overall effectiveness as a planning 
tool depends on individual local governments, organizations, and businesses.  Other than the control 
NECOG exercises of its own staff and operations, this CEDS is strictly advisory.  NECOG continues to 
actively pursue partnership oriented strategies as it works to fulfill its mission for the region, and NECOG 
will utilize and promote the CEDS as a guide for regional community and economic development 
initiatives.  The value of the CEDS to the NECOG region is its ability: 
 

¶ To accurately describe the NECOG region in terms of political, geographic, economic, and social 
relationships; 

¶ To promote a regional view of economic and community development; 

¶ To identify regional economic and community development issues and priorities; 

¶ To identify technical and financial resources available for community and  economic development; 

¶ To be a relevant planning guide that evolves over time as needs change. 
 
This CEDS is based upon a five-year planning period from 2014-2018.  The success of the region and this 
CEDS depends upon having strong leadership at both the regional and local levels.  The ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ 
can be measured both quantitatively, by reviewing relevant data trends, jobs created, investment, etc., 
or qualitatively, such as changes in attitudes, perceptions about the region, etc.     
 
The CEDS is a valuable tool for identifying common challenges and opportunities.  Projects can be 
developed over the five-year planning period at the regional and local levels to address the identified 
challenges and opportunities.  It is hoped that the CEDS will become a mechanism through which more 
collaboration among communities will occur to help overcome common challenges in a way that 
reduces duplication of efforts and more efficiently addresses community concerns.  As a tool for area 
leaders, the CEDS offers both insights and information that will improve the odds of success.   
 

Strategy Committee   
 
b9/hDΩǎ Governing Body serves as the CEDS Strategy Committee.  It has the membership characteristics 
ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ 95!Ωǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦ  ! ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ 
roster is submitted to EDA for its review on an annual basis.  In addition to the committee, the CEDS 
relies upon input from a variety of sources including individuals with expertise in the following areas:  
 

¶ Agriculture  

¶ Economic 
Development  

¶ Education  

¶ Finance  

¶ Governmental Affairs  

¶ Healthcare  

¶ Housing  

¶ Planning & Zoning  

¶ Private Business 

¶ Public/Private 
Infrastructure   

¶ Tourism 
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The CEDS Strategy Committee is a key component in the development of the CEDS, but it is only one of 
ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ άǇƭŀȅŜǊǎέ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ  ¢ƘŜ /95{ ŘǊŀǿǎ ǳǇƻƴ a wide ranging expertise 
and works to complement existing planning efforts occurring at the state, regional and local levels.  
Various communities and economic development groups within the NECOG region have undertaken 
their own strategic planning efforts.  Where applicable, this CEDS has drawn upon these efforts as an 
additional resource for identifying challenges, strengths, and potential projects.  The CEDS committee 
will also work closely with local development groups and other regional organizations to broaden 
strategy participation and effectiveness.     
 

Process  
 
NECOG will incorporate several basic elements to complete a multi-faceted planning process.  Each part 
Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ άǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎΥ  
 

¶ An analysis of development problems and opportunities; 

¶ A regional description and its economy;  

¶ Planning participation process;  

¶ A set of development goals and objectives;  

¶ A regional action plan with strategic projects and activities;  

¶ A review of planning participants and partners;  

¶ A methodology for measuring outcomes and accomplishments.  
 

This CEDS also provides references to various resources available to assist in the implementation of the 
identified objectives and proposed projects.   
 
Upon completion, the CEDS will be available to various interested constituencies throughout the region.  
NECOG will work to inform interested parties on the availability of the CEDS and its use as a planning 
tool.  NECOG will provide access to the CEDS through the NECOG website at www.necog.org, which will 
make it freely available on an on-going basis.  Each yearΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ NECOGΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ 
Scope of Work will also evolve in order to reflect these changes.    

http://www.necog.org/
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Overview 
 
The economy is a vital aspect of any community, and NECOG needs to be proactive in the economic 
development of the region. Economic planning should provide clear direction for decision-making, with 
a resulting economy that is able to weather economic fluctuations, and provide its residents and visitors 
with a healthy and happy lifestyle. The efforts of NECOG in assisting its members with their local and 
regional economies hopefully will result in the creation of vibrant communities and a comfortable 
standard of living for all who live and work here.   
 

Strengths 
 
Agriculture:  Agriculture is still the economic backbone of the region.  Annual value of farm products for 
the region in 2007 exceeded $1.6 billion.  Row crops such as corn, soy beans and sunflowers dominate 
the agriculture land use along with grazing land for livestock such as cattle.    
 
Education:  NECOG is fortunate to have two institutions of higher education in Northern State University 
and Presentation College.  Also Huron and Mobridge offer access to higher education classes utilizing 
the services of other institutions. All of these institutions of higher learning are major sources of 
advanced training.  The presence of these institutions within NECOG plays a major role in maintenance 
of the existing economy and promotion of potential economic development.  These institutions are 
actively involved in the promotion of the economic vitality of the region. 
 
In addition to the post-secondary education opportunities, there are thirty elementary/secondary public 
school districts.  Presence of these local sŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
economic development recruitment activities.  
 
Healthcare Services and Infrastructure: NECOG has a well-developed healthcare industry, which will 
serve to position the region in a good economic position particularly due to the aging of the population.  
The region has two general hospitals, ten critical access hospitals and nine clinics, along with several 
advanced healthcare services. 
 
Access to these healthcare services is extremely important to the economy of the region in that it 
alleviates the need to travel to other regions to obtain these services. Further, it creates jobs in the 
healthcare field, a sector on the rise most likely due to the aging of the population.  For these reasons, 
the region is more attractive to retirees.  Also, good access to healthcare is essential to keeping the 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅǎ ǘƻ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘΣ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ 
workforce. A healthy workforce is a productive one.  
 
Human Resources:  NECOG has a skilled and talented labor force with a strong work ethic.  This is 
evidenced by the low unemployment rates within the area.  The regions human resources are also 
defined by demonstrating its civic responsibility in its high voter registration and participation rates 
along with its charitable giving.  
 

SECTION 2 - DEVELOPMENT PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
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Communities: Strong rural communities are an asset of northeast South Dakota.  Basic community 
infrastructure-including medical facilities, schools, shops and roads create a framework for further 
development.  Communities can also claim relatively low crime rates, active volunteers, and family 
values with a common sense approach to life as sources of pride in the district. 
 
Natural Environment, Recreational Amenities, Active, Livable Communities:  Natural environment - 
rivers and lakes, abundant sunshine, clean air, and  abundant open spaces, combined with recreational 
opportunities within the region and livable communities has made NECOG an area which offers an 
excellent quality of life. This quality of life presents opportunities for improving the long-term strength 
and health of the regional economy.    

 

Challenges 
 
Challenges facing the twelve-county region are broad in scope and range from more tangible challenges 
such as deteriorating infrastructure and housing, to more chronic issues such as youth out-migration 
and declining population in rural communities.  Issues facing communities in the NECOG region are not 
unlike the challenges facing communities throughout rural America such as declining population, lack of 
quality, good-paying jobs, and youth out-migration.    

 
Housing:  Housing has become a significant issue for small rural communities.  Much of the existing 
housing stock dates back several generations.  New homes are not readily available for individuals that 
are interested in moving to a small rural community.  While newer housing is needed, the risk involved 
with developing housing in rural areas is too high to entice private developers.  As a result, many 
communities have had to become creative and develop community-based housing development and 
rehabilitation projects to meet the housing needs of the community.  Housing is critical to economic 
development and it is becoming more widely recognized as a core component to a broad-based 
economic development strategy because it promotes a reliable workforce within the region, 
opportunities for people to live where they work, and a stable community that is invested in the future 
of the region. 
 
Location:  NECOG does not have an interstate system running through its region.  The two primary 
population centers (Aberdeen and Huron) are connected to the I-29 and I-90 Interstate system by four 
lane US Highways.  Although this provides for easy transportation to these two population centers the 
vast majority of the region is sparsely populated and not as easily accessible via two lane state and US 
highways.   
 
Infrastructure:  Sound infrastructure provides a basis for economic development.  For many rural 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ b9/hDΩǎ region, public infrastructure including: streets, water, and sewer services are 
becoming more difficult to maintain.  Communities are working proactively to implement repair and 
replacement projects, but a declining local population for some communities makes this financially 
difficult.  A small population base must be relied upon to cover the cost of deferred repair and 
replacement of critical infrastructure that used to serve a much larger population.  Cost of these projects 
can be extremely expensive and result in higher water and sewer rates or local property/sales taxes.  
Communities recognize that they must upgrade their infrastructure in order to attract and retain 
industries, but it is becoming increasingly difficult to do this financially. 
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Lack of Access to Capital for Local Businesses:  Lack of access to capital for local businesses is a major 
hindrance to economic development in the region.  This lack of access to capital is preventing new 
businesses to get started, and existing businesses from becoming stronger financially which would allow 
them to grow and begin hiring again.     
 
Population Loss:  The NECOG region contains both rural and urbanized areas.  Urbanized areas have 
been able to show slight growth or have been able to stabilize their populations.  However, the rural 
areas, particularly those located further away from urban corridors, are more challenged by the long-
term changes occurring in the agricultural sector.  Most NECOG counties have experienced losses of 10 
to 27 percent over the past 20 years.  Rural communities once served as primary markets for goods and 
services to a large surrounding agricultural sector.  As fewer individuals are needed in agriculture, 
demand for local goods and services have declined.  Development of other economic sectors has not 
kept pace sufficient to sustain rural economies.  Jobs in new and innovative industries are not as readily 
available in the rural areas of NECOG which thereby has resulted in a declining population.  A smaller 
population base makes it harder to maintain existing public infrastructure and other essential 
governmental services. 
 
Workforce:  When industries do locate in rural communities, or when existing businesses look to 
expand, the availability of a skilled labor force is another primary challenge.  Because of the increase in 
the number of retiring workers, combined with declining population in some counties and youth out-
migration, local businesses are challenged to find adequate labor necessary to support expansion.  As a 
result, many industries look to expand elsewhere where labor is more readily available. 

 

Opportunities 
 
Value Added Agriculture:  Agriculture is a key economic driver for the area and the opportunity for 
expansion of additional value added agriculture is available.  The region is home to many value added 
agriculture businesses such as five ethanol plants, a turkey processing facility and a new beef processing 
facility which has struggled opening, but will hopefully be back in operation in the near future.   
 
Renewable Energy:  There is an opportunity to develop industries that can utilize corn and soybeans in 
the production of bio-fuels.  Further, with the more than adequate supply of wind, the NECOG area is in 
an excellent position for the continued development of wind energy industries. 
 
Housing:  While also listed as a weakness, older homes and vacant lots in many communities offer 
ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ 
communities. 
 
Education:  The NECOG region has an opportunity to expand its educational offerings to respond to 
future shifts in the economy.  Entities of higher education in the region will continue to provide 
opportunities for educational experience and workforce development and opportunities to expand on 
satellite locations for higher education are possible. 
 
Healthcare:  With the 65+ population segment growing in our region, there is and will be an opportunity 
in the healthcare industry to provide needed services to an aging population.  
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Main Street Projects: Vibrant, pedestrian friendly main streets are a key to economic development in a 
region. There are many areas in the region that are ripe for development and redevelopment. This 
presents an economic development opportunity to the small towns as well as the region as vibrant 
downtowns serve to bolster economic activity.  NECOG will continue to work with local economic 
development groups and chambers of commerce in assisting them in the revitalization or their main 
streets.   
 
Tourism:  Hunting, fishing and other natural outdoor activities will continue to make the NECOG region a 
desirable place to visit and vacation.  The NECOG region has an opportunity to continue to protect and 
enhance those amenities and to bolster tourism by adding more.    
 
While agriculture, education, health and manufacturing industries will continue to be  primary economic 
drivers within the region, it is anticipated that the economy may also change towards knowledge and 
creative jobs and activities related to technology, research, design, and entrepreneurialism.  Given past 
trends and future projections, the regional economy will certainly grow, but absent strategic guidance it 
may become something different than the local community desires. Therefore, having a sound 
economic development strategy in place will be critical for both the urban and rural portions of 
northeastern South Dakota. Any economic development strategy must be broadly conceived so that it 
represents the varying perspectives of a wide range of constituencies.   
 
Economic development efforts must recognize short-term needs as well as long term objectives.  They 
must recognize both local and regional concerns.  Improved collaboration and communication between 
and among communities and various economic sectors will be critical to the success of the region.  The 
CEDS is a vital part of this effort to create a proactive economic development strategy or plan aimed at 
diversifying, balancing, and stabilizing the regional economy.  As a result of the CEDS process, the role of 
regional planning organizations like NECOG will be increasingly important over the next several years.   

 

Regional Survey 
 
NECOG conducted a region-wide survey to identify local and area priorities.  In the past this survey 
included information important only to NECOG, the region and for assistance in completing the CEDS.  
CƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ b9/hD ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ 
Economic Development (GOED) to develop one survey that would be sent out statewide.  Each district 
was responsible for conducting the survey in their geographic area.  This survey addressed the same 
topics as it has in the past, but also included information on GOED and the services they provide.   
 
The survey was provided to over 120 entities that included stakeholders from a variety of sectors within 
b9/hDΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ  Entities that received the survey could have an individual complete the survey or they 
could complete the survey as a group.  A link to the survey was also located on the NECOG webpage and 
was advertised through the NECOG newsletter.  The survey was conducted between December 2012 
and March 2013, with a meeting presenting the results held May 29, 2013.  During this meeting 
discussion of priorities and comments were also received.  Although it was not conducted to scientific 
standards, the survey provides a good gauge of some of the primary issues and concerns facing 
individuals, businesses and communities throughout the region.  A total of 85 surveys were received.  
The survey focused on local and regional economic issues and asked respondents to grade various issues 
that communities commonly face and assess which of these issues require more attention or needed 
the most improvement.   
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Findings from the returned surveys are summarized below and a copy of the survey has been included in 
the attachments of this document. 
 
Utilities/Communication Systems 
 

¶ All categories except two received above average ranking.  Those areas scoring highest were 
electrical service (94%), drinking water systems (92%), and telephone service (88%). 

¶ The two categories receiving average and below rankings were cell phone service (51%) and 
drainage systems (43%). 

¶ While many of these utilities received above average rankings as a region, there are pockets where 
limited population exists that experience issues with one or all of the categories. 

 
Transportation 
 

¶ County/Township roads received the lowest rankings with (65%) responding that these roads are 
average or below. 

¶ Federal/State Highways received the highest ranking with (80%) ranking them above average. 

¶ !ƛǊǇƻǊǘΣ ǊŀƛƭǊƻŀŘǎ ŀƴŘ ōǳǎκǾŀƴ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀƭƭ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ όрл҈ύ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ άbƻǘ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ 
not available to them in their area.  

 
Quality of Life Facilities 
 

¶ Most categories received above average rankings with (40-60%) rankings.   

¶ However most categories also received more than (20%) not applicable.  For those with access to 
the facilities, they are meeting their needs. 

¶ Daycare options at (41%) below average were the highest need area.  
 
Public Safety 
 

¶ All categories received above average rankings from (69-89%). 
 
Local Development Resources 
 

¶ Those areas scoring highest were public school systems (78%), local government support (59%), and 
local website (54%). 

¶ Areas scoring average or below and in need of improvement were available labor force (66%), retail 
and service business opportunities (60%), and workforce training programs (46%). 

 
Housing 
 

¶ No category scored over (50%) as above average.  Nursing homes and assisted living units scored 
well for those areas where they were available. 

¶ Housing in general is a significant need for the area with the top three areas of concern being below 
average, as the availability of single family homes (70%), availability of apartment units (66%), and 
overall condition of housing stock (61%).  
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Workforce ς How has this environment changed over the past year? 
 

¶ All categories ranked highest with no change noted in options provided under workforce. 
 
Business Activity - How has this environment changed over the past year? 
 

¶ All categories ranked highest with no change noted in options provided under business activity. 
 
Business Sector 
 
²ƘƛƭŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƘŀŘƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƴƻǘƛŎŜŀōƭŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ 
business activity in the region, this question addressed business priorities respondents feel should be 
focused on over the next 12-18 months.   

¶ All categories except one, received above average rankings from (61-89%).  Leading categories were 
keeping professional services available (medical, legal, etc.), helping existing business (retention and 
expansion), and attracting new companies (recruitment). 

¶ hƴƭȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƴƎ άǎǇŜŎέ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ǎŎƻǊŜŘ ŀǘ ƻǊ ōŜƭƻǿ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǿƛǘƘ όро҈ύΦ 
 
Community Involvement 
 
The community involvement question aimed to address areas of quality of life that could be improved 
upon throughout the region over the next 12-18 months. 

¶ All categories received above average rankings from (56-90%) indicating the high level of 
importance that each of these items has to a community. 

 
Top 5 Priorities Identified 
 

¶ Housing  

¶ Infrastructure 

¶ Roads/Bridges 

¶ Business Recruitment 

¶ Business Retention and Expansion 
 
Other general observations from the survey 
 

¶ Three quarters of the respondents were over the age of 50 and have lived at their current location 
for at least 10 years. 

¶ Majority of respondents are not proactive with developing plans or goals and objectives for 
economic development. 

¶ Sixty percent of respondents were optimistic with positive expectations or cautiously optimistic 
about the prospects for improving their community. 

¶ When asked who you rely on most for economic development information, NECOG ranked first. 
 
In summation, the survey did a good job of gathering relevant information for both NECOG as well as 
the SǘŀǘŜΩǎ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ  Working in such a large geographic region, it 
can be difficult to obtain input from a variety of sectors throughout the region.  Design and distribution 
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of the survey enabled both entities to gather data from a good cross section of the region including 
input from stakeholders in both the private and public sector. 
 
At the May 29 and September 25, 2013 NECOG CEDS Board meetings, results of the survey were used to 
begin discussion of priorities for the region.  Topics and needs brought up by the CEDS board were the 
same items as covered by the survey.  The survey and meetings assisted NECOG and the CEDS 
committee in developing the goals and objectives listed in this document. 
 

 

Consistency with South Dakota 2010 Initiative 

 
The 2010 Initiative was the {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ άōƭǳŜ ǇǊƛƴǘέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нлл3 and 2010.  Introduced by 
Governor Rounds in the fall of 2003, the primary goals and related objectives that specifically relate to 
b9/hDΩǎ regional strategies are noted below:   
 

Goal One:  Double Visitor Spending from $600 million to $1.2 billion by 2010 
 
Result: Visitor spending increased to $962 million, although short of the goal, the 2008 recession played 
a major factor in not achieving the goal. 
 

¶ Change the way we market South Dakota.  

¶ Focus new energy and investment on expanding the fall shoulder season for visitors in order to 
increase the percentage of tourism revenues.  

¶ Expand investment in tourismΩs peak season through greater use of partnerships and cooperative 
efforts. 

¶ Capitalize on existing outdoor opportunities in our state. 
 

Goal Two:  Increase Gross State Product (GSP) by $10 billion by 2010 
 
Result: This goal was met 2 years early and actually reached $14 billion. 
 

¶ Promote the creation and development of new businesses that will contribute $6 billion to the GSP.  

¶ Promote the growth/expansion of existing businesses that will contribute $4 billion to the GSP. 

¶ Promote agricultural and natural resource development in South Dakota. 
 

Goal Three:  Become a Recognized Leader in Research and Technology Development by 2010 
 
Result: State universities added ten research centers adding to their advanced degree programs as well 
as bringing in $154 million in research dollars. 
 

¶ Develop research and technology infrastructure at our universities and with the private sector. 
 
Dƻŀƭ CƻǳǊΥ  .ǊŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇ {ƻǳǘƘ 5ŀƪƻǘŀΩǎ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛŦŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ .Ŝǎǘ ƛƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀ ōȅ нлмл 
 
Result: Significant money was invested in improving community development, improving hunting 
opportunities, improving state parks, increasing the availability of affordable housing, and exposing our 
students to the arts. 
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¶ 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜ {ƻǳǘƘ 5ŀƪƻǘŀΩǎ ƛƳŀƎŜ ǘƻ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ in an effort to retain and import young people. 

¶ Enhance history and arts as a tool for economic development and cultural tourism.  

¶ Stabilize rural populations through community development. 

¶ Stimulate affordable homeownership, rental housing and day care facilities in South Dakota 
communities which evidence a need. 

 

Goal Five:  Uphold our commitment to the 2010 Initiative as a work in progress 
 
¶ Create ongoing update and accountability structure for 2010 initiative. 
 
Result: Although the 2010 initiative is over and the initiative was successful, the investment and projects 
it created will continue to benefit the state for years to come. 
 
Throughout the life of the 2010 Initiative, NECOG had formal contractual relationships with several state 
agencies.  The 2010 Initiative provided a framework to document outcomes. They will be referenced 
throughout the CEDS process, as tools to measure success. NECOG continues to have formal 
partnerships with various State agencies and expects to be an integral component of the 
implemŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
includes the Building South Dakota Fund. 
 
Since taking office in 2011 Governor Dennis Daugaard has not abandoned the principles of the 2010 
Initiative.  However, during the 2013 Legislative session SB235 (Building SD Fund) was adopted that 
designated millions of dollars for economic development and other activities.  This was the most 
sweeping economic development program implemented by the State of South Dakota since thŜ мффлΩǎΦ 
 
Funding for SB 235 initially is being provided by one time money from the state general fund. In the 
future the program will receive money from a portion of the 2% contractor excise fee and a portion of 
the unclaimed property fund.  The Building SD Fund has five main objectives with multiple programs: 
 

¶ Local Infrastructure Fund ς available for road, sewer, water and broadband projects connected with 
economic development. 

¶ Workforce and Education Fund ς available for workforce development, public schools for English as 
a Second Language programs, high school technical education programs, and money will be added 
to the state aid formula for K-12 education. 

¶ Housing Opportunity Fund - ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ άƭƻǿ ǘƻ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ 
ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŀǘ ƻǊ ōŜƭƻǿ ммр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ 

¶ Economic Development Partnership Fund ς provides matching grants to hire new economic 
development staff or to increase part-time staff to full-time.  Funds will also be provided to assist 
with training and equipment.  

¶ Revolving Economic Development and Initiative Fund ς provides rebates back to new or expanding 
large private investment projects in the state.   
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Regional Economic Clusters 
 
Regional Economic Clusters (RECs) are a proven way to create jobs and grow the economy. They are 
geographic concentrations of firms and industries that do business with each other and have common 
needs for talent, technology, and infrastructure.  RECs are a geographically-bounded, active network of 
ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊΣ ǎȅƴŜǊƎƛǎǘƛŎ ƻǊ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ 
strengths to create jobs and broader prosperity.  They create a transition path from unemployment or 
underemployment to high-skill jobs. On average, jobs within clusters pay higher wages.  Regional 
industries based on inherent place-based advantages are less susceptible to off-shoring, and create 
many new job opportunities for American workers.  They connect disenfranchised communities to new 
career and educational opportunities. They stabilize communities by re-purposing idle manufacturing 
assets, engaging underutilized human capital, and contributing to improvements in the quality of life.  
 
The Location Quotient (LQ) Calculator is a tool developed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics that presents 
information about private sector employment data, by industry, as measured by the Quarterly Census of 
Employment and Wages (QCEW) program. Location quotient data provides information on relative 
employment levels in a region as compared nationally.  LQs are calculated by first, dividing regional 
industry employment by the all industry total of local employment. Second, national industry 
employment is divided by the all industry total for the region. Finally, the regional ratio is divided by the 
national ratio.  
  
If an LQ is equal to 1, then the industry has the same share of its area employment as it does in the 
reference area (i.e. the U.S.).  An LQ greater than 1 indicates an industry with a greater share of the local 
area employment than is the case in the U.S.  Data provided below in Table 1 shows the following:  for 
number of establishmentsΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƘŀǾŜ [vΩǎ ŀōƻǾŜ мΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ Ŝstablishments than it does for the nation as a whole: Agribusiness (5.96); Arts, 
Entertainment, Visitor Industries (1.51); Chemicals & Chemical Based Products (1.82); Energy (Fossil & 
Renewable) (1.30); Glass & Ceramics (2.38); Transportation & Logistics (1.53);  Manufacturing Super 
Cluster (1.28); Primary Metal Manufacturing (12.52); Fabricated Metal Manufacturing (1.43); Machinery 
Manufacturing (2.94); Computer & Electronic Product Manufacturing (1.71); Transportation 
Manufacturing (1.29); and Mining (1.79). 
 
For employmentΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƘŀǾŜ [vΩǎ ŀōƻǾŜ мΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ 
total employment than it does for the nation as a whole: Advanced Materials (1.41); Agribusiness (4.03); 
Biomedical/Biotechnical-Life Sciences (1.12); Chemicals & Chemical Based Products (1.31); Energy (Fossil 
& Renewable) (1.62); Glass & Ceramics (1.57); Manufacturing Super Cluster (1.84); Primary Metal 
Manufacturing (26.11); Fabricated Metal Manufacturing (1.78); Machinery Manufacturing (5.94); 
Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing (2.44); Electrical Equipment, Appliance & Component 
Manufacturing (1.75); and Mining (2.44). 
 
For annual wagesΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƘŀǾŜ [vΩǎ ŀōƻǾŜ мΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ 
total share of annual wages than it does for the nation as a whole Advanced Materials (1.96), 
Agribusiness (6.18); Biomedical/Biotechnical (Life Sciences) (1.28); Chemicals & Chemical Based Products 
(1.66); Energy (Fossil & Renewable) (1.83); Glass & Ceramics (1.53); Manufacturing Super Cluster (2.58); 
Primary Metal Manufacturing (44.36); Fabricated Metal Manufacturing (2.21); Machinery Manufacturing 
(8.52); Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing (3.50); Electrical Equipment, Appliance & 
Component Manufacturing (2.64), and Mining (2.74).  
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The Location Quotients in Table 1 identify Primary Metal Manufacturing, Agribusiness, Food Processing 
& Technology, and Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing as the top three industry clusters 
within the NECOG region that represent larger proportions of the local economy. 

 
 

Table 1:  NECOG Industry and Employment Clusters (2011) 
 

  
QCEW Cluster - 
Establishments 

Industry 
Cluster 

Establishment 
LQ 

QCEW - 
Cluster 

Employment 

Industry 
Cluster 

Employment 
LQ 

QCEW Cluster - 
Wages 

Industry 
Cluster 
Annual 

Wages LQ 

Total All Industries                3,704  1.00          41,566  1.00  $ 1,356,512,934  1.00 

Advanced Materials                     45  0.91            1,812  1.41  $    126,342,455  1.96 

Agribusiness, Food Processing & 
Technology                   330  5.96            3,834  4.03  $    151,078,934  6.18 

Apparel & Textiles                     10  0.62                 50  0.34  $        1,384,885  0.28 

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 
and Visitor Industries                   162  1.51            1,577  0.96  $      28,137,077  0.71 

Biomedical/Biotechnical (Life 
Sciences)                   126  0.94            5,138  1.12  $    192,700,110  1.28 

Business & Financial Services                   413  0.71            1,720  0.47  $      91,449,149  0.43 

Chemicals & Chemical Based 
Products                     46  1.82               772  1.31  $      42,602,224  1.66 

Defense and Security                   111  0.80            1,070  0.47  $      58,101,467  0.52 

Education & Knowledge Creation                     34  0.66               720  0.45  $      25,979,941  0.48 

Energy (Fossil & Renewable)                   210  1.30            3,000  1.62  $    175,527,245  1.83 

Forest & Wood Products                     14  0.98               174  0.74  $        6,219,784  0.81 

Glass & Ceramics                       2  2.38                 28  1.57  $           871,806  1.53 

Information Technology & 
Telecommunications                     61  0.48               942  0.65  $      78,578,051  0.83 

Transportation & Logistics                   132  1.53               731  0.59  $      29,177,759  0.72 

Manufacturing Supercluster                     51  1.28            2,545  1.84  $    168,427,561  2.58 

Primary Metal Mfg                       1  12.52                 74  26.11  $        3,935,053  44.36 

Fabricated Metal Product Mfg                     25  1.43               581  1.78  $      24,620,045  2.21 

Machinery Mfg                     17  2.94            1,205  5.94  $      76,692,789  8.52 

Computer & Electronic Product 
Mfg                       7  1.71               570  2.44  $      56,554,533  3.50 

Electrical Equipment, Appliance & 
Component Mfg                      -    0.00                 96  1.75  $        5,997,008  2.64 

Transportation Equipment Mfg                       1  1.29                 19  0.25  $           628,132  0.16 

Mining                       6  1.79               117  2.44  $        6,018,629  2.74 

Printing & Publishing                     41  0.53               502  0.76  $      16,655,738  0.59 

 Source: www.statsamerica.org/innovation/data.html 
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Physical & Climatic Characteristics   
 
The CEDS pertains to a twelve county area in northeast South Dakota.  

  
Figure 2:  NECOG Region Map 

The 13,326 square mile area ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎ b9/hDΩǎ region is larger than 9 other States and 
encompasses a variety of natural features.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SECTION 3 ς REGION AND ITS ECONOMY 
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Geography 

South Dakota is divided into three major physiographic regions: the Central Lowlands of eastern South 
Dakota; the Great Plains of western South Dakota; and the Black Hills. These three regions are 
subdivided into a total of twelve distinguishable areas called physical divisions. (Malo, 1997).  

 
Figure 3:  South Dakota Physiographic Regions 

 

Based on the physical size of the NECOG region, 5 of the physiographic divisions are found in the region. 

The Minnesota River - Red River Lowlands (Division 1) is a broad, gently undulating, valley-like area with 
an elevation of 900 to 1,100 feet above sea level.  According to Hogan (1995), these lowlands were 
formed by a large northward flowing river.  Browns Valley, Minnesota, situated midway between Lake 
Traverse and Big Stone Lake, is the continental divide between drainage to the Arctic Ocean and to the 
Gulf of Mexico.  The northeastern slope of the Coteau des Prairies rises sharply, nearly 1,000 feet, to 
form the western limit of this division lowland.  This lowland region is economically important for its 
underlying geology.  Granite rock, believed to be several thousand feet deep, underlies this land and 
occasionally comes to the surface in outcrops near Milbank, South Dakota.  This granite is high quality 
and is commercially quarried for monuments and building stones.  

The Coteau des Prairies (Division 2), the most conspicuous landform of eastern South Dakota,  a 
highland area between the Minnesota-Red River Lowland and the James River Lowland to the west.  This 
landform is part of a plateau that extends through North Dakota into Canada.  It slopes gently to the 
south and west with eastern and western slopes that are steep at the northern end and taper off on the 
south.  Elevations range from 2,000 feet above sea level on the north to about 1,600 feet on the south. 
It is drained to the south by the Big Sioux River, whose tributary streams enter mainly from the east. 
West of the Big Sioux River, the surface of the Coteau is dotted with lakes and depressions, while very 
few lakes occur east of the river.  During the Ice Age, the Coteau was covered by glaciers that deposited 
glacial drift over its surface.  One hundred to 400 feet beneath the surface is bedrock composed of 
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Pierre shale.  Pierre shale is a highly erodible rock made mostly of clay, including bentonite, with small 
amounts of sand (quartz).  

The James River Lowland (Division 3) is a gently undulating plain lying considerably lower than the 
Coteau des Prairies on the east and the Coteau du Missouri on the west.  Today the James River drains 
the area from north to south and occupies a rather narrow steep-sided valley.  But, in the geologic past, 
ancient streams in this region flowed northward. According to Hogan (1995), more erosion has occurred 
in the James River Lowland than anywhere else in eastern South Dakota.  Most of the topographic 
features of this area are the result of the effects of glaciers. Elevations range from 1,300 to 1,400 feet 
above sea level.  
 
The Lake Dakota Plain (Division 4) is the nearly level surface formed by deposition of sediment when 
Glacial Lake Dakota was filled with water.  The area is sandy at the northern end with silty clay loam and 
silty clay textures elsewhere.  The flatness of this plain is remarkable, with a change in relief of less than 
10 feet (3 m). Elevation is about 1,310 feet (399 m) above sea level. 
 
The James River Highlands (Division 5) is a group of three ridges located at the southern end of the 
James River Lowland.  The ridges are remnants of former stream divides. From east to west, these 
highlands are Turkey Ridge (the largest), James Ridge (the smallest), and Yankton Ridge.  These 
highlands are glacial drift deposits over bedrock.  Below the glacial drift of all 3 ridges is a core of 
Niobrara chalk overlain by Pierre shale.  Turkey Ridge is more than 40 miles (64 km) long, 10 miles (16 
km) wide, and is more than 300 feet (91 m) higher than the surrounding country. Yankton Ridge forms 
the northern bluff of the Missouri River Valley from Yankton westward for 15 miles (24 km).  James 
Ridge, located west of the James River and a few miles above its mouth, is 9 miles (14.5 km) long, 1.5 
miles wide (2.4 km), and 100 to 260 feet high (30 - 79 m).  The depth of glacial drift material varies from 
30 to 200 feet (9 - 61 m). 
 

Water 
 
NECOG lies primarily within the two river basins of the James and Missouri River Basin.  Each basin is 
defined by the primary river that runs through the entirety of the basin.  The other three basin areas in 
the District are tributary areas to their major rivers outside the District.  The James River originates in 
central North Dakota and slowly flows for 710 miles through North Dakota and eastern South Dakota 
until it connects with the Missouri. The Missouri River is the longest river in the United States and 
travels 2,341 miles from Montana through central South Dakota and eventually connecting with the 
Mississippi River north of St. Louis Missouri.  
 
The James and Missouri River provide for the only drainage of the region.  Outside of this, the drainage 
is not as well defined. This area contains numerous shallow depressions that trap water in the lakes, 
sƭƻǳƎƘǎΣ ŀƴŘ άǇǊŀƛǊƛŜ ǇƻǘƘƻƭŜǎέΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ only drain if the water is consumed by evaporation and 
transpiration or seeps into the ground.  The Couteau Des Prairies of Day and Marshall County experience 
this issue.  Day County has had substantial flooding in their closed lake basin that has no outlet for 
drainage. During wet years, many of these lakes and potholes fill up and inundate acres of farm land and 
place roads and other infrastructure under water.  In dry years the opposite can happen and the areas 
will become dry.  This area has been in a wet cycle since 1993. 
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Figure 4:  South Dakota River Basins 
 

 
Figure 5:  NECOG Lakes and Rivers Map 
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Climate 

Climate of the region is an interior continental type with hot summers, extremely cold winters, high 
winds, and periodic droughts and floods.  Normal annual precipitation averages between sixteen and 
twenty-one inches.  

Figure 6:  Average Annual Precipitation Map 

  
 
Average annual temperatures range between forty-one and forty-six degrees.  With the regions average 
shorter growing season, weather patterns that fall out of the normal, such as a late spring or early 
winter can have a significant impact on the agricultural production for the region. 
 

Figure 7: Average Annual Growing Degree Days 
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This region always seems to be entering or ending a weather cycle. The region continues to struggle with 
detrimental weather patterns.  These vary from severe storms to tornados, flooding and drought.   
Weather can have a significant impact on local economies, particularly as it relates to the regiƻƴΩǎ 
agricultural sector.  Weather can also take a psychological toll on people.  Climatic stress results in 
economic social disruptions, which contribute to personal tension.  Communities also experience 
additional distress in maintaining public services. /ƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ b9/hDΩǎ region have been declared 
Federal Disaster Areas twelve times since 2001.  Disaster declarations are noted in Table 2.   
 

Table 2 ς Federal Disaster Declarations 
 

 

 www.fema.gov/disasters 

 
One weather phenomenon, which is evolving from a regular irritant to an asset, is the wind.  This area 
has untapped wind resources that could lead to alternative electric generation projects.  Figure 8 
illustrates the geographic distribution of wind power potential.  While there are transmission and 
market issues associated with the implementation of electric generation projects, the availability of 
sustained wind is a prerequisite to even thinking about pursuing the concept.  Private sector developers 
have constructed wind generation facilities and are investigating wind generation opportunities 
throughout the NECOG region.  

FEMA Case 
Number 

Disaster 
Declaration 

Date 
Disaster Type NECOG Counties Included 

DR-4137 6/19/2013 Severe Storms, Tornadoes Spink 

DR-1984 3/11/2011 Flooding Brown, Marshall, Spink, Day, 
Edmunds, Faulk, Potter, Hand, 
Beadle 

DR-1938 7/21/2010 Severe Storms, Flooding Beadle, Hand 

DR-1915 5/13/2010 Flooding Brown, Marshall, Day 

DR-1887 3/10/2010 Severe Winter Storm Campbell, Day, Edmunds, Faulk, 
Hand, McPherson, Potter, 
Walworth 

DR-1886 3/9/2010 Severe Winter Storm and 
Snowstorm 

Campbell 

DR-1844 6/16/2009 Severe Storms, Flooding Brown, Day, Campbell, 
Edmunds, Marshall, McPherson,  
Spink 

DR-1774 7/9/2008 Severe Storms, Tornado, 
Flooding 

Hand 

DR-1702 5/22/2007 Severe Storms, Tornados, 
Flooding 

Beadle, Brown, Marshall, Spink 

DR-1620 12/20/2005 Severe Winter Storm Brown, Day, Edmunds, Marshall, 
Spink 

DR-1596 7/22/2005 Severe High Wind Storm Faulk, Potter, Spink 

DR-1375 5/17/2001 Spring Flooding, Snow/Ice 
Melt,  Heavy Rain 

Beadle, Brown, Day, Edmunds, 
Marshall, Spink 

http://www.fema.gov/disasters
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Wind farms have been constructed in three NECOG counties and other wind farms are in the planning 
stages.  Value of wind energy is directly related to its access to markets.  Although major transmission 
lines exist within the region, capacity and system compatibility considerations may limit their usefulness. 
 

 
Figure 8 ς South Dakota Wind Resources Map 

Land Use 

The CEDS region, by any definition, is rural in character and dominated by agricultural use.  Cropland, 
ǊŀƴƎŜƭŀƴŘΣ ǇŀǎǘǳǊŜƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭŀƴŘ ŘŜǾƻǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǳǎŜ ƻŎŎǳǇȅ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ фл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ 
land areaΦ  /ǊƻǇƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ сл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ŀǊŜŀΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ мл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ 
use are divided among water, urban, forest, federal land and other uses.   

Rural land use patterns within NECOG may be summarized by the following observations: 
 

¶ The number of farms is declining; 

¶ The size of farm families is declining; 

¶ The size of the operating farm is increasing; 

¶ Residential development is occurring in rural sites that are oriented toward natural features or 
access (i.e. lake development or adjacent to all weather roads); 
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¶ Commuting practices and land costs are making small towns more attrŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǎ άōŜŘǊƻƻƳ 
communitƛŜǎέΤ and subdivision development is occurring around communities with sufficient 
employment opportunities. 
 
 

Environmental Characteristics 
 

An environmental baseline provides an analytical snapshot of the area before the EDA-funded project.  
This baseline ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ b9/hD ŘŜŎƛŘŜ Ƙƻǿ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
whether it should move forward.  In developing the baseline for the area, NECOG researched relevant 
published literature for the region and communicated with the environmental regulators at the local, 
state and federal levels (for example: the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service (UFWS), State environmental agencies, etc.), as well as the State or Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officers.  The following section addresses potential areas of environmental concern. 
 
Designated State or National Parks, or National Wildlife Refuges 
 
Table 3 provides a list of State Park, State Recreation Areas and National Wildlife Refuges within the 
NECOG.  There are no National Parks located in the NECOG region. 
  

Table 3:  State Parks, Recreation Areas and National Wildlife Refuges 
 

  State Park 
State Recreation 

Area National Wildlife Refuge 

Beadle 
  

Huron Wetland Mgmt 
District 

Brown 
 

Richmond Lake Sand Lake Wildlife Refuge 

Campbell 
 

West Pollock 
 Day 

 
Pickeral Lake Waubay Wildlife Refuge 

Edmunds 
 

Mina Lake 
 Faulk 

   Hand 
 

Lake Lousie 
 McPherson 

   

Marshall 

Fort Sisseton 
  Roy Lake 
  Sica Hollow 
  Potter 

 
West Whitlock 

 Spink Fisher Grove 
  

Walworth 
 

Indian Creek 
 

 
Lake Hiddenwood 

 

 
Revheim Bay 

 

 
Swan Creek 

   Source: SD Game, Fish and Parks and US Fish and Wildlife 
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Wilderness Act  
 
There are no designated or proposed wilderness areas under the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. § 1131 et 
seq) within the NECOG region. 
 
Wild or Scenic Rivers 
 
While there are no designated or listed wild & scenic rivers within the NECOG region, the Missouri River 
borders the NECOG counties of Campbell, Potter and Walworth and portions of the Missouri River in 
southern South Dakota are designated Wild or Scenic Rivers.  The James River in Brown and Spink 
/ƻǳƴǘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άbŀǘƛƻƴǿƛŘŜ wƛǾŜǊǎ LƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅέ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀǊƪ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ ¦{ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ 
of Interior.  This is a designation of free-flowing river segments in the United States that are believed to 
possess one or more "outstandingly remarkable" natural or cultural values judged to be of more than 
local or regional significance. 
   
Endangered or Threatened Species 
 
The list of endangered species found in the region is presented in Table 4.   

 
Table 4:  Endangered Species 

 

County Group Species Status 

Beadle Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Beadle Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Brown Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Brown Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Campbell Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Campbell Bird Piping Plover Threatened 

Campbell Bird Least Tern Endangered 

Campbell Fish Pallid Sturgeon Endangered 

Day Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Day Bird Piping Plover Threatened 

Edmunds Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Faulk Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Hand Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Hand Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Marshall Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

McPherson Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Potter Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Potter Bird Piping Plover Threatened 

Potter Bird Least Tern Endangered 

Potter Fish Pallid Sturgeon Endangered 

Spink Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Spink Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Walworth Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 
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Walworth Bird Piping Plover Threatened 

Walworth Bird Least Tern Endangered 

Walworth Fish Pallid Sturgeon Endangered 

 
Prime/Unique Agricultural Lands 
 
Locations of Prime/Unique Agricultural Lands are beyond the scope of the CEDS. However according to 
the American Farmland Trust, seven NECOG counties have areas designated as high-quality farmland 
with high or low development impacts.  NECOG will work with USDA on any development projects to 
determine which sites are in most need of protection. 
 
Superfund, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)  
 
There are no identified sites under the Superfund, Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) (42 U.S.C. S.C. § 9601 et seq), Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 U.S.C. 6901), leaking underground storage tanks, or brownfield (abandoned, 
contaminated) sites within NECOG.  If site inspections reveal hazardous substances or indications a 
property may be contaminated, environmental reviews and remediation/mitigation activities will be 
necessary prior to proceeding with any project. 
 
Hazardous Chemical Manufacturers/Storage of Hazardous Chemicals 
 
Each county within NECOG has adopted a hazardous materials plan which identifies all SARA Tier II 
reporting facilities.  South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources (SDDENR) also 
maintain a statewide list of all sites and the materials stored.  SDDENR also is notified of each hazardous 
material spill and keeps a database of all occurrences.  Each incident is tracked from the time of 
notification of the spill until the incident is closed. 
 
Manufacturers or Users of Pesticides 
 
There are no major manufacturers of pesticides within NECOG.  However pesticides are stored and used 
by local cooperatives, grain elevators, custom applicators and farmers on agricultural lands throughout 
NECOG. 
 
Sole Source Drinking Water Aquifers 
 
There are no Sole Source Drinking Water Aquifers in NECOG. 
 
Well-Head Protection Areas 
 
There are not Well-Head Protection Areas or special zoning areas for well-heads within NECOG. 
 
Nonattainment Areas 
 
There are no Nonattainment Areas for criteria pollutants under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 7401 et 
seq) within NECOG. 
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Flood Plain 
 
Eleven of the twelve NECOG counties participate in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).  
Counties of Beadle, Brown, Day, Potter and Spink have identified floodplain areas.  Counties of 
Campbell, Edmunds, Faulk, Hand, Marshall and Walworth have No Special Flood Hazard Areas (NSFHA).  
McPherson County does not currently participate in the NFIP and is a NSFHA County.  
 
Historic Sites 
 
There are a numerous historic sites located throughout the NECOG region.  Table 5 summarizes the 
historic sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  
 

Table 5:  Historic Sites 

County Resource Name Address 
Year 

Listed 

Beadle                   

Milford Hutterite Colony                                                                                                 Building 1982 

Piper, Albert S., Homestead Claim Shanty                                                                                 Building 1998 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 03-327-230                                                               Structure 1993 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 03-338-100                                                               Structure 1993 

Anderson Barn                                                                                                            Building 2003 

Bowden, Faye, House--Agnus Saunders                                                                                      Building 1998 

Campbell Park Historic District of Huron                                                                                 District 1974 

Chicago and North Western Roundhouse                                                                                     Building 1998 

Dairy Building                                                                                                           Building 1990 

Drake, Hattie O. and Henry, Octagon House                                                                                Building 1992 

Grace Episcopal Church                                                                                                   Building 1989 

Maxon, Margaret and Vernon, House                                                                                        Building 1999 

McMonies Barn                                                                                                            Building 2004 

Old Riverside Hutterite Colony                                                                                           Building 1982 

Pyle House                                                                                                               Building 1974 

Site 39BE14                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Site 39BE15                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Site 39BE23                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Site 39BE46                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Site 39BE48                                                                                                              Site 1984 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 03-020-008                                                               Structure 1993 

Site 39BE2                                                                                                               Site 2005 

Archeological Site No. 39BE3                                                                                             Site 1993 

Site 39BE57                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Site 39BE64                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Brown                    

Aberdeen Commercial Historic District                                                                                    District 1988 

Aberdeen Highlands Historic District                                                                                     District 1975 

Aberdeen Historic District                                                                                               District 1975 

Bickelhaupt, William G., House                                                                                           Building 1989 

Brown County Courthouse                                                                                                  Building 1976 

Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad Depot                                                                  Building 1977 

Dakota Farmer Building                                                                                                   Building 1984 

Easton's Castle                                                                                                          Building 1973 

Firey, John H., House                                                                                                    Building 1995 
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First United Methodist Church                                                                                            Building 1976 

Foght--Murdy House                                                                                                       Building 1995 

Great Northern Railway Passenger and Freight Depot                                                                       Building 1983 

Karl, Art, Farm                                                                                                          Building 1995 

Lamont, Margaret and Maurice, House                                                                                      Building 1995 

Masonic Temple                                                                                                           Building 1980 

McGregor House                                                                                                           Building 2005 

Minneapolis and St. Louis Railroad Depot                                                                                 Building 1976 

Simmons House                                                                                                            Building 1984 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 07-091-330                                                               Structure 2008 

US Post Office and Courthouse--Aberdeen                                                                                  Building 2006 

Ward, Alonzo, Hotel                                                                                                      Building 1982 

Werth, Gustav and Mary, House                                                                                            Building 1991 

Western Union Building                                                                                                   Building 1976 

Wylie Park Pavilion                                                                                                      Building 1978 

Brown Hall                                                                                                               Building 1990 

Augustana Swedish Lutheran Church                                                                                        Building 1988 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 07-304-414                                                               Structure 2000 

Aurland United Norwegian Lutheran Church                                                                                 Building 1982 

Campbell, Colin, Post                                                                                                    Building 1988 

Finnish Apostolic Lutheran Church                                                                                        Building 1984 

Geranen, Paul and Fredriika, Farm                                                                                        Building 1985 

Martilla-Pettingel and Gorder General Merchandise Store                                                                  Building 1985 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 07-009-060                                                               Structure 2000 

Herron, Anna, Farm                                                                                                       Building 1995 

McKenzie--Cassels House                                                                                                  Building 1986 

Trinity Episcopal Church                                                                                                 Building 1983 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 07-268-030                                                               Structure 2000 

Pfutzenreuter, George, House                                                                                             Building 1990 

Modern Woodmen of America Hall                                                                                           Building 1995 

Ryman, Melchior, Farm                                                                                                    Building 1995 

Plana School                                                                                                             Building 1995 

Welsh Presbyterian Church                                                                                                Building 1995 

Savo Hall-Finnish National Society Hall                                                                                  Building 1985 

Brown's Post                                                                                                             Building 1988 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 07-220-454                                                               Structure 2000 

Campbell                 
Pollock Depot                                                                                                            Building 1996 

Vanderbilt Archeological Site                                                                                            Site 1997 

Day                      

Waldorf Hotel                                                                                                            Building 1979 

Zoar Norwegian Lutheran Church                                                                                           Building 1990 

Barber, Charles A., Farmstead                                                                                            Building 1988 

Barber, Charles A., Farmstead (Boundary Increase)                                                                        Building 1996 

Roslyn Auditorium                                                                                                        Building 2001 

Fiksdal, Lars J., House                                                                                                  Building 1995 

First National Bank Building                                                                                             Building 2005 

Havens, William, House                                                                                                   Building 1985 

Karpen, Anton and Mary Agnes, House                                                                                      Building 2008 

Waddel Mansion                                                                                                           Building 1994 

Williams, John and Kittie, House                                                                                         Building 2008 

Edmunds                  Bank of Bowdle                                                                                                           Building 1985 
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Eisenbeis, John, House                                                                                                   Building 1984 

Beebe, Marcus P., Library                                                                                                Building 1977 

Beebe, Marcus, House                                                                                                     Building 1976 

Edmunds County Courthouse                                                                                                Building 2000 

Ipswich Baptist Church                                                                                                   Building 1978 

Ipswich State Bank                                                                                                       Building 1978 

Parmley Land Office                                                                                                      Building 1979 

Parmley, J. W., House                                                                                                    Building 1980 

Strouckel, John, House                                                                                                   Building 1984 

Bierman Barn                                                                                                             Building 1998 

Roscoe Community Hall                                                                                                    Building 1984 

Faulk                    

Byrne, Gov. Frank M., House                                                                                              Building 1992 

Edgerton, Dr. William, House                                                                                             Building 2010 

Faulk County Courthouse                                                                                                  Building 1993 

Faulkton American Legion Hall                                                                                            Building 2005 

Pickler, Maj. John A., Homestead                                                                                         Building 1973 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 25-218-141                                                               Structure 1993 

Turner, Frank and Clara, House                                                                                           Building 1986 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 25-380-142                                                               Structure 1993 

Hand                     

Archeological Site  39HD22                                                                                               Site 1984 

Hand County Courthouse and Jail                                                                                          Building 1994 

Jones, Mack, House                                                                                                       Building 2007 

Miller Ree Creek Bridge                                                                                                  Structure 1988 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 30-257-400                                                               Structure 1993 

St. Mary's Church, School and Convent                                                                                    Building 1982 

Marshall                 

Britton Clinic and Hospital                                                                                              Building 2008 

Fort Sisseton                                                                                                            Site 1973 

Glendenning, William T. and Rebecca, House                                                                               Building 2008 

Marshall County Courthouse                                                                                               Building 2006 

First Presbyterian Church of Langford                                                                                    Building 1991 

Palestine Evangelical Lutheran Church                                                                                    Building 1982 

McPherson                

Eureka Lutheran College                                                                                                  Building 2000 

Wittmayer, Peter, House-Barn                                                                                             Building 1984 

Hoffman, Amos, House                                                                                                     Building 1986 

Leola Post Office                                                                                                        Building 2008 

McPherson County Courthouse                                                                                              Building 1986 

Archeological Site No. 39MP3                                                                                             Site 1993 

Potter                   

Archeological Site No. 39PO205                                                                                           Site 1993 

Archeological Site No. 39PO63                                                                                            Site 1993 

Curran, D. H. and Leah, House                                                                                            Building 1996 

Holland, George, House                                                                                                   Building 1989 

Potter County Courthouse                                                                                                 Building 1996 

Stocker, G. L., Blacksmith Shop                                                                                          Building 1996 

St. Bernard's Catholic Church                                                                                            Building 1980 

North Canton School--District No. 12                                                                                     Building 1986 

Spink                    

Ashton Methodist Church                                                                                                  Building 2009 

Hall Bridge                                                                                                              Structure 2008 

Norwood, James, Round Barn                                                                                               Building 1989 

Site 39SP12                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Markham Farmstead                                                                                                        Building 1990 
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Site 39SP37                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Site 39SP46                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Harlow Farmstead                                                                                                         Building 1982 

Old Spink Colony                                                                                                         Building 1982 

Site 39SP2                                                                                                               Site 1984 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 58-218-360                                                               Structure 1993 

Bruell, William F., House                                                                                                Building 2000 

Chicago and Northwestern Depot                                                                                           Building 1980 

Opitz, Edbert and Josie, House                                                                                           Building 1998 

Redfield Carnegie Library                                                                                                Building 1978 

Redfield City Hall, Old                                                                                                  Building 1997 

Redfield Light Plant and Fire Station                                                                                    Building 1978 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 58-062-270                                                               Structure 1993 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 58-120-231                                                               Structure 1993 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 58-140-224                                                               Structure 1993 

Spink County Courthouse                                                                                                  Building 2001 

Site 39SP19                                                                                                              Site 1984 

Salem Church                                                                                                             Building 1997 

Site 39SP4                                                                                                               Site 2005 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 58-010-376                                                               Structure 1993 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 58-021-400                                                               Structure 1993 

South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 58-025-370                                                               Structure 1993 

First Congregational Church                                                                                              Building 1979 

Walworth                 

Molstad Lake Park                                                                                                        Site 2010 

Java Depot                                                                                                               Building 2001 

Moser, Wilhelm, House-Barn                                                                                               Building 1984 

Ochszbner, Jacob, Sr., House                                                                                             Building 1984 

Brown Palace Hotel                                                                                                       Building 1983 

Brown, A. H., Public Library                                                                                             Building 1978 

Brown--Evans House                                                                                                       Building 1990 

Gravel Pit Site (39WW203)                                                                                                Site 1986 

Johnson Barn                                                                                                             Building 2005 

Mobridge Auditorium                                                                                                      Building 1986 

Mobridge Masonic Temple                                                                                                  Building 1977 

Selby Opera House                                                                                                        Building 1987 

Walworth County Courthouse                                                                                               Building 1999 
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Cultural Characteristics  
 
For the purpose of this planning process, cultural characteristics will be reviewed according to the major 
social variations that exist in the region.  Demographic statistics will be presented later in this chapter.  
The depth of cultural analysis is limited to those observable circumstances, institutions or customs that 
have a bŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻǊ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭΦ 
 
¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ b9/hDΩǎ counties have settlement histories and ethnic make-up of Scandinavian or 
Eastern European Heritage.  They were initially established as relatively close farming settlements dating 
between 1880 and 1900.  Survival on the Great Plains in the late 19th century demanded ingenuity and a 
strong character.  Change was dramatic and difficult, thus usually not welcomed or sought.  The qualities 
that enabled people to make a living and raise families during this time may have seemed harsh to 
outsiders.  This foundation remains relatively true today. 
 
b9/hDΩǎ Native American population is concentrated in two areas based on the percentage of 
population ς Day/Marshall county area by the Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate Reservation and the Mobridge 
area near the Standing Rock and Cheyenne River Reservations.  Strong family and community ties are 
reasons to stay close to the reservation. 
 
In the past several years Huron and more recently Aberdeen have experienced growth in immigrant and 
refugee families locating in their communities partially driven by the development of processing 
facilities.  While these new families present many opportunities, it can also present significant 
challenges.  For example an increasingly diverse population in Huron includes nearly 1 in 4 students in 
the school district speak a home language other than English.  In addition to language barriers, 
immigrants and refugees must also learn about the laws and cultural norms of the area.  Lutheran Social 
Services in Huron has developed community orientation classes that are held once a month that run for 
a week and cover as much information as possible.  Aberdeen has established a diversity committee and 
has used Huron as a resource for establishing their own programs.  
 
A limited ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƻǿƴǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ άōŜŘǊƻƻƳέ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ 
of residents in these towns commute to work, which presents a challenge to business development in 
the town or the surrounding rural area.  As individuals typically do their shopping in the community they 
work in instead of shopping in the community they live in.  As a result, many communities have initiated 
άǎƘƻǇ ƭƻŎŀƭέ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƻ ŜŘǳŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎΦ  While 
these towns do not have the total variety of goods and services needed to sustain a complete economic 
way of life, they, nevertheless, do provide important linkages and recreational/social outlets within their 
area.  
 
Social cohesion that was once a trademark of rural communities is starting to fracture as older residents 
retire from leadership roles or relocate to warmer climates for a portion of the year or permanently.  
bŜǿ ƻǊ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ άǊƻƻǘǎέ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƭƻƴƎ ǎǘŀƴding 
community organizations.  In addition, since many of these young families work in different 
communities than they live in, it is difficult for them to participate in or volunteer with local social and 
civic organizations.  Civic leadership is a significant concern for local communities which has prompted 
the development of various leadership training programs.   
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This region has numerous community festivals and celebrations that attract significant visitor interest.  
These events range from small town ŜǾŜƴǘǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άRhubarb Festivalέ ƛƴ [ŜƻƭŀΣ ά¢Ǌƛŀƭ 5ŀȅǎέ ƛƴ LǇǎǿƛŎƘΣ 
ά±ƛƴŜƎŀǊ CŜǎǘƛǾŀƭέ ƛƴ wƻǎƭȅƴΣ ŀƴŘ άWŀƳŜǎ ±ŀƭƭŜȅ ¢ƘǊŜǎƘƛƴƎ {Ƙƻǿέ ƛƴ !ƴŘƻǾŜǊ to events in our larger 
communities such as ά{ƛȊȊƭƛƴΩ {ǳƳƳŜǊ bƛƎƘǘǎέ ŀƴŘ ά.Ǌƻǿƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅ CŀƛǊέ in Aberdeen and thŜ ά{ƻǳǘƘ 
5ŀƪƻǘŀ {ǘŀǘŜ CŀƛǊέ ƛƴ IǳǊƻƴΦ  ¢hese celebrations are opportunities for short-term economic gains and 
quality of life marketing.  These events help give an identity to local residents.  This image contributes to 
ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ residents and visitors.    
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Economic Development Characteristics and Conditions 
 
LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
following tables.  The data sets summarize changes, trends, and circumstances that directly affect the 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭΦ  ²ƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ Ǉƻssible, regional data will be compared to state 
and national numbers.  This information is not intended to fully document or prove any particular points 
of view.  Rather, data sets ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ  
 

Population 
 

Table 6:  Land Area and Population by County (2010) 

County Population 
Land Area 

(Square Miles) 
Persons per 
Square Mile 

Beadle 17,398 1,258.71 13.8 

Brown 36,531 1,712.98 21.3 

Campbell 1,466 733.68 2.0 

Day 5,710 1,027.87 5.6 

Edmunds 4,071 1,125.96 3.6 

Faulk 2,364 981.75 2.4 

Hand 3,431 1,436.61 2.4 

McPherson 2,459 1,136.64 2.2 

Marshall 4,656 838.07 5.6 

Potter 2,329 861.14 2.7 

Spink 6,415 1,503.93 4.3 

Walworth 5,438 708.63 7.7 

NECOG 92,268 13,325.97 6.9 

South 
Dakota 

814,180 75,811.00 10.7 

United States 308,747,508 3,531,905.43 87.4 

          http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/46000.html 
 

 
Brown County is the largest in terms of population, land mass and persons per square mile.  Our SǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
3rd and 9th largest cities (Aberdeen and Huron) are located in Brown and Beadle counties and are the 
major employment and trade hubs.    
 
The NECOG region experienced a net decrease in population between 2000 and 2010.  Only three 
counties experienced population growth.  Two of these counties saw increases due to each having a 
large community that serves as a regional hub.  The counties with the largest population losses are 
typically heavily dependent upon agriculture and isolated from larger population centers.  Table 7 shows 
the changes in population of the counties within NECOG.  Between 2000 and 2010 three quarters of the 
NECOG counties and just over 80% of all of NECOGΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƭƻǎǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/46000.html
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Table 7:  Population History 

County 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 

% 
Change 
2000-
2010 

% 
Change 
1930-
2010 

Beadle 22,917 19,648 21,082 21,682 20,877 19,195 18,253 17,023 17,398 2.2% -24.1% 

Brown 31,458 29,676 32,617 34,106 36,920 36,962 35,580 35,460 36,531 3.0% 16.1% 

Campbell 5,629 5,033 4,046 3,531 2,866 2,243 1,965 1,782 1,466 -17.7% -74.0% 

Day 14,606 13,565 12,294 10,516 8,713 8,133 6,978 6,267 5,710 -8.9% -60.9% 

Edmunds 8,712 7,814 7,275 6,079 5,548 5,159 4,356 4,367 4,071 -6.8% -53.3% 

Faulk 6,895 5,168 4,752 4,397 3,893 3,327 2,744 2,640 2,364 -10.5% -65.7% 

Hand 9,485 7,166 7,149 6,712 5,883 4,948 4,272 3,741 3,431 -8.3% -63.8% 

McPherson 8,774 8,353 7,071 5,821 5,022 4,027 3,228 2,904 2,459 -15.3% -72.0% 

Marshall 9,540 8,880 7,835 6,663 5,965 5,404 4,844 4,576 4,656 1.7% -51.2% 

Potter 5,762 4,614 4,688 4,926 4,449 3,674 3,190 2,693 2,329 -13.5% -59.6% 

Spink 15,304 12,527 12,204 11,706 10,595 9,201 7,981 7,454 6,415 -13.9% -58.1% 

Walworth 8,791 7,274 7,648 8,097 7,842 7,011 6,087 5,974 5,438 -9.0% -38.1% 

NECOG 147,873 129,718 128,661 124,236 118,573 109,284 99,478 94,881 92,268 -2.8% -37.6% 

South Dakota 692,849 642,961 652,740 680,514 665,507 690,768 696,004 754,844 814,180 7.9% 17.5% 

     Sources: U.S. Census  

 
A significant issue for the NECOG rural areas is an increasingly aged population as youth out-migration 
continues.  In 2010, no County had a lower median age than the statewide or national median age 
(Table 8).  The percentage of the population over age 65 also is higher than the state and nationally 
percentage (Table 9).   

 
Table 8:  Median Age (Years) by County 

 

County 2000 2010 

Beadle 40.1 41.2 

Brown 37.2 38.6 

Campbell 41.9 50.1 

Day 42.9 47.9 

Edmunds 41.6 45.7 

Faulk 41.5 46.9 

Hand 43.6 48.2 

McPherson 47.6 50.8 

Marshall 41.6 43.2 

Potter 45.8 50.6 

Spink 39.9 44.4 

Walworth 42.8 47.2 

South Dakota 35.6 36.9 

United States 35.9 37.2 
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Table 9:  Population (%) over 65 by County 
 

County 2000 2010 

Beadle 19.4% 17.3% 

Brown 16.2% 16.1% 

Campbell 22.1% 25.2% 

Day 23.5% 22.9% 

Edmunds 22.2% 21.7% 

Faulk 22.9% 23.7% 

Hand 24.2% 25.3% 

McPherson 29.6% 29.8% 

Marshall 21.3% 19.1% 

Potter 25.0% 26.9% 

Spink 18.9% 20.1% 

Walworth 21.9% 24.0% 

NECOG 19.6% 19.2% 

South Dakota 14.3% 14.7% 

United States 12.4% 13.0% 

    http://factfinder2.census.gov 
 

The regional population will likely follow past patterns and decline slightly over the next ten years.  
While the two urban areas will likely show increases and a limited number of pocketed areas of growth 
will also continue throughout the region.  Dramatic changes may be experienced in communities with 
small populations as was the case over the past ten years. It is expected that as the population of 
smaller communities decline, there may be a shift into the larger communities of the county and region. 
These shifts may be accelerated by the loss of a major employer or local school.  Those communities 
under 200 in population are in the most danger of declining and they make the largest percentage of 
communities in the region as displayed in Figure 9.     

 
Many of these communities once contained several competing businesses and are now fortunate to 
have one viable establishment.  Local schools have been consolidated and most of the school children in 
these towns ride buses to the next town and many of the parents commute for work. 
 
Another demonstration of the age demographics of the region can also be demonstrated with a 
population pyramid of the NECOG region in Figure 10.  A great deal of information can be determined 

about the population breakdown by age and sex of an area by viewing a population pyramid.  A rapidly 
growing region would have a true pyramid shape.  With far more young then old be represented on the 
pyramid.  In the NECOG region the population challenge is clear with the largest age groups falling 
between 45-59 years of age which would demonstrate negative population growth. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/
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Figure 9:  Percent of NECOG Communities by Municipal Class 

 

 
 
 
 

Figure 10: Population Pyramid 
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Income 
 
When looking at the percentage of people below the poverty rate, six of the twelve counties in NECOGΩǎ 
region have poverty rates below the statewide average of 13.8%.  McPherson and Marshall Counties 
have the highest percentage at are over 19% and Brown County is the only county under 10%. 
 

Table 10:  Median Family, Per Capita Income and   
Percent of Persons Below Poverty 

County 

Median 
Family 
Income 

Per Capita 
Income 

% of 
People 
Below 

Poverty 

Beadle  $      57,909   $      24,567  12.8% 

Brown  $      61,893   $      24,671  9.7% 

Campbell  $      50,603   $      22,679  11.2% 

Day  $      49,495   $      20,870  16.7% 

Edmunds  $      59,280   $      24,600  12.4% 

Faulk  $      55,547   $      22,537  16.5% 

Hand  $      51,974   $      23,595  14.0% 

McPherson  $      44,946   $      19,879  19.3% 

Marshall  $      56,490   $      21,367  19.6% 

Potter  $      55,034   $      24,833  10.7% 

Spink  $      62,281   $      26,524  13.9% 

Walworth  $      51,179   $      24,587  13.7% 

South Dakota  $      61,412   $      24,925  13.8% 

United States  $      64,293   $      27,915  14.3% 

   http://factfinder2.census.gov   ACS 2007-2011 

   
Median Family Income in the NECOG region ranges from $44,946 in McPherson County to $62,281 in 
Spink County.  Brown and Spink Counties are the only counties to have Median Family Incomes 
exceeding the State average and no county exceeds the national average.  With the exception of 
McPherson County, all counties have a Median Family Income of at least 80% of the State average. 
 
Percentage of people below poverty ranges from 9.7% to 19.6%, which compares to a statewide 
percentage of 13.8%.  Half of the twelve NECOG counties are above the statewide poverty rate and one-
third are above the national rate.  

 
Table 11:  Median Family Income (2011 Estimate) 

County Income 
Median 
Income 

Median 
Income 

Beadle  $      57,909  94.3% 90.1% 

Brown  $      61,893  100.8% 96.3% 

Campbell  $      50,603  82.4% 78.7% 

Day  $      49,495  80.6% 77.0% 

Edmunds  $      59,280  96.5% 92.2% 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/
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Faulk  $      55,547  90.4% 86.4% 

Hand  $      51,974  84.6% 80.8% 

McPherson  $      44,946  73.2% 69.9% 

Marshall  $      56,940  92.7% 88.6% 

Potter  $      55,034  89.6% 85.6% 

Spink  $      62,281  101.4% 96.9% 

Walworth  $      51,179  83.3% 79.6% 

NECOG  $      54,757  89.2% 85.2% 

South Dakota  $      61,412  N/A 95.5% 

United States  $      64,293  104.7% N/A 

        Source: http://factfinder.census.gov 

 
 

Table 12:  Per Capita Personal Income 

County 2000 2005 2010 2011 

% 
Change 
2010-
2011 

Beadle  $      28,109   $      34,324   $      40,433   $      48,057  18.9% 

Brown  $      28,571   $      38,098   $      43,964   $      50,274  14.4% 

Campbell  $      26,910   $      31,928   $      42,226   $      62,956  49.1% 

Day  $      22,641   $      27,012   $      37,776   $      45,836  21.3% 

Edmunds  $      26,887   $      38,337   $      42,737   $      64,239  50.3% 

Faulk  $      26,788   $      31,386   $      38,161   $      61,877  62.1% 

Hand  $      29,678   $      38,963   $      36,990   $      58,614  58.5% 

McPherson  $      23,450   $      32,352   $      34,500   $      44,401  28.7% 

Marshall  $      23,047   $      26,926   $      37,630   $      47,600  26.5% 

Potter  $      34,625   $      37,984   $      56,852   $      70,706  24.4% 

Spink  $      30,373   $      37,953   $      50,383   $      71,305  41.5% 

Walworth  $      24,554   $      29,422   $      35,676   $      40,035  12.2% 

South Dakota  $      26,421   $      33,306   $      39,558   $      44,217  11.8% 

      Source: http://bea.gov/index.htm 

 
{ƻǳǘƘ 5ŀƪƻǘŀΩǎ Ǉer capita personal income has increased by a significant percentage in every county 
over the past year and decade.  Per capita personal income rates generally increased at the highest rate 
in Counties with a lower population and primarily reliant on the agriculture sector.  All of the counties in 
the NECOG region experienced increases at a faster rate than the State as a whole.  
 

Labor Force 
 
Table 13 shows the labor force statistics for the twelve-county region over the past six years.  With the 
exception of the most recent recession, the overall unemployment rates have remained low in the 
NECOG region and the State in general.  Unemployment rates have begun to trend down after rising 
between 2009 and 2011.  Day and Marshall Counties were the only two counties to have unemployment 

http://factfinder.census.gov/
http://bea.gov/index.htm
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rates hit at least 6% during this time.  Presently Day, McPherson, Marshall and Walworth Counties are 
the only counties in the region with an unemployment rate higher than the statewide average of 3.6% 
for August 2013.  Hand County had the lowest unemployment rate of 2.5% in August 2013.  Even though 
ǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ƭƻǿΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ  ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ άǳƴŘŜǊ-eƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘέ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ 
which may include people having more than one job or someone working below their skill level.   
 
Labor force in the NECOG region has grown from 49,785 in 2007 to 50,325 in August 2013, a 1% increase 
during this seven-year period.   

 
Table 13:  Labor Force Statistics (August - 2007 to 2013) 

County Year Labor Force Employed Unemployed Unemployment 
Rate 

Beadle 

2007 9,520 9,310 210 2.20% 

2008 9,820 9,600 220 2.30% 

2009 9,705 9,365 340 3.50% 

2010 9,990 9,615 375 3.80% 

2011 10,060 9,720 340 3.40% 

2012 10,050 9,735 315 3.10% 

2013 10,200 9,885 315 3.10% 

Brown 

2007 21,050 20,595 455 2.20% 

2008 21,125 20,615 510 2.40% 

2009 20,865 20,150 715 3.40% 

2010 21,290 20,545 745 3.50% 

2011 20,970 20,205 765 3.70% 

2012 21,035 20,285 750 3.60% 

2013 20,985 20,250 735 3.50% 

Campbell 

2007 820 800 20 2.70% 

2008 855 835 20 2.50% 

2009 875 840 35 4.20% 

2010 855 820 35 4.00% 

2011 835 800 35 4.00% 

2012 810 780 30 3.80% 

2013 830 800 30 3.60% 

Day 

2007 2,880 2,765 115 4.00% 

2008 2,985 2,875 110 3.70% 

2009 3,005 2,825 180 6.00% 

2010 2,950 2,755 195 6.50% 

2011 2,890 2,710 180 6.20% 

2012 2,845 2,685 160 5.60% 

2013 2,775 2,635 140 5.00% 

Edmunds 

2007 2,045 1,995 50 2.50% 

2008 2,060 2,005 55 2.80% 

2009 1,970 1,910 60 3.10% 

2010 2,005 1,940 65 3.20% 

2011 1,980 1,890 90 4.60% 

2012 1,965 1,895 70 3.50% 

2013 1,945 1,890 55 2.90% 

Faulk 2007 1,070 1,035 35 3.30% 
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2008 1,175 1,135 40 3.20% 

2009 1,150 1,110 40 3.40% 

2010 1,155 1,110 45 3.90% 

2011 1,150 1,100 50 4.40% 

2012 1,095 1,050 45 4.00% 

2013 1,105 1,070 35 3.20% 

Hand 

2007 1,910 1,860 50 2.60% 

2008 1,990 1,940 50 2.50% 

2009 1,995 1,940 55 2.70% 

2010 1,955 1,895 60 3.00% 

2011 1,915 1,855 60 3.10% 

2012 1,910 1,850 60 3.00% 

2013 1,875 1,830 45 2.50% 

McPherson 

2007 1,090 1,055 35 3.20% 

2008 1,145 1,105 40 3.60% 

2009 1,175 1,115 60 5.30% 

2010 1,175 1,120 55 4.80% 

2011 1,120 1,070 50 4.50% 

2012 1,090 1,035 55 5.00% 

2013 1,105 1,060 45 4.20% 

Marshall 

2007 2,075 2,010 65 3.20% 

2008 2,185 2,115 70 3.30% 

2009 2,150 2,050 100 4.70% 

2010 2,160 2,030 130 6.00% 

2011 2,170 2,050 120 5.50% 

2012 2,165 2,055 110 5.00% 

2013 2,220 2,120 100 4.40% 

Potter 

2007 1,295 1,255 40 2.90% 

2008 1,365 1,325 40 2.90% 

2009 1,350 1,310 40 3.00% 

2010 1,375 1,320 55 4.10% 

2011 1,305 1,240 65 5.00% 

2012 1,285 1,230 55 4.20% 

2013 1,270 1,225 45 3.50% 

Spink 

2007 3,305 3,210 95 2.90% 

2008 3,370 3,280 90 2.70% 

2009 3,525 3,410 115 3.20% 

2010 3,610 3,490 120 3.40% 

2011 3,400 3,270 130 3.80% 

2012 3,315 3,190 125 3.80% 

2013 3,310 3,195 115 3.40% 

Walworth 

2007 2,725 2,645 80 3.00% 

2008 2,750 2,645 105 3.80% 

2009 2,750 2,630 120 4.40% 

2010 2,805 2,645 160 5.70% 

2011 2,685 2,540 145 5.40% 

2012 2,700 2,560 140 5.20% 
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2013 2,705 2,590 115 4.30% 

NECOG 

2007 49,785 48,535 1,250 2.50% 

2008 50,825 49,475 1,350 2.30% 

2009 50,515 48,655 1,860 3.70% 

2010 51,325 49,285 2,040 4.00% 

2011 50,480 48,450 2,030 4.00% 

2012 50,265 48,350 1,915 3.80% 

2013 50,325 48,550 1,775 3.50% 

South Dakota 

2007 445,165  433,105  12,060  2.70% 

2008 449,675  435,775  13,900  3.10% 

2009 448,325  425,990  22,335  5.00% 

2010 449,490  427,745  21,745  4.80% 

2011 448,535  427,625  20,910  4.70% 

2012 448,980  429,255  19,725  4.40% 

2013 454,185  437,870  16,315  3.60% 
       Source:  http://dlr.sd.gov/lmic 
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In both South Dakota and the nation, a higher percentage of women are entering the workforce.  South 
Dakota has often had one of the highest women in the workforce participation rates in the nation. In 
1990, 2000, and 2010, participation by women in the workforce in South Dakota outpaced the rest of 
the nation.  In the NECOG region, women participated in the labor force at a rate of 61% in 2010 lead by 
the highest participation rates in Brown and Beadle County. 
  
Table 14 also illustrates the number of women in the labor force with pre-school and school-aged 
children.  South Dakota has a lower percentage of female workers with pre-school or school-aged 
children compared to the rest of the nation.  Further, the percentage of women in the workforce with 
school-aged children within NECOG is just below the State average.  However as shown Faulk, 
McPherson and Marshall Counties have greatly higher numbers from 70% to 86%. 
 

Table 14:  Women in the Work Force (2010) 

County 

Total 
Women 16+ 

Years 

Women 
16+ Years 

in the 
Labor 
Force 

Percentage 
of Total 

Women16+ 
Years 

Women 16+ 
Years in the 
Labor Force 

With 
Children <6 

Years 

% of Total 
Women 16+ 
Years in the 
Labor Force 

With 
Children <6 

Years 

Women 
16+ Years in 
the Labor 

Force With 
Children 

from 6-17 
Years 

% of Total 
Women 

16+ Years in 
the Labor 

Force With 
Children 

from 6-17 
Years 

Beadle 6,733 4,308 64% 1,358 32% 2,407 56% 

Brown 15,078 9,923 66% 2,906 29% 5,385 54% 

Campbell 583 351 60% 89 25% 175 50% 

Day 2,333 1,362 58% 423 31% 794 58% 

Edmunds 1,603 905 56% 287 32% 596 66% 

Faulk 950 493 52% 189 38% 347 70% 

Hand 1,432 859 60% 177 21% 523 61% 

McPherson 1,006 494 49% 186 38% 377 76% 

Marshall 1,723 901 52% 388 43% 774 86% 

Potter 992 572 58% 105 18% 339 59% 

Spink 2,494 1,457 58% 430 30% 1,003 69% 

Walworth 2,227 1,214 55% 424 35% 726 60% 

NECOG 37,154 22,839 61% 6,962 30% 13,446 59% 

South Dakota 317,531 207,980 65% 65,695 32% 124,285 60% 

United States 123,957,990 73,664,122 59% 23,291,751 32% 47,044,386 64% 

 Source:  http://factfinder2.census.gov 
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Table 15 shows the breakdown of non-farm and salaried workers by county and economic sector.  
Brown County showed the highest average annual salary for its residents at $33,489 and McPherson 
County showed the least at $24,092 in 2010.   

 
Table 15:  Non-Farm Wage and Salaried Workers by Industry (2010) 
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Natural Resources/Mining  143  $    39,251  170  $    34,716  -  $           -    -  $           -    

Construction  369  $    40,390  986  $    41,137  8  $    31,231  68  $    36,006  

Manufacturing  1,580  $    34,262  2,458  $    40,095  -  $           -    202  $    31,657  

Trade/Transportation/Utilities  1,848  $    30,894  4,384  $    29,943  159  $    20,489  494  $    26,373  

Information  98  $    24,834  341  $    39,089  -  $           -    -  $           -    

Financial Activities  434  $    39,037  994  $    45,794  22  $    45,824  96  $    30,814  

Professional/Business Services  310  $    35,355  1,838  $    39,487  5  $    15,452  35  $    29,888  

Education/Health Services  1,224  $    31,491  3,231  $    39,796  22  $    20,390  311  $    22,902  

Leisure/Hospitality  730  $    10,177  2,140  $    12,281  18  $      5,129  170  $      7,698  

Other Services  194  $    24,880  597  $    19,021  -  $           -    47  $    18,517  

Government  1,247  $    38,695  2,871  $    38,197  96  $    21,440  450  $    26,698  

Total  6,930  $    30,718  17,138  $    33,489  304  $    25,224  1,496  $    24,822  
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Natural Resources/Mining  88  $    40,112  18  $    28,276  88  $    23,025  230  $    30,087  

Construction  48  $    27,984  25  $    36,422  54  $    30,546  77  $    30,994  

Manufacturing  57  $    40,449  -  $           -    44  $    34,594  254  $    41,469  

Trade/Transportation/Utilities  350  $    37,220  105  $    31,247  330  $    24,627  260  $    25,043  

Information  6  $    33,364  10  $    27,936  -  $           -    7  $    21,188  

Financial Activities  55  $    36,909  23  $    45,120  -  $           -    58  $    20,248  

Professional/Business Services  27  $    32,677  -  $           -    50  $    29,200  41  $    23,768  

Education/Health Services  90  $    26,181  135  $    29,653  257  $    26,053  105  $    18,417  

Leisure/Hospitality  81  $      8,210  60  $    18,414  89  $      7,524  105  $      9,603  

Other Services  10  $    13,029  10  $    22,069  21  $    21,185  43  $    17,271  

Government  380  $    23,238  159  $    23,666  225  $    27,392  350  $    27,154  

Total  811  $    32,638  415  $    28,731  1,286  $    25,988  1,529  $    27,362  
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Natural Resources/Mining  25  $    23,800  22  $    35,801  107  $    34,574  71 $    39,947 

Construction  33  $    41,124  54  $    48,475  85  $    29,827  63 $    29,556 

Manufacturing  52  $    32,412  54  $    29,474  93  $    33,862  22 $    20,757 

Trade/Transportation/Utilities  94  $    29,125  240  $    27,438  453  $    33,557  656 $    25,838 

Information  8  $    21,692  8  $    20,396  3  $    40,104  36 $    13,815 

Financial Activities  49  $    31,133  40  $    55,586  147  $    35,819  104 $    32,443 

Professional/Business Services  9  $    10,928  4  $    20,988  38  $    30,459  131 $    26,440 

Education/Health Services  126  $    20,909  181  $    24,022  190  $    18,630  357 $    30,598 

Leisure/Hospitality  19  $      5,546  76  $    10,778  199  $      9,530  264 $      9,292 

Other Services  37  $    11,221  22  $    17,479  33  $    27,123  70 $    24,248 

Government  186  $    21,737  177  $    24,811  1,062  $    28,767  425 $    26,720 

Total  638  $    24,092  876  $    27,393  2,410  $    28,220  2,198 $    25,418 

                  Source:  http://www.sdreadytowork.com/Location-Tools---Data-Locate-Your-Business.aspx 

 
 
Table 16 shows the commuting patterns of workers in the NECOG region.  Edmunds County had the 
highest commuting time with a mean travel time of 18.2 minutes.  Many of the workers in Edmunds 
County are likely commuting to Aberdeen for work.  This is typical many of the rural and small 
community residents within the region who must travel to larger communities for work.  In contrast 
those residents living in counties with larger communities ς Aberdeen and Huron have shorter 
commuting times.  
 

Table 16:  Travel Time to Work by County (2011) 
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Workers who did not 
work at home 8,365 18,864 619 2,467 1,802 875 1,620 877 1,996 1,051 2,661 2,310 385,626 

Less than 10 minutes 48% 37% 45% 42% 27% 56% 57% 60% 43% 64% 49% 59% 31% 

10 to 14 minutes 24% 31% 13% 13% 7% 14% 12% 8% 16% 9% 11% 14% 20% 

15 to 19 minutes 8% 14% 6% 15% 9% 5% 6% 7% 10% 6% 10% 7% 17% 

20 to 24 minutes 7% 7% 14% 6% 15% 9% 6% 2% 8% 4% 9% 4% 12% 

25 to 29 minutes 2% 2% 4% 2% 3% 5% 1% 5% 2% 2% 3% 3% 4% 

30 minutes or more 10% 9% 18% 22% 23% 12% 19% 19% 22% 14% 17% 13% 15% 

Mean travel time to 
work (minutes) 12.3 13.2 16.3 16.7 18.2 13.7 13.6 14.9 17.6 12.2 15.2 15.5 16.7 

 Source:  http://factfinder.census.gov 

 
 

http://www.sdreadytowork.com/Location-Tools---Data-Locate-Your-Business.aspx
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Business and Economic Development 
 
Visitor sales have increased in all but two counties in the NECOG region between 2007 and 2010.  Hand 
and Faulk Counties have the highest total visitor sales.  While Beadle and Brown County have the largest 
overall visitor sales by county and are the primary retail hubs of the region, they did not see the highest 
percentage increases by county.   
 

Table 17:  Estimated Total Visitor Sales (2007 - 2010) 

County 2007 2008 2009 2010 

% 
Change 
2007-
2010 

Beadle $    10,153,976 $    10,041,212 $    10,348,075 $       10,437,664 2.8% 

Brown $    20,572,420 $    22,131,129 $    24,159,574 $       26,493,108 28.8% 

Campbell $          939,900 $      1,014,405 $      1,184,506 $         1,057,988 12.6% 

Day $      3,476,949 $      4,131,037 $      4,428,085 $         4,463,770 28.4% 

Edmunds $      1,649,615 $      1,869,462 $      1,781,428 $         1,703,671 3.3% 

Faulk $      1,782,763 $      2,071,132 $      1,950,881 $         2,602,901 46.0% 

Hand $      1,859,756 $      1,946,660 $      2,840,563 $         3,084,440 65.9% 

McPherson $          911,140 $          639,194 $          671,669 $             725,623 -20.4% 

Marshall $      2,924,302 $      3,317,967 $      3,165,763 $         2,720,679 -7.0% 

Potter $      3,652,405 $      4,351,813 $      4,439,628 $         4,763,801 30.4% 

Spink $      3,031,407 $      3,563,474 $      3,744,289 $         4,287,145 41.4% 

Walworth $      4,749,872 $      5,997,629 $      5,985,376 $         6,257,996 31.8% 

South Dakota $ 941,057,935 $  967,028,692 $  962,702,704 $ 1,059,201,417 12.6% 
           Source: www.sdvisit.com/tools/research/archives.asp 

 
Table 18 shows the taxable sales by county between 2010 and 2012, which provides a good measure of 
the size of the economic output of each of the counties in the region.  Brown County has by far the 
largest taxable sales at nearly three times that of the next county and 52% of the total taxable sales in 
the NECOG region. Eleven of the twelve counties have shown a positive increase over the past three 
years with only Day County showing a sharp decrease, but they did increase over the past two years.  
The NECOG region represents 9% of the SǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǘŀȄŀōƭŜ ǎŀƭŜǎΦ   

  

http://www.sdvisit.com/tools/research/archives.asp
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Table 18:  Taxable Sales by County (2010 - 2012) 

County 2010 2011 2012 

Percentage 
Change 

2010-2012 

Beadle $        265,370,881 $        295,763,156 $       316,247,933 19.2% 

Brown $        795,523,988 $        826,641,192 $       912,647,640 14.7% 

Campbell $          15,644,664 $           15,843,688 $         17,402,974 11.2% 

Day $        196,208,452 $           67,270,233 $         72,600,096 -63.0% 

Edmunds $          48,575,294 $           53,462,895 $         49,344,542 1.6% 

Faulk $          18,578,730 $           21,558,963 $         22,123,318 19.1% 

Hand $          45,266,509 $           47,092,691 $         49,078,172 8.4% 

McPherson $          22,074,678 $           22,022,243 $         23,523,660 6.6% 

Marshall $          57,532,224 $           65,652,080 $         73,608,185 27.9% 

Potter $          31,868,613 $           32,372,035 $         35,312,269 10.8% 

Spink $          73,308,755 $           80,744,856 $         80,969,624 10.5% 

Walworth $          93,056,282 $        100,299,582 $       104,889,103 12.7% 

NECOG $    1,663,009,070 $     1,628,723,613 $   1,757,747,516 5.7% 

South Dakota $  17,116,226,063 $  17,718,582,921 $ 18,618,754,883 8.8% 
 Source: http://www.state.sd.us/drr2/businesstax/statistics/statistics.htm 

 

 
¢ƘŜ tǳƭƭ CŀŎǘƻǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜŘ ōȅΥ     
 

Pull Factor =  City retail sales per capita                 
State retail sales per capita   

 
A Pull Factor higher than 1 suggests that the community is generating per capita sales with a drawing 
power greater than leakages.  ! tǳƭƭ CŀŎǘƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ м ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛǎ 
less than the leakages.   
 
There were twenty-one communities in the NECOG region with a Pull Factor higher than 1 and forty-
three communities with a Pull Factor below 1. Table 19 shows the Pull Factor for all communities within 
the NECOG region for which data was available.  Each county is also listed with their individual Pull 
Factor. 

http://www.state.sd.us/drr2/businesstax/statistics/statistics.htm
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Table 19:  Retail Pull Factors (2012) 

City County 
Population 

2010 Retail Sales 2012 

Per Capita 
Retail Sales 

2012 
Pull 

Factor 

Cavour Beadle 114 $                856,583 $    7,513.89 0.61 

Hitchcock Beadle 91 $                429,918 $    4,724.37 0.38 

Huron Beadle 12592 $        203,001,801 $  16,121.49 1.31 

Wessington Beadle 170 $             2,190,680 $  12,886.35 1.05 

Wolsey Beadle 376 $             2,520,451 $    6,703.33 0.54 

Yale Beadle 108 $                318,844 $    2,952.26 0.24 

  Beadle 17398 $        209,645,161 $  12,049.96 0.98 

Aberdeen Brown 26091 $        575,634,467 $  22,062.57 1.79 

Claremont Brown 127 $                946,714 $    7,454.44 0.61 

Columbia Brown 136 $                464,964 $    3,418.86 0.28 

Frederick Brown 199 $                551,957 $    2,773.65 0.23 

Groton Brown 1458 $          14,163,387 $    9,714.26 0.79 

Hecla Brown 227 $             2,888,279 $  12,723.70 1.03 

Stratford Brown 72 $                237,894 $    3,304.08 0.27 

Warner Brown 457 $                804,683 $    1,760.80 0.14 

Westport Brown 133 $             4,132,262 $  31,069.64 2.52 

  Brown 36531 $        615,378,660 $  16,845.38 1.37 

Herreid Campbell 438 $             7,580,819 $  17,307.81 1.40 

Mound City Campbell 71 $                282,031 $    3,972.27 0.32 

Pollock Campbell 241 $             1,580,381 $    6,557.60 0.53 

  Campbell 1466 $             9,469,081 $    6,459.13 0.52 

Andover Day 91 $                155,885 $    1,713.02 0.14 

Bristol Day 341 $             1,880,977 $    5,516.06 0.45 

Grenville Day 54 $                880,659 $  16,308.50 1.32 

Pierpont Day 135 $                489,786 $    3,628.05 0.29 

Roslyn Day 183 $             2,515,974 $  13,748.49 1.12 

Waubay Day 576 $             2,784,102 $    4,833.51 0.39 

Webster Day 1886 $          38,689,652 $  20,514.13 1.67 

  Day 5710 $          47,436,518 $    8,307.62 0.67 

Bowdle Edmunds 502 $             6,666,431 $  13,279.74 1.08 

Hosmer Edmunds 208 $                828,225 $    3,981.85 0.32 

Ipswich Edmunds 954 $          10,323,495 $  10,821.27 0.88 

Roscoe Edmunds 329 $             4,467,990 $  13,580.52 1.10 

  Edmunds 4071 $          22,370,884 $    5,495.18 0.45 

Cresbard Faulk 104 $                629,702 $    6,054.83 0.49 

Faulkton Faulk 736 $             7,212,182 $    9,799.16 0.80 

Onaka Faulk 15 $                  81,989 $    5,465.95 0.44 

Orient Faulk 63 $             1,568,327 $  24,894.09 2.02 
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        Source: http://www.state.sd.us/drr2/businesstax/statistics/statistics.htm 

  

Seneca Faulk 38 $             1,512,721 $  39,808.44 3.23 

  Faulk 2364 $          11,880,882 $    5,025.75 0.41 

Miller  Hand 1489 $          28,986,399 $  19,467.02 1.58 

Ree Heights Hand 62 $                266,413 $    4,296.98 0.35 

St. Lawrence Hand 198 $             1,144,736 $    5,781.49 0.47 

  Hand 3431 $          30,511,457 $    8,892.88 0.72 

Britton Marshall 1241 $          33,791,994 $  27,229.65 2.21 

Eden Marshall 89 $             1,415,811 $  15,907.98 1.29 

Lake City Marshall 51 $                984,060 $  19,295.29 1.57 

Langford Marshall 313 $             1,929,476 $    6,164.46 0.50 

Veblen Marshall 531 $             1,634,123 $    3,077.44 0.25 

  Marshall 4656 $          39,902,537 $    8,570.13 0.70 

Eureka McPherson 868 $          11,294,935 $  13,012.60 1.06 

Leola McPherson 457 $             3,672,602 $    8,036.33 0.65 

Long Lake McPherson 31 $                  70,800 $    2,283.88 0.19 

  McPherson 2459 $          15,528,360 $    6,314.91 0.51 

Gettysburg Potter 1162 $          14,479,569 $  12,460.90 1.01 

Hoven Potter 406 $             4,444,275 $  10,946.49 0.89 

Lebanon Potter 47 $                  87,634 $    1,864.55 0.15 

Tolstoy Potter 36 $                113,892 $    3,163.68 0.26 

  Potter 2329 $          19,131,772 $    8,214.59 0.67 

Ashton Spink 122 $                278,889 $    2,285.98 0.19 

Brentford Spink 77 $                196,168 $    2,547.64 0.21 

Conde Spink 140 $                670,946 $    4,792.47 0.39 

Doland Spink 180 $             1,776,263 $    9,868.13 0.80 

Frankfort Spink 149 $                922,006 $    6,187.96 0.50 

Mellette Spink 210 $             1,597,150 $    7,605.48 0.62 

Northville Spink 143 $                471,201 $    3,295.11 0.27 

Redfield Spink 2333 $          48,039,399 $  20,591.26 1.67 

Tulare Spink 207 $             1,493,598 $    7,215.45 0.59 

Turton Spink 48 $                  63,300 $    1,318.75 0.11 

  Spink 6415 $          56,389,255 $    8,790.22 0.71 

Akaska Walworth 42 $                429,984 $  10,237.72 0.83 

Glenham Walworth 105 $                635,311 $    6,050.58 0.49 

Java Walworth 129 $                190,585 $    1,477.40 0.12 

Mobridge Walworth 3465 $          57,124,880 $  16,486.26 1.34 

Selby Walworth 642 $             6,145,939 $    9,573.11 0.78 

  Walworth 5438 $          64,656,692 $  11,889.79 0.97 

NECOG 
 

92268 $     1,142,301,259 $  12,380.25 1.00 

South Dakota 
 

814180 $  10,029,673,797 $  12,318.74 1.00 

http://www.state.sd.us/drr2/businesstax/statistics/statistics.htm
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Tables 20 and 21 show the number of business births and deaths and the number of employment births 
and deaths by county.  As a region we are not increasing our businesses and employment at the same 
rate as the State of South Dakota.  Overall each of the counties in the region showed growth in both 
business and employment except Day County saw a loss of one business and Potter County saw a loss of 
46 in employment. 
 

Table 20: Business Births and Deaths 
 

    2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
Net 2007-

2012 

Beadle Births 40 27 31 23 29 39 189 13 

  Deaths 38 26 25 38 26 23 176 
 Brown Births 76 83 67 69 92 89 476 22 

  Deaths 71 79 56 77 86 85 454 
 Campbell Births - 7 4 3 8 4 26 12 

  Deaths 3 1 3 2 2 3 14 
 Day Births 9 15 11 8 10 10 63 (1) 

  Deaths 4 8 16 5 15 16 64 
 Edmunds Births 3 10 10 8 6 15 52 8 

  Deaths 10 5 4 5 10 10 44 
 Faulk Births 4 4 1 4 2 5 20 1 

  Deaths 4 4 4 1 1 5 19 
 Hand Births 9 1 10 4 7 11 42 11 

  Deaths 7 2 6 9 6 1 31 
 McPherson Births 4 3 3 1 7 6 24 3 

  Deaths 2 7 5 2 3 2 21 
 Marshall Births 9 12 13 8 9 9 60 11 

  Deaths 5 13 4 13 6 8 49 
 Potter  Births 1 3 8 5 9 6 32 4 

  Deaths 2 4 7 7 3 5 28 
 Spink  Births 14 21 12 17 16 13 93 31 

  Deaths 7 12 9 10 12 12 62 
 Walworth Births 9 12 16 17 12 16 82 5 

  Deaths 14 16 7 18 8 14 77 
 NECOG Births 178 198 186 167 207 223 1,159 120 

  Deaths 167 177 146 187 178 184 1,039 
 South Dakota Births 2,142 2,206 2,016 2,007 2,213 2,250 12,834 2,371 

  Deaths 1,727 1,757 1,665 1,945 1,634 1,735 10,463 
  South Dakota Labor Market Information Center 
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Table 21: Employment Births and Deaths 
 

  
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 

Net 2007-
2012 

Beadle Births 187 76 76 67 99 98 603 313 

 
Deaths 82 34 53 55 20 46 290 

 Brown Births 249 359 175 157 203 221 1,364 530 

 
Deaths 265 231 70 54 106 108 834 

 Campbell Births - 16 4 - 19 12 51 45 

 
Deaths 1 - 3 - 1 1 6 

 Day Births 9 35 29 11 27 15 126 72 

 
Deaths 3 2 13 5 15 16 54 

 Edmunds Births 3 76 30 25 8 34 176 128 

 
Deaths 2 9 1 2 18 16 48 

 Faulk Births 9 6 5 9 3 28 60 25 

 
Deaths 2 - 12 3 - 18 35 

 Hand Births 18 9 40 14 19 20 120 88 

 
Deaths 5 - 8 18 1 - 32 

 McPherson Births 5 12 6 4 11 28 66 21 

 
Deaths 26 3 2 3 11 - 45 

 Marshall Births 90 35 35 28 34 20 242 148 

 
Deaths 5 42 2 12 5 28 94 

 Potter Births - 4 23 7 28 14 76 (46) 

 
Deaths 2 36 1 66 5 12 122 

 Spink Births 31 48 34 61 36 37 247 132 

 
Deaths 3 27 13 17 15 40 115 

 Walworth Births 16 14 38 21 19 28 136 46 

 
Deaths 14 22 20 17 7 10 90 

 NECOG Births 617 690 495 404 506 555 3,267 1,502 

 
Deaths 410 406 198 252 204 295 1,765 

 South Dakota Births 9,824 6,002 6,102 5,176 6,485 5,892 39,481 25,351 

 
Deaths 2,661 2,685 2,230 2,331 2,029 2,194 14,130 

  South Dakota Labor Market Information Center 

 
A key issue for the region is access to financial capital for business development and expansion.  To help 
address this issue, NECOG created the NECOG Development Corporation (NECOG-DC) in 1994.  NECOG-
DC is a non-profit corporation promoting economic development and job creation in eastern South 
Dakota.  NECOG-DCΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ is not here to replace the role that banks play in the region.  NECOG-5/Ωǎ ǊƻƭŜ 
ƛǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƎŀǇ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎΣ ƭŜǎǎŜƴ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ǘƻ ōŀƴƪǎ ōȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƭƻŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ 
meet traditional financing requirements.  Since 1994, NECOG-DC has loaned over $11.8 million in 
financing to over 181 new or expanding businesses resulting in the creation of 1,602 jobs. NECOG-DC 
has several different loan funds, from four different sources.  Between 2007 and 2013 NECOG-DC has 
made 65 loans to businesses in the region totaling over $5.1 million and having a total economic impact 
of nearly $53 million.   
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Table 22:   NECOG Development Corporation Loan Activity 2007-2013 
 

County 

Number 
of 

Loans 

Total 
Dollar 

Amount of 
Loans 

Jobs 
Created/Retained 

Total 
Economic 

Impact 

Beadle 2 $246,656  7 $468,005  

Brown 28 $2,002,062  514 $46,022,683  

Campbell 2 $135,000  5 $185,950  

Day 1 $80,000  32 $1,015,000  

Edmund 5 $496,500  20 $925,000  

Faulk - - - - 

Hand - - - - 

Marshall 3 $293,257  31 $612,500  

McPherson 3 $284,188  19 $601,604  

Potter 4 $167,586  14 $314,091  

Spink 10 $907,550  30 $1,950,000  

Walworth 7 $531,686  13 $1,112,937  

NECOG-DC 65 $5,144,485  685 $53,207,770  

        Source: NECOG Development Corporation 

 

 
Housing  
 
¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀǘŜŘΣ ōǳǘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ 
overlooked.  Housing conditions influence both the quality of life and economic vitality.  The following 
data provides a minimal snapshot of housing factors. 
 
Table 23 shows the distribution of housing units in NECOGΩǎ ǊŜƎion as of the 2011 American Community 
Survey.  The vast majority of housing units within the region are single family homes.  Beadle and Brown 
County have a large number of multiple family homes at 25% and 27% and this is typical for larger areas 
with larger populations.  Mobile home or trailer units in Potter County make up 28% of the total housing 
units and are nearly twice that of any other county.  Potter County has several housing areas along the 
Missouri river where the predominant housing unit is a mobile home or trailer.  These areas are 
primarily seasonal and take advantage of the recreational opportunities that the river provides.  
Remaining counties have high percentages of single family homes and in many cases lack the option of 
multiple family units. 
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Table 23:   Housing Units (2011) 
 

County 

Total 
Housing 

Units 
Single 
Family 

Percentage 
of Total 
Housing 

Units 
Multiple 
Family 

Percentage 
of Total 
Housing 

Units 

Mobile 
Home or 

Other 

Percentage 
of Total 
Housing 

Units 

Beadle 8,303 5,756 69% 2,069 25% 478 6% 

Brown 16,627 11,007 66% 4,550 27% 1,070 6% 

Campbell 869 681 78% 34 4% 154 18% 

Day 3,640 2,971 82% 400 11% 269 7% 

Edmunds 1,980 1,636 83% 174 9% 170 9% 

Faulk 1,160 913 79% 130 11% 117 10% 

Hand 1,815 1,463 81% 190 10% 162 9% 

McPherson 1,401 1,130 81% 154 11% 117 8% 

Marshall 2,545 1,955 77% 232 9% 358 14% 

Potter 1,631 1,073 66% 103 6% 455 28% 

Spink 3,154 2,501 79% 423 13% 230 7% 

Walworth 3,017 2,112 70% 429 14% 476 16% 

NECOG 46,142 33,198 72% 8,888 19% 4,056 9% 

South Dakota 361,057 248,729 69% 79,329 22% 32,999 9% 

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov  ACS 2007-2011 

 
 
Aging housing infrastructure is a major challenge, particularly in rural areas of NECOG.  Table 24 shows 
the age of the existing housing stock for each county within the NECOG region based on 2011 American 
Community Survey data.  Regarding housing stock that dates back to 1969 or earlier, 44% of South 
5ŀƪƻǘŀΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ǿŀǎ ōǳƛƭǘ before 1969.  All of the NECOG cƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ пп҈ 
average of housing stock built before 1969, with Brown County being the closest at 54% and all other 
counties between 60% and 69%.  In Campbell, McPherson, Potter and Spink Counties, each county has 
had 5% or less of their housing stock built between 2000 and 2010.  The State average is 14% and no 
county in the NECOG region meets the {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ average. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/
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Table 24:   Age of Housing Stock (2011) 

  Beadle Brown Campbell Day Edmunds Faulk Hand 

Total Housing Units 8,303 16,627 869 3,640 1,980 1,160 1,815 

Built 2000-2011 728 1,619 46 221 121 115 154 

  % of Total Housing Units 9% 10% 5% 6% 6% 10% 8% 

Built 1990-1999 567 1,619 95 234 265 73 171 

  % of Total Housing Units 7% 10% 11% 6% 13% 6% 9% 

Built 1980-1989 576 992 68 199 153 91 85 

  % of Total Housing Units 7% 6% 8% 5% 8% 8% 5% 

Built 1970-1979 1,157 3,200 71 610 184 93 230 

  % of Total Housing Units 14% 19% 8% 17% 9% 8% 13% 

Built 1960-1969 691 1,835 85 336 223 88 192 

  % of Total Housing Units 8% 11% 10% 9% 11% 8% 11% 

Built 1950-1959 1,381 1,702 118 418 217 123 157 

  % of Total Housing Units 17% 10% 14% 11% 11% 11% 9% 

Built 1940-1949 629 1,094 50 253 132 72 132 

  % of Total Housing Units 8% 7% 6% 7% 7% 6% 7% 

Built 1939 or earlier 2,574 4,566 336 1,369 685 505 694 

  % of Total Housing Units 31% 27% 39% 38% 35% 44% 38% 

  McPherson Marshall Potter Spink Walworth NECOG 
South 
Dakota 

Total Housing Units 1,401 2,545 1,631 3,154 3,017 34,394 361,057 

Built 2000-2011 51 171 60 142 225 3,004 49,995 

  % of Total Housing Units 4% 7% 4% 5% 7% 9% 14% 

Built 1990-1999 91 166 116 221 203 3,024 48,753 

  % of Total Housing Units 6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 9% 14% 

Built 1980-1989 104 156 179 274 148 2,164 38,119 

  % of Total Housing Units 7% 6% 11% 9% 5% 6% 11% 

Built 1970-1979 214 444 301 521 548 5,545 63,493 

  % of Total Housing Units 15% 17% 18% 17% 18% 16% 18% 

Built 1960-1969 131 347 198 279 398 3,450 32,192 

  % of Total Housing Units 9% 14% 12% 9% 13% 10% 9% 

Built 1950-1959 136 428 177 336 425 4,116 35,312 

  % of Total Housing Units 10% 17% 11% 11% 14% 12% 10% 

Built 1940-1949 135 189 76 155 304 2,362 19,614 

  % of Total Housing Units 10% 7% 5% 5% 10% 7% 5% 

Built 1939 or earlier 539 644 524 1,226 766 10,729 73,579 

  % of Total Housing Units 38% 25% 32% 39% 25% 31% 20% 
         Source:  http://factfinder2.census.gov ACS 2007-2011 
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Table 25 shows the distribution of the existing housing stock based on home values.  
!ǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ оу҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ϷмллΣллл ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎΦ  In comparison 
nine of the twelve NECOG counties have between 60% and 82% of the value of their housing 
stock below $100,000.  Brown County (38%) is right at the State average and they are the only 
county that is close to the State average.  This is due in large part to the age of the housing stock 
as noted in the previous table.   
 

Table 25:   Housing Values (2011) 
 

County 

Total 
Owner 

Occupied 
Units 

Less 
$50,000 

$50,000 
to 

$99,999 

$100,000 
to 

$149,999 

$150,000 
to 

$199,999 

$200,000 
to 

$299,999 

$300,000 
to 

$499,000 
$500,000 
or more 

Beadle 4797 23.8% 37.8% 18.9% 6.8% 8.0% 3.6% 1.0% 

Brown 10,606 12.0% 25.7% 23.8% 18.7% 13.3% 5.9% 0.7% 

Campbell 533 59.7% 22.7% 4.1% 4.5% 4.5% 0.4% 4.1% 

Day 1,750 37.7% 25.7% 17.5% 7.8% 7.9% 2.3% 1.1% 

Edmunds 1,275 32.5% 27.3% 10.4% 10.0% 10.7% 5.8% 3.4% 

Faulk 722 45.4% 25.6% 10.2% 7.9% 4.2% 3.2% 3.5% 

Hand 1,108 28.9% 30.1% 21.7% 3.1% 8.1% 5.5% 2.7% 

McPherson 832 51.0% 29.1% 9.4% 2.2% 4.3% 1.4% 2.6% 

Marshall 1,245 25.1% 32.2% 20.0% 7.4% 7.0% 5.9% 2.4% 

Potter 862 43.4% 34.0% 7.9% 5.3% 6.8% 2.6% 0.0% 

Spink 1,972 39.5% 33.0% 13.2% 4.9% 4.3% 3.4% 1.8% 

Walworth 1,596 35.3% 35.0% 10.3% 7.5% 7.4% 3.5% 0.9% 

NECOG 27,298 25.3% 29.7% 18.4% 11.2% 9.5% 4.5% 1.3% 

South Dakota 218,894 17.0% 20.6% 22.0% 17.4% 13.4% 6.9% 2.7% 
Source:  http://factfinder2.census.gov   ACS 2007-2011 

 
 

Education 
 
This region is home to two institutions of higher education and both Northern State University and 
Presentation College are located in Aberdeen.  Northern State University currently enrolls approximately 
3,600 students, and offers 41 undergraduate bachelor degrees, 9 master degree programs and various 
associate degree and certificates.  Northern State is known for their Education and Business degrees.  
Presentation College has a current enrollment near 800 students.  Most of the students are located in 
Aberdeen; however Presentation College does have three satellite locations.  They offer numerous 
degrees focusing on health and medical related programs and are best known for their nursing program.   
 
This region does have a few other options for educational opportunities.  Huron Community Campus 
partners with highly respected South Dakota colleges and universities to provide a comprehensive menu 
of courses and classes.    This partnership offers educational options for students of all levels to invest in 
themselves in order to achieve professional and personal goals.  Courses are provided on site at the 
Huron Community Campus.  In 2012 Sitting Bull College in Fort Yates, North Dakota began offering 
accredited college classes in Mobridge.  In addition to these opportunities New Tec, Inc. located in 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/
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Aberdeen is a work and education center. New Tec, Inc. provides work and technical training to meet 
the needs of area employers and provide employees with skills to help secure and enhance their 
employment opportunities. 
 
Education attainment in the region is comparable to the statewide average.  Residents in the NECOG 
region are slightly less ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ.  Further 
ƻƴƭȅ нр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ 
average of 27%.  Compared to the United States in general, residents in the NECOG region are more 
likely to have at least achieved a high school diploma.  Approximately 15% of the national population 
has no high school diploma, whereas only 13% of residents within the NECOG region have no high 
school diploma.  However, the national population has a slightly higher percentage of individuals that 
have achieved an AssociateΩs degree or higher (36%) than individuals in the NECOG region (31%).  

 
Figure 11:   Education Attainment 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Source:  http://factfinder.census.gov   ACS 2007-2011 
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Table 26 shows the enrollment changes between 2007 and 2011 for the thirty school districts located 
within the NECOG region.  Overall, the state saw school enrollment increase 3.06% during this period.  In 
the NECOG region, eleven schools experienced enrollment increases while sixteen experienced 
enrollment declines and three schools districts closed and combined with another district.  Overall the 
NECOG region experienced an increase of 1.17% 
 

Table 26:  Change in Enrollment (2007-2011) 

District Name 
Home 
County 

K-12 
Enroll-
ment 

Fall 2011 

K-12 
Enroll-

ment Fall 
2010 

K-12 
Enrollment 
Fall 2009 

K-12 
Enrollment 
Fall 2008 

K-12 
Enroll-

ment Fall 
2007 

Percentage 
Change in 

School 
Enrollment 
2007-2011 

Huron School District Beadle 2,201 2,140 2,090 2,132 2,128 3.43% 

Iroquois School District Beadle 197 195 183 149 155 27.10% 

Wolsey-Wessington Sch District Beadle 302 284 267 248 211 43.13% 

Aberdeen School District Brown 3,960 3,959 3,857 3,732 3,724 6.34% 

Frederick Area School District Brown 185 181 196 198 202 -8.42% 

Groton Area School District Brown 592 611 622 626 623 -4.98% 

Warner School District Brown 326 303 299 295 300 8.67% 

Herreid School District Campbell 113 121 133 132 129 -12.40% 

Pollock School District Campbell 
    

54 
 Roslyn School District Day 

  
67 117 127 

 Waubay School District Day 167 170 175 173 190 -12.11% 

Webster Area School District Day 523 540 485 468 461 13.45% 

Bowdle School District Edmunds 147 136 130 131 131 12.21% 

Edmunds Central School District Edmunds 141 139 142 137 134 5.22% 

Ipswich Public School District Edmunds 365 356 357 374 373 -2.14% 

Faulkton Area Schools District Faulk 314 322 319 328 340 -7.65% 

Miller School District Hand 430 438 450 470 498 -13.65% 

Britton-Hecla School District Marshall 493 498 506 490 510 -3.33% 

Langford Area School District Marshall 217 216 196 199 201 7.96% 

Eureka School District McPherson 148 168 184 182 183 -19.13% 

Leola School District McPherson 217 232 239 251 242 -10.33% 

Gettysburg School District Potter 244 238 243 240 256 -4.69% 

Hoven School District  Potter 111 116 115 117 126 -11.90% 

Conde School District Spink 
   

37 45 
 Doland School District Spink 157 157 161 146 162 -3.09% 

Hitchcock-Tulare School District Spink 229 221 235 238 240 -4.58% 

Northwestern Area School District Spink 308 304 310 314 271 13.65% 

Redfield School District Spink 610 626 609 602 613 -0.49% 

Mobridge-Pollock School District Walworth 677 641 660 639 573 18.15% 

Selby Area School District Walworth 186 201 195 184 201 -7.46% 

NECOG 
 

13,560 13,513 13,425 13,349 13,403 1.17% 

South Dakota 
 

124,799 123,629 122,055 121,015 121,089 3.06% 

        Source: South Dakota Department of Education 




