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SECTION- INTRODUCTION

Pupose

The Northeast Council of Governments (NEG@& 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 serdelesery.Six Planning and Development

Districts currently operate in South Dakota. Each individual dissia voluntary association of
governments an@® LISNJ (1 S& dzy RSNJ A& 26y &SLI NIFGS aW2Ayild 9ES
by South Dakotaodified law 324. The NECOG region is comprised of the following 12 counties: Beadle,

Brown, Campbell, Daedmunds, Faulk, Hand, McPherson, Marshall, Potter, Spink and Walworth.

Figure 1:NECOOregion and South Dakota Planning District Map
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economic and community development needsbo® / h D Q & couinty ©dio@ Bnortheastand north
centralSouth 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 objectieesedsed
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annually, while the entire CEDS document must be updated to reflect regional growth and change every
five years.

The CEDS$ontinuousplanning processnvolvespublic (government) and private feprofit and non
profit sectorstasked withidentifying shortterm and longterm regional development issuggeds and
developinggoals, objectivesand strategies to address economic developmenbrities.

The CEDS summarizes various developrpeiotities; howeverits overall effectiveness as a planning
tool depends on individual local governments, organizations, and busine§€3®r than the control
NECOGxercises of its own staff and operations, this CEDS is strictly advisS&if¢O&ontinuesto
actively pursue partnershipriented strategies as it works to fulfitk mission for the region, and NECOG
will utilize and promte the CEDS as a guide for regional community and economic development
initiatives. The value bthe CEDS to the NEC@@ion is its ability:

9 To accurately describthe NECOG regiom terms of political, geographic, economic, and social
relationships;

To promote a regional view of economic and community development;

To identify regiona¢conomic and communitglevelopment issues and priorities;

To identify technical and financial resources available for communityegodomic development;

To be aelevant planning guidéhat evolves over time as needs change

= =4 =4 =

ThisCEDS is based upon a&firear planning period from 2032018 The success of the region and this

CEDS depends upon having strong leadership at both the regional and local levélsE The 2 y Q& LINE 3 N
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 identifyingummn challenges and opportunities. Projects can be
developed over the fivgrear 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 thatmprove the odds of success.

Strateqy Committee

b 9 / h GaReining Bodgerves as the CEDS Strategy Committee. It has the membership characteristics

G2 YSSG 95! Q& NBIdZANBYSyida AyOf dzRAYy3a NBLINBaSydal aa
roster is submitted to EDA fots review on an annual basis. In additimnthe committee, the CEDS

relies upon input from a variety of sources including individuals with expertise in the following areas:

9 Agriculture Governmental Affairs 9 Public/Private
i Economic Healthcare Infrastructure
Development Housing 1 Tourism

Planning &oning
Private Business

= =4 =4 -8 -9

1 Education
i Finance
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The CEDS Strategy Committee is a key component in the development of the CEDS, but it is only one of
ASOSNIf aLXte8SNERE Ayg2ft SR Ay SO2wide ¥angbg e 2 LIV Sy
and works to complement existing planning efforts occurring at the state, regional and local levels.
Various communities and economic development growithin the NECOGegion have undertaken

their own strategic planning effortsWhere 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 organizationso&mén

strategy patrticipation and effectiveness.

Process

NECOG®vill incorporate several basic elements to complete a rdfaltieted planning process. Each part
KFa | NBflFGA2yaKAL (2 GKS ¢6K2fS NBIA2Yy Il f d&LAOG dzNB

Ananalysis of development problems and opportunities;

A regional descriptionral its economy

Planning participation process;

A set of development goals and objectives;

A regiondaction plan with strategic projects amdtivities;

A review of planning participants and partners;

A methodology for measuring outcomes and accomplishments.

= =4 =4 = -8 -8 =9

This CEDS also provides references to various resources available to assist in the implementation of the
identified objectives and proposed projact

Upon compleion, the CEDS will be availalbdevarious interested constituencies throughout the region.
NECOGuill work to inform interested parties on the availability of the CEDS and its use as a planning

tool. NECO®uill provide access to th€EDS through the NEC@€bsite at www.necog.orgwhich will

makeit freely avaihble on an orgoing basis. Eachy&ar & (G KS NBIARBCOGE YISS\Rdel fOK
Scope of Work will also evolve in order to reflect thebanges.

Northeast Council of Governments: 202@18 CEDS Pageb


http://www.necog.org/

SECTION-DEVELOPMENT PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Overview

The economy is a vital aspect afly community, and NECQt®eds to be proactive in the economic
development of the region. Economic planning should provide clear direction for denisikimg, with

a resulting economy that is able to weather economic fluctuations, and provide its residents and visitors
with a healthy and happy lifestyle. Thefforts of NECO@ assisting its members with their local and
regional economies hopefully will resutt the creation of vibrant communities and a comfortable
standard of living for all who live and work here.

Strengths

Agriculture: Agriculture is still the economibackbone of the region. nAual 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 grazingddor livestock such as cattle.

Education NECOGs fortunate to havdwo institutions of higher education in Northern State University
and Presentation CollegeAlso Huron and Mobridge offer access to higher education classes utilizing
the servicesof other institutions. All of hese institutions of higher learning are major sources of
advancael training. Thepresence of these institions withinNECO@®laysa major role irmaintenance

of the existing economy and promotion of potential economic depeient. These institutions are
actively involved in the promotion of the economic vitality of the region.

In addition to the postsecondary education opportunitiethere arethirty elementary/secondarpublic
school districts. Rsence of theselocalsk 2 2f a Aa |y AYLERNIFyd StSYSyid
economic development recruitment activities.

Healthcare Services and Infrastructur®lECOGias a welldeveloped healthcare industry, which will
serve to position the region in a good econompasition particularly due torte aging of the population.
Theregion hastwo general hospitals, tewritical acces hospitals and nine clinics, along with several
advanced healthcare services.

Access to these healthcare servicesextremely 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 populatianthése reasons,

the region is more attractive to retirees. Also, good access to healthcare is essential to keeping the
NBEIA2YyQa ¢2N] F2NOS KSIfGdKesx FyR 2yS 2F GKS 1Sea
workforce. A healthy workforce is aq@uctive one.

Human Resources NECOGhas a skilled and talented labor force with a strong work ethic. This is
evidenced by the low unemployment rates within the are@he regions human resources are also
defined by demonstrating its civic responstiilin its high voter registration and participation rates
along with its charitable giving.
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Communities Strong rural communities are an asset of northe&swuth Dakota. Basic community
infrastructureincluding 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 ser approach to life as sources of pride in the district.

Natural Environment, Recreational Amenities, Active, Livable Communitid&tural environment-

rivers and lakes, abundant sunshine, clean air, and abundant open spaces, combined with recreational
opportunities within the region and livable commtias has made NECC#h area which offersm
excellent quality of life. Thiguality of life presents opportunities for improving the letegm strength

and health of the regional economy.

Challenges

Challenges facing the twehedunty region are broad in scope and range from more tangible challenges
such as deteriorating infrastructure and housing, to more chronic issues such as youtfigoation

and declining population in rural canunities. $sues facing ommunities in the NECO@gionare not
unlike the challenges facing comnities throughout rural America such dsclining population, lack of
guality, goodpaying jobs, and youth ouhigration.

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 amall ruralcommunity. 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
communitieshave had to become creative and develop commubiged housing development and
rehabilitation projectsto 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-limesed
economic development strategy because it promotasreliable workforce within the regign
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 Huoare connected to the29 and 190 Interstate system by four

lane US HighwaysAlthough this provides for easy transportation to these two population centers the
vast majority of the region is sparsely populated and not as easily accegsililgo lare state and US
highways.

Infrastructure:  Sound infrastructure provides a basis for economic developmeRir many rural
O2 Y Ydzy A (i A S aregibn/ publi® ihfladir@tire includingtreets, water, and sewer servicase
becoming more difficult tanaintain Communities are working proactively to implement repair and
replacement projects, but a declining local populatifum some communitiesmakes this financially
difficult. A small population base must be relied upon to cover the cost of defeegpdir and
replacement of critical infrastructure that used to seavenuch larger population. oSt of these projects
can be extremely expensive and result in higher water and sewer rates or local p/epksyaxes.
Communities recognize that they muspgrade their infrastructure in order to attract and retain
industries, but it is becoming increasingly difficult to do this financially.
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Lack ofAccess toCapital for Local Businesses Lack of access to capital favdal businesses & major
hindrance to economic development in the region. This lack of access to capital is preventing new
businesses to get started, and existimgsinesses from becoming stronger financially which would allow
them to grow and begin hiring again.

Population Loss The NECO®@gion contains both rural and urbanized areddtbanized areas have
been able to show slight growth or have been able to stabilize their populations. Howbeenral
areas, particularly those located further away from umbeorridors, are more challenged by the leng
term changes occurrinigp the agricultural sectorMost NECOG countidgmve experienced losses of 10

to 27 percent over the past 20 yearfural 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 mehirnovative industries are not as readily
available inthe rural areasof NECOGvhich thereby has resulted in a declining population. A smaller
population base makes it harder to maintain existing public infrastructure and other essential
governmentakervices.

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. Becausdrafrédase in

the number of retiring workers, combinedith declining populatiorin some countiesand youthout-
migration, local businessese 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 am@ad the opportunity for
expansion of additional value added agriculture is availablee region is home to many value added
agriculture businesses such as fathanol plantsaturkey processing facility and a new beef processing
facility which has struggled opening, but will hodéfioe back in operatiom the near future.

Renewable EnergyThere is an opportunity to develop industries that can utilizencand soybeans in
the production of biefuels. Further, with the more than adequate supply of withd NECOG area is in
an excellent positioffior the continueddevelopment of wind energy industries.

Housing: While also listed as a weakness, old@mes and vacant lots in many communities offer
FFF2NRFIOES K2dzaAy3a |fGSNYlFIGAGBSE YR 2LIRNIdzyAdGASS
communities.

Education The NECOG@egion has an opportunity to expand its educational offerings to respgond
future shifts in the economy. Entities of higher educatiorin the regionwill continue to provide

opportunities for educational experience and workforce developmami opportunities to expand on
satellite locations for higher education are possible

Healthcare With the 65+ population segment growiiig our region there is and will be an opportunity
in the healthcare industrio provide needed services to an agipgpulation.
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Main StreetProjects: Vibrant, pedestrian friendlynain streetsare a key to economic development in a
region. There are many areas in the regibiat are ripe for development and redevelopment. This
presents an economic development opportunity to thmall towns as well as theegion as vibrant
downtowns serve to baeter emnomic activity. NECO®iIll continue to work withlocal economic
development groups and chambers of commerce in assisting them in the revitalization or their main
streets

Tourism Hunting, fishingand other natural outdoor activities will ctinue to make the NECO@&gion a
desirable place to visit and vacatiomhe NECO€gion has an opportunity to continue to protect and
enhance those amenities and to bolster tourism by adding more.

While agriculture, education, health and manufactgrindustries 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 entrepreneuri@isen 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 bwth the urban and rural portionsf
northeasternSouth Dakota. Any economic development strategy must be braamfigeived so that it
represents the varying perspectives of a wide range of constituencies.

Economic development efforts must recogniter-term needs as well as long term objectives. They
must recognize both local and regional concertmaproved collaboration and communication between

and among communities and various economic sectors will be critical to the success of the fidggon.
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 econofs/a resulof the CEDS procedbe role of
regional planning manizations likeNECOG®vill be increasingly important over the next several years.

Regional Survey

NECOQonducted a regionvide survey to identify local and area prioritiedn the past this survey

included information important only to NECOG, the region and for assistance in completing the CEDS.
C2NJ GKAA adzNBSe b9/ hD Ff2y3 gA0K (GKS 20KSNJ LX I yy i
Economic Developmer{GOED}o develop one survey that would be sent out statewide. Each district

was responsible for conducting the suyvin their geographic area. This survey addredbedsame

topics as it has in the past, batso included information o&OED and the servickgy provide.

The surveyas provided to ovet20entitiesthat included stakeholders from a variety of sectors within
b9/ hDQa Emilsedtha? rngcdived the survey could haae individualcomplete the survey or they
could complete the survey asgaoup. A link to the survey was also located on the NECOG webpage and
was advertised through the NECOG newslett&éhe survey was conducted betwe®&ecember2012

and March 2013, with a meeting presenting thesults held May 29, 2013. During this maegti
discussion of priorities andommentswere also received Although it was not conducted tscientific
standards, the surveyrovides agood gauge of some of the primary issues and concerns facing
individuals, busineses and communitiethroughout the egion. A total of 85 surveyswere received

The surveyocused on local and regional economic issuesasted respondents to grade various issues
that communities commonly face and assess which of these issues require more attentieedad

the most improvement.
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Findingsfrom the returned surveyare summarized belownd a copy of the survey has been included in
the attachments of this document

Utilities/Communication Systems

1 All ategories except two received above average ranking.os&hareas scoring highest were
electrical service (94), drinking water systems (92%), and telephone service (88%).

1 The two categories receiving average and below rankings were cell phone service (51%) and
drainage system&3%)

1 While many of these utiliés 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

1 County/Township roads received the lowest rankingth (65%) responding that thesroads are

average or below.

Federal/State Highwayeceived the highest ranking with (80%) ranking them above average.
P'ANLIRZNIZ NIXAENRIRA YR 0dzAk @y &ASNBAOS ff NBOS)
not available to them in their area.

T
1

Quiality of Life Facilities

Most categories received above average rankings witF6@#) rankings.

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

91 Daycare options at (41%) below average wbeehighest need area.

1
T

Public Safety
9 All categories received above average liagk from(69-89%).
Local Development Resources

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

1 Areas scoring average or below and in need of improvement were available labor 6% (étall
and service business opportunities (60%), and workforce training programs (46%)

Housing

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

9 Housingn 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 conditim of housing stock (61%).

Northeast Council of Governments: 202@18 CEDS Pagel0



Workforce ¢ How has this enviroment changed over the past year?

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

9 All categories ranked highest with mhange noted in options provided under business activity.
Business Sector

2 KAETS AlG ol a y2GSR Ay (GKS LINBGA2dza ljdzSadAazy GKI G
business activity in the region, this question addressed business prioritipsnasnts feel should be
focused orover the next 1218 months
9 All categories except one, received above average rgskiom (6189%). kading categories were
keeping professional services available (medical, legal, b&dping existing businesse(ention and
expansion), and attracting new companies (recruitment).
T hyte O2yailiNHOGAY3 aallS0¢é¢ AYRAzZAGONARIE o0dzAf RAYy3Ia a&c

Community Involvement

The community involvement question aimed to address areas of quality ohlfecbuld be improved

upon throughout the regiommver the next 1218 months

1 All categories received above average rankings from9(®6) indicating the high level of
importance that each of these items htwsa community

Top 5 Prioritieddentified

Housing

Infrastructure

Roads/Bridges

Business Recruitment

Business Retention and Expansion

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

Other general observations from the survey

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

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

9 Sixty percentof respondents were optimistic with positive expectations or cautiously optimistic
about the prospects for improving their gonunity.

1 When asked whgourely on most for economic development information, NECOG ranked first.

In summation, the survey did a good job of gathering relevant informdtoroth NECOG as well as
theSiF 1SQa D2@SNYy2NRa& hTF T AEKINRIFsuh @ Rrge2gédy@phis Bdhs, fit 2 LIY Sy
can be difficult to obtain input from a variety of serdahroughout the region. &sign andlistribution
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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 andSeptember25, 2013 NECOG CEDS Board meetings, results of the survey were used to
begin discussion ofrjorities for the region. @pics and needs brought up by the CEDS beame 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 G 1 SQ& RS @St 2 LIYSy (i 3andl 2adS Intidiicgdiby o0 S 6
Governor Rounds in the fall of 2003, the primary goals and related objectives that cgibcitelate to
b 9 / hiedibaal strategies are noted below:

Goal One: Double Visit@pending 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 eneggand investment on expanding the fall shoulder season for visitors in order to

increase the percentage of tourisravenues

1 Expand investment in touris@ peak season through greater use of partnerships and cooperative
efforts.

9 Capitalize on existingutdoor opportunities in our state.

1
T

Goal Two: Increase Gross State Product (GSP) by $10 billion by 2010

Result: Thigoal was met 2 years early and actually reached $14 billion.

1 Promote the creation and development of new businesses that will congisGtbillion to the GSP
1 Promote the growth/expansion of existing businesses that will contribute $4 billion to the GSP
1 Promote agricultural and natural resource development in South Dakota

Goal Three: Become a Recognized Leader in Researcheuithology Development by 2010

Result:Sate universities added ten research centers adding to their advanced degree programedl as
as bringing in $154 millioin research dollars.

91 Develop research and technology infrastructure at our universitiesaatidthe private sector
D2+ f C2dzN)Y .N}YYR YR 58@St2L) {2dziK 51 120F Q& vdz ¢
Result: Significammhoney 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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9y KIyOS {2dziK 51 1 2 i lifsh efdrtYo relagh and imparydulzy @oplelS 2 LI
Enhance history and arts as a tool for economic development and cultural tourism

Stabilize rural populatianthrough community development.

Simulate affordable homeownership, rental housing and day care faciliiesSouth Dakota
communities which evidence a need

= =4 =4 =4

Goal Five: Uphold our commitment to the 2010 Initiative as a work in progress

1 Create ongoing update and accountability structure for 2010 initiative.

Result:Although the 2010 initiative is over atide initiative was successful, the investment and projects
it created will continue to benefit the state for years to come.

Throughout the life of the 201Mitiative, NECO®ad formal contractuatelationships with several state

agencies. The 2010 laitive provided a framework to document outcomes. They will be referenced
throughout the CEDS process, as tools to measure sucbds€8OG continues to have formal
partnerships with various State agencies and expects to be an integral component of the
implemSy 41 GA2y RStAOBSNE YSOKIFIyAay 2F GKS {drdisSqQa ¥
includes the Building South Dakota Fund.

9nce taking office in 201Governor Dennis Daugaard has not abandoned the principles of the 2010
Initiative. However, diring the 2013 Legislative session SB235 (Building SD Fund) was adopted that
designated millions of dollars for economic development and other activitidhis was the most
sweepingeconomic development program implemented by the State of South Dakota siice thphn Q & @

Fundingfor SB 235nitially is being provided by one time money from the state general fundhe
future the programwill receive money from a portion of the 2% contractor excise feeapdrtion of
the unclaimed property fundThe BuildingD Fund has five main objectives with multiple programs:

1 Local Infrastructure Fungavailable for road, sewer, water and broadband projects connected with
economic development.
1 Workforce and Education Furdavailable for workforce development, publiche®ols for English as
a Second Language programs, high school technical education programs, and money will be added
to the state aid formula for 42 education.
f Housing Opportunity Funda N> yia yR f2Fya F2NJ I FF2NRIFI0ofS K2dz
AyO2YS K2dzaSK2ft Raé¢ 6AGK AyO02YS i 2N oSt26 mmp |
9 Economic Development Partnership Fundprovides matching grants to hire new economic
development staff or to increase patitme staff to fulltime. Funds will also be gvided to assist
with training and equipment.
1 Revolving Economic Development and Initiative Fgadovides rebates back to new or expanding
large private investment projects in the state.
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Reqgional Economic Clusters

Regional Economic ClustqRECs) 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 geograpbicafiged,active network of
AAYAEFINE &a@ySNHAAGAO 2NJ O2YLX SYSy (il NB 2NBFYAT I GA:z
strengths to create jobs and broader prosperity. They create a transition path from unemployment or
underemployment to higkskill jobs.On average, jobs within clusters pay higher wages. Regional
industries based on inherent platrsed advantages are less susceptible teshfiring, and create

many new job opportunities for American workers. They connect disenfranchised communities to n

career and educational opportunities. They stabilize communities kyurgosing idle manufacturing

assets, engaging underutilized human capital, and contributing to improvements in the quality of life.

The Location Quotier(LQ)Calculator is a toaleveloped 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 regi&imally, 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.SAn LQ greater than 1 indicates an industry withreater share of the local

area employment than is the case in the Ul&ta provided below irmablel showsthe following: for

number ofestablishmentg G KS F2ff2¢Ay3 KIFI@S [vQa [ 062@3S wmx | yi
NBIA2Yy Qa (i 2siablishmehtiziian$ Nde2fdF theéSnation as a whagribusiness (5.96/rts,
Entertainment, Visitor Industries (1.51¢hemical® Chemical Based Products (1).,8hergy (Fossil &
Renewable) (1.30); Glass & Ceramics (2.BBansportation & Logisticsl.63; Manufacturing Super

Cluster (1.28 Primary Metal Manufacturing (12.%2Fabircated Metal Manufacturing (1.43); Machinery
Manufacturing (2.9% Computer & Eleovnic Product Manufacturing (21); Transportation
Manufacturing (1.29)and Mining (1.9).

Foremploymenz GKS F2fft2¢6Ay3 KIFI@FS [vQa [628S mX |yR @K
total employment than it does for the nation as a wholelvanced Material§l.41); Agribusiness (4.193
BiomedicalBiotechnicalife Sciences (1.1;Zhemical€ Chemical Based Products (1.&)jergy (Fossil

& Renewable) (1.62); Glass & Ceramics (1.M@nufacturing Super IGster (1.81); Primary Metal
Manufacturing (8.11); Fabicated Metal Manufacturing (1.78); Machinery Manufacturing (%.94

Compute and Electronic Product Manufacturing (2.44); Electrical Equipment, Appliance & Component
Manufacturing(1.75);and Mining (2.44)

Forannual wageg (G KS F2ff2gAy3 KIS [vQa |0620S mI FyR (K
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); Cee&n@ia¢mical 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 é&dtronic Product Manufacturing (3.50); Electrical Equipment, Appliance &
Component Manufacturing (2.649ndMining (2.74).
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The Location Qotients in Table 1 identify Primary Métllanufacturing, Agribusinesspéd Processing
& Technology, andComputer &ad Electronic Product Bhufacturing as the top three industry clusters
within the NECOG region that represent larger proportions of the local economy.

Table 1 NECO®dustryand Employment Cluster&011)

Industry Industry Industry
Cluster QCEW Cluster Cluster
QCEW Cluster| Establishmen{ Cluster |Employmeni QCEW Cluster | Annual
Establishment; LQ Employment LQ Wages Wages L(
Total All Industies 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 &enewable) 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 $ 871,804 1.53
Information Technobgy &
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 $ 16,655,739 0.59

SourceWww.statsamerica.org/innovation/data.htmi
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SECTION@GREGION AND ITS ECONOMY

Physical&k ClimaticCharacteristics

The CEDS pertains to a twebmunty area imortheastSouth Dakota.

Figure 2: NECORegion Map
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The 13,326 square mile areali KI G O2 Y LINAragha is lar§et th&nh( other States and
encompasses a variety of natural features.
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Geography
South Dakota is divided intihree major physiographic regions: the Central Lowlands of eastern South

Dakota; the Great Plains of western South Dakota; and the Black Hills. freseregions are
subdivided into a total afwelve distinguishable areas called physical divisightalo, 1997).

Figure3: SouthDakota Physiographic Regions
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Based on the physical size of the NECOG regiofthe physbgraphicdivisions are found in theegion

The Minnesota RiverRed River Lowlands (Division 1) is a broad, gently undulating,-lilktlegrea with

an elevation of 900 to 1,100 feet above sea levAkcording to Hogan (1995), these lowlands were
formed by a large northward flowing riveBrowns ValleyMinnesota, situated midway between Lake
Traverse and Big Stone Lake, is ¢batinental divide between drainage to the Arctic Ocean and to the
Gulf of Mexico. The northeastern slope of the Coteau desairies rises sharply, nearly000 fed, to

form the western limit of this division lowlandThis 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 outcsapearMilbank 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 Minnesoeied River Lowland and the James River Lowland to the Whis.
landform is part of a plateau that extendisrough North Dakota into Canaddt slopes gently to the

south and west with eastern and western slopes that are steep at the northern end paddé# 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 frosaghe

West of the Big Sioux River, therface of the Coteau is dotted with lakes and depressions, while very
few lakesoccur east of the riverDuring the Ice Age, the Coteau was covered by glaciers that deposited
glacial drift over its surfaceOne hundred to 400 feet beneath the surfacebisdrock composed of
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Pierre shale Pierre shale is a highbrodiblerock 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 lowdrethan
Cdeau des Prairies on the east and the Coteau du Missouri on the Westay the James River drains
the area from north to south and occupies a rather narrow stemed valley.But, in the geologic past,
ancient streams in this region flowed northward:oarding to Hogaif1995), more erosion has occurred
in the James River Lowland than anywhere else in eastern S3akbta. Most of the topographic
features of this area are the result of the effects of glaci@®®vations 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 Lak®akota was filled with water. The area is sandy at the northern end with sijtyjaam and

silty clay textures elsewherel he flatness of this plain is remarkable, with a change in relief of less than
10 feet (3 m). Elevation is about 1,310 feet (3®Pabove sea level.

The James River Highlands (Division 5) is a group of thrgesridcated at the southern end of the
James River Lowlandlhe ridges are remnants of former stream divides. From east to west, these
highlands are Turkey Ridge (the largest), JaRidge (the smallest), and Yankton Ridge. These
highlands are glacial ifir deposits over bedrock. Below the glacial dofftall 3 ridges is a core of
Niobrara chalk overlain by Pierre shale. Turkey Ridge is more than 40 miles (64 km) loilgs 106

km) wide, and is more than 300 feet (91 m) higher than the surrounciingtry. Yankton Ridge forms

the northernbluff of the Missouri River Valley from Yankton westward for 15 miles (24 km). James
Ridge, located west of the JamR&er and a few miles above its mouth, is 9 miles (14.5 km) long, 1.5
miles wide (2.4 km), antiO0 to 260 feet high (3079 m). The depth of glacial drift material varies from

30 to 200 feet (9 61 m).

Water

NECOGies primarily within the two river basins of the James and Missouri River B&sich basin is
defined by the primary river that runs through the entirety of the basiie other three basin areas in
the District are tributary areas to their major rivers outside the Distrithe James River originates in
central North Dakota and sy flows for 710 mileshrough North Dakota and eastern South Dakota
until it connects with the MissouriThe Missouri River is the longest river in the United States and
travels 2,341 miles from Montana through central South Dakota and eventually campegith the
MississippRivernorth of St. Lois Missouri.

The James and Missouri River provide for the only drainage of the region. Outside tifetdsainage

is not as well defined. This area contains numerous shallow depredsiantrap water in the lakes,

§ 2dAKAZ | YR & LINI A N®briy dhail? il tke2wiatris €oBsunied Byde@apotatia® and
transpiration or seeps into the ground:he Couteau Des PrairieEDay and Marshall County experience
this issue. Day County has had sabstl flooding in their closed lake basin that has no outlet for
drainage. During wet yegrasany of these lakes and pothol@sup and inundate acres of farm land and
place roads and other infrastructure under water. In dry years the opposite carehapm the areas
will become dry This area has been in a wet cycle since 1993.
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Figure 4: SoutlbakotaRiver Basins

Figure5: NECOGakes and Rivers Map
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Climate

dimate of the regionis an interior continental typeavith hot summers, extremelgold winters, high
winds, and periodic droughtand floods Normal annual pregiitation averages between sixteeand
twenty-oneinches.

Figure6: Average Annual Precipitation Map
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Average annual temperatures range between festye and fortysix degrees. With the regions average
shorter growingseason, weather patterns that fall out of the normal, such as a late spring or early
winter can have a significant impact on the agricwtiproduction for the region.

Figure 7 Average Annual Growing Degree Days
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Thisregion always seems to be entering or ending a weather cybke region continues to struggle with
detrimental weather patterns. These vary from severe storms tornados, flooding and drought.
Weather can have a significant impact on local economies, particularly as it relates to tBeyr€ya
agricultural sector. \Wather can also takea psychological toll on people. Climatic stress results in
economic social disrdjpns, which contribute to personal tension. Communities also experience
additional distress in maintaining public servicés2 dzy G A Sa  kegion ¢ the&nQuclared
Federal Disaster Areaselve times since 2001Disaster declarations are notedTiable2.

Table2 ¢ Federal Disaster Declarations

Disaster
HEk L s Declaration Disaster Type NECOG Counties Included
Number D
ate

DR4137 6/19/2013 | Severe Storms, Tornadoes| Spink

DR1984 3/11/2011 | Flooding Brown, Marshall, Spink, Day,
Edmunds, Faulk, Potter, Hand,
Beadle

DR1938 7/21/2010 | Severe Storms, Flooding | Beadle, Hand

DR1915 5/13/2010 | Flooding Brown, Marshall, Day

DR1887 3/10/2010 | Severe Winter Storm Campbell, Day, Edmundsaulk,
Hand, McPherson, Potter,
Walworth

DR1886 3/9/2010 Severe Winter Storm and | Campbell

Snowstorm

DR1844 6/16/2009 | Severe Storms, Flooding | Brown, Day, Campbell,
Edmunds, Marshall, McPhersoi

Spink
DR1774 7/9/2008 Severe Storms, Tornado, | Hand
Flooding
DR1702 5/22/2007 | Severe Storms, Tornados, | Beadle, Brown, Marshall, Spink
Flooding
DR1620 12/20/2005 | Severe Winter Storm Brown, Day, Edmunds, Marsha
Spink

DR1596 7/22/2005 | Severe High Wind Storm | Faulk, Potter, Spink

DR1375 5/17/2001 | SpringFlooding, Snow/Ice | Beadle, Brown, Day, Edmunds,
Melt, Heavy Rain Marshall, Spink

www.fema.gov/disasters

One weather phenomenon, which is evolving from a regular irritaran asset, is the wind. Thasea

has untapped wind resources that could lead to alternative electric generation projdeitpure 8
illustrates the geographic distribution of wind power potential. While there are transmission and
market issues associated with the implementationebéctric generation projects, the availability of
sustained wind is a prerequisite to even thinking about pursuimgdoncept. Privateector developers
have constructed wind generation facilities and are investigating wind generation oppogginiti
throughout the NECOG region
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Wind farms havéeen constructedin three NECO@ountiesand other wind farms are in the planning
stages. Value of windenergy isdirectly related to its access to markets. Although major transmission
lines exist within the regim, capacity and system compatibility considerations may limit their usefulness.

Figure8 ¢ South Dakota Wind Resources Map
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Land Use

The CEDS region, by any definition, is rural in charactérdominated by agricultural useCropland,

NI yaStlyRY LI &addaNBfFyR YR 20KSNJ t+FryR RS@2G$SR (2
land area I NBLX YR dzaS Aad 2dZAGKSORRNEEYAFI ugd S8FadK
use are divided among water, urbglorest, 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 towaitdral features or
access (i.dake development or adjacent to all weather rogds)

= =4 =4 =4
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f Commuting practices and land costs are making small towns mor¢ &ii A S & &aoSRN
communitA S daadTsubdivision development is occurring around communities with sufficient
employment opportunities.

EnvironmentalCharacteristics

An environmental baseline provides an analytical snapshot of the aremebdfe EDAunded project.
Thisbaselineg At f KSftLJ b9/ hD RSOARS K2g FdzidzZNE LINR 2SO0 a
whether it should move forward. In developing the baseline for ttenaNECO@esearched relevant

published literature for the region and communicated with the enviremal 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. Thedilowingsectionaddresgspotential areas of environmental concern.

Designated State or National Parks, or National Wildlife Refuges

Table 3provides a list of StatePark, State Recreation Areas aNdtional Wildlife Refuges within the
NECOGThere areno National Parks located in the NECOG region.

Table3: StateParks, Recreation Areas and National Wildlife Refuges

State Recreation

State Park Area National Wildlife Refuge
Beadle Huron Wetland Mgmt
Brown Richmond Lake | Sand Lak®Vildlife Refuge
Campbell West Pollock
Day Pickeral Lake Waubay Wildlife Refuge
Edmunds Mina Lake
Faulk
Hand Lake Lousie
McPherson

Fort Sisseton
Marshall Roy Lake
Sica Hollow
Potter West Whitlock
Spink Fisher Grove

Indian Creek
Lake Hiddenwood
Revheim Bay

Swan Creek
Source: SD Game, Fish and Parks and US Fish and Wildlife

Walworth
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Wilderness Act

There are no designated or proposed wilderness areas under the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.@t8 1131
seq within the NECOG region.

Wild or Scenic Rivers

While there are no designated or listed wild & scenic rivers within the NE€g)ah 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

/| 2dzyGe Aa Ffaz2z ftAadSR a | ablrliA2ysARS WAGSNAE LyOD
of Interior. Thids a designation of freflowing 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 speciesifal in the region is presented Fable 4

Table 4 Endangeredpecies

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 WhoopingCrane 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

Northeast Council of Governments: 2602818 CEDS

Page24



Walworth Bird Piping Plover Threatened
Walworth Bird Least Tern Endangered
Walworth Fish Pallid Sturgeon Endangered

Prime/Unigue Agricultural Lands

Locations of Prime/Unique Agricultural Lands are beyond the scoffee @EDS. However accorditty

the American Farmland Trusteven NECOG counties have areas designated asjindjty 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 Environmehfaesponse, 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. & 9661 Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act BRA) (42 U.S.C. 6901), leaking underground storage tanks, or brownfield (abandoned,
contaminated) sites withiNECOG. If site inspections reveal hazardous substances or indications a
property may be contaminated, environmental reviews and remediationgation activities will be
necessary prior to proceeding with any project.

Hazardous Chemical Manufacturers/Storage of Hazardous Chemicals

Eachcounty within NECOG has adopted a hazardous materials plan which identifies all SARA Tie
reporting facilites. South Dakota Department of Environment and Naturasdirces (SDDENR) also
maintaina statewide list of all siteand the materials storedSDDENR also is notified of each hazardous
material spill and keeps a database of all occurrences. Eachrihdildéracked from the time of
notification of the spill until the incident is closed.

Manufacturers or Users of Pesticides

There are no major manufagers of pesticides withiNECOG. However pesticides are stored and used
by local cooperatives, grailevators, custom applicators and farmers omiagitural lands throughout
NECOG.

Sole Source Drinking Water Aquifers

There are no Sole SourbBeinking Water Aquifers iNECOG.

Well-Head Protection Areas

There are not WelHead Protection Areas or spatzoningareas for wetheads withilNECOG.

Nonattainment Areas

There are no Nonattainment Areas for criteria pollutants under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.Ce§ 7401
seq withinNECOG.

Northeast Council of Governments: 202@18 CEDS Page25



Flood Plain

Eleven of the twelve NECOG counties participate in the National Ffmeslance Program (NFIP).

Gounties of Beadle, Brown, Day, Potter and Spink hawemstiied floodplain areas. Counties of

Campbell, Edmunds, Faulk, Hand, Marshall and Walworth hav@étiabEFlood HazdrAreas (NSFHA).
McPhersornCountydoes not currently participate in the NFIP and is a NSFHA County.

Historic Sites

There are a numeroukistoric sites located throughout the NECOG regidrable 5summarizeshe
historic sites listedn the National Register of Historic Places.

Table 5 Historic Sites

Year

County Resource Name Address | Listed
Milford Hutterite Colony Building 1982
Piper, Albert S., Homestead Claim Shanty Building 1998
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge N6:323-230 Structure | 1993
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge N6:388-100 Structure | 1993
Anderson Barn Building 2003
Bowden, Faye, Houségnus 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
Beadle McMonies Barn Building 2004
Old Riverside Hutterite Colony Building 1982
Pyle House Building 1974
Site 39BE14 Site 1984
Site 39BE15 Site 1984
Site 39BE23 Ste 1984
Site 39BE46 Site 1984
Site 39BE48 Site 1984
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No0@8-008 Structure | 1993
Site 39BE2 Site 2005
Archeological Site No. 39BE3 Site 1993
Site 39BE57 Site 1984
Site 39BE64 Site 1984
Aberdeen Commercial Historic District District 1988
Aberdeen Highlands Historic District District 1975
Aberdeen Historic District District 1975
Bickelhaupt, William G., House Building 1989
Brown 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 Ne007-330 Structure | 2008
US Post Office and Courthoug&berdeen 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 No304-414 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 No00%-060 Structure | 2000
Herron, Anna, Farm Building 1995
McKenzie-Cassels House Building 1986
Trinity Episcopal Church Building 1983
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge N62683-030 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 HalFinnish National Society Hall Building 1985
Brown's Post Building 1988
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge N62Q?-454 Structure | 2000
Campbell Pollock I?epot : . Byilding 1996
Vanderbilt Archeological Site Site 1997
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
Day 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

Northeast Council of Governments: 2602818 CEDS

Page27



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
Byrne, Gov. Frank M., House Building 1992
Edgerton, Dr. William, House Building 2010
Faulk County Courthouse Building 1993
Faulk Faulkton American Legion Hall Building 2005
Pickler, Maj. John A., Homestead Building 1973
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge N6228-141 Structure | 1993
Turner, Frank and Clara, House Building 1986
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge N6385-142 Structure | 1993
Archeological Site 39HD22 Site 1984
Hand County Courthouse and Jalil Bulding 1994
Hand Jones, Mack, House Building 2007
Miller Ree Creek Bridge Structure | 1988
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge N628@400 Structure | 1993
St. Mary's Church, School and Convent Building 1982
Britton Clinic and Hospital Building 2008
Fort Sisseton Site 1973
Marshall 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
Eureka Lutheran College Building 2000
Wittmayer, Peter, Hous8arn Building 1984
McPherson Hoffman, Amo.s,, House Building 1986
Leola Post Office Building 2008
McPherson County Courthouse Building 1986
Archeological Site No. 39MP3 Site 1993
Archeological Site No. 39P0205 Site 1993
Archeological Site No. 39P063 Site 1993
Curran, D. H. and Leah, House Building 1996
Potter 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 SchoeDistrict No. 12 Building 1986
Ashton Methodist Church Building 2009
Hall Bridge Structure | 2008
Spink 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 N6238-360 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 No0562-270 Structure | 1993
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge N6138-231 Structure | 1993
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge N6188-224 Structure | 1993
Spink County Courthouse Building 2001
Site 39SP19 Site 1984
Salem Church Bulding 1997
Site 39SP4 Site 2005
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No038-376 Structure | 1993
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No028-400 Structure | 1993
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge Ne028-370 Structure | 1993
First Congregational Church Building 1979
Molstad Lake Park Site 2010
Java Depot Building 2001
Moser, Wilhelm, Hous8arn Building 1984
Ochszbner, Jacob, Sr., House Building 1984
Brown Palace Hotel Building 1983
Brown, A. H., Public Library Building 1978
Walworth 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 wit\bhewed 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
haveals I NAy 3 2y GKS | NBIFQa RS@St2LISyid KAAG2NE 2N LR

¢ KS YI 22 NX (icounted have $ettienie distories and ethnic make 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 |&teeifiury demanded ingenuity and a
strong character. Change was dramatic difticult, thususually not welcomed or sought. The qualities

that enabled people to make a living and raise famitlesing this timemay have seemecharsh to
outsiders. This foundaibn remains relatively true today.

b 9/ h D&ige American populations concentrated in two areas based on the percentage of
population¢ Day/Marshall county area by the SisseMfahpeton Oyate Reservation and the Mobridge
area near the Standing Rock a@tieyenne River ReservationStrong 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 communiiepartially driven by the development of processing
facilities. While these new familiepresent 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 orientatioesea that are held once a month that run for

a week and cover as much information as possible. Aberdeen has establishedsaydoommittee and

has used Huron as a resource for establishing their own programs.

Alimitedy dzY 6 SNJ 2 F (2¢ya NS 0S0O02YAYy3d aoSRNB2Ye¢ O2YYdzyy
of residentsin these towns commute to work, whigiresents a challeng® business development in

the town or the surrounding rural area. As individuals typiadlyheir shopping in the community they

work in instead of sbpping in the community they live in. As a result, many communities have initiated
GakKz2L) t20Fté AYyAGAFGA@®SEAa (2 SRdzOFGS (GKS WhAdeo t A O 2y
these tavns do not have the total variety of goods and services needed to sustain a complete economic

way of life, they, nevertheless, do provide important linkagrd recreational/social outletwithin their

area.

Social cohesion that wagncea trademark of ural 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.

bSs 2NJ 82dzyISNI NBaAARSYy(Ga 2FGS8Sy R2 y20 Kidh§ GKS f
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. i@c leadership is a sigi@ant concern for local communities which has prompted

the development of various leadership training programs.
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Thisregion has numerousommunity festivals and celebrations that attract significant visitor interest.

These events rangieom small townS @S y (i & = Rhéita® Restivéd [A&2t I = AGC¢NRAIf 51 8a¢
GxAyS3AFN cSatyal fawr ¥Pawzaté&PE ¢ KNRBERAIYErldgdge2 gé Ay
communities such aé{ AT T f Ay Q {édzy RS NJ. DR & i (i idd Abdmjeénand ©F A &NE 2 dzii K
511201 {41 G4S HedeseNbrations/areloppdidinitids for shertrm economic gains and

guality of life marketing. Trsmevents help give an identity to local residents. This image contributes to

GKS F NBF Qa A RShsésidenis@andnisftorsi KS YAy Ra 27
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Economic Development Characteristics and Conditions
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following tables. The data sets summarize changes, trends, and circumstances that directly affect the
SO2y2YAO0 RS@OSt xibeSeivnalldtaivBiybé domdaredstaté KSy S @S
and national numbers. Thisformation is not intended to fully document or prove any partayboints

of view. Rather, data sets A f f

aSyasS 2F K2g

Table 6: Land Area and Population by Count§2010)

Land Area Persons per

County Population | (Square Miles)| 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 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

0KS NBIAZ2Y

Brown @unty is the largest iierms ofpopulation,land massand persons per square mil®©ur & I G S Q &
3 and 9" largest cities (Aberdeen and Huron) are located in Brown and Beadle coantiearethe

major employmen&nd trade hubs

The NECOG@egion experienced a nedecreasein population between 2000 and 20100nly three
counties experienced population growthiTwo of these counties saw increases due to each having a
large community that serves as a regional hubhe counties with the largest population losses are
typically heaitly dependent upon agriculture arisolated from largepopulation centers Table7 shows

the changes in populatioof the counties within NECO®etween2000 and 2010 three quarters of the

NECOG counties and just over 80% of all of NEGDGO2 YYdzy A G A S &

tf2aid

LJ2 LJdzt I G A 2
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Table7: Population History

% %

Change | Change

2000 1930
County 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2010 2010
Beadle 22917| 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.&ensus

A significant issue for the NECOG rural areas is an increasingly aged population as ymitvagian
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 agal66 is higher than the state and nationally
percentage (Table 9).

Table 8: MediamAge (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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Table9: Population (%over 65by 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 populationwill likely follow past patterns and decline slightly over the next ten years.
While the two urban areas will likely show increasesl a limited humber of pocketed areas of growth
will also continue throughout the regionDramatic changemay be experienced in communities with
small popuhtions as was the case over the past ten yedtrss expected that as the population of
smallercommunities @cline, there may be a shifttmthe larger communities of the county and region.
These shifts mape accelerated bythe loss of a major employer or local schodlhose communities
under 200 in population are in the most danger of decliremgl they make the largest percentage of
communities in the region as displayedHigure 9

Many of these communities once contained several competing businesses and are now fortunate to
have one \able establishment. dcal schools have beawmnsolidated 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 NECO@&gion in FigurelO. 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 shajWith far more young then old be represied on the
pyramid. In the NECOG region the population challenge is clear with the largest age groups falling
between 4559 years of age which would demonstrate negative population growth.
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Figure 9 Percent of NECOG Communities by Municipal Class

# of Municipalities by Population
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Income

When looking at theercentageof people below the poverty rate, six of the twelgeunties in NECAa
region have poverty rates k@l the statewide average of318% McPherson and Marshall Counties
havethe highest percentage at are over%9and Brown County is the onlyunty under 10%.

Table10: Median Family, Per Capita Income and
Percent of Persons Balv Poverty

% of

Median People

Family Per Capita | Below

County Income Income Poverty
Beadle $ 57909 $ 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 $ 55547 $ 22,537 16.5%
Hand $ 51974 $ 23,595 14.0%
McPherson $ 44946| $ 19,879 19.3%
Marshall $ 56,490 $ 21,367 19.6%
Potter $ 55034 $ 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 2002011

Median Family Income in the NECOG region ranges from $44,946 in McPherson County to $62,281 in
Spink County. Brown and SpinkCounties are the only counties to have Median Family Incomes
exceeding the State averagand no ounty exceeds the national averagewith the exception of
McPhersorCounty, all cantieshavea MedianFamilylncomeof at least 8@6 of the State average.

Percentage of people below poverty ranges from 9.7% to 19.6%, which compares to a statewide
percentage of 138%. Half of the twelve NEC@@inties are above the statewide poverty rate and ene
third are above the national rate.

Table 11 Median Family Income (2011 Estimate)

Median | Median

County Income Income | 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%
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Faulk $ 55,547 90.4% 86.4%
Hand $ 51,974 84.6% 80.8%
McPherson $ 44946| 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

Sourcehttp://factfinder.census.gov

Tablel2: Per Capita Personal Income

%
Change

2010

County 2000 2005 2010 2011 2011
Beadle $ 28,109| $ 34324 $ 40,433| $ 48,057| 18.9%
Brown $ 28571 $ 38,098 $ 43964| $ 50,274| 14.4%
Campbell $ 26,910 $ 31,928| $ 42,226 $ 62,956| 49.1%
Day $ 22641 $ 27,012 $ 37,776 $ 45836| 21.3%
Edmunds $ 26887 $ 38337 $ 42,737 $ 64,239| 50.3%
Faulk $ 26,788 $ 31,386 $ 38,161| $ 61,877| 62.1%
Hand $ 29,678 $ 38963 $ 36,990 $ 58,614 58.5%
McPherson $ 23450 $ 32,352 $ 34,500 $ 44,401 28.7%
Marshall $ 23,047 $ 26,926 $ 37,630 $ 47,600| 26.5%
Potter $ 34625 $ 37984 $ 56,852 $ 70,706| 24.4%
Spink $ 30,373| $ 37953 $ 50,383| $ 71,305| 41.5%
Walworth $ 24554| $ 29422| $ 35676] $ 40,035] 12.2%
South Dakota| $ 26,421| $ 33,306 $ 39,558| $ 44,217| 11.8%

Sourcehttp://bea.gov/index.htm

{ 2 dzl K 5 kricabitapefséanalihdome has increaseby a significant percentage in every county
over the past year andecade Per capita personal income rates generally increased at the highest rate
in Counties with a lowgpopulation and primarily reliant on thegaiculture sector. All of theozinties in

the NECOGegion experienced increases at a fagtate than the State aawhole.

Labor Force

Table13 showsthe labor force statistics for thawvelve-county regionover the past siyears. With the
exception of the mostrecent recession the overall unemployment rates have remained low in the
NECOGegionand the Sate in general. demployment rates havéegun to trend down after rising
between 2009 an@011 Dayand MarshallCounieswere the only two ounties to have unemployment
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rates hit at least 6%uring this time Presently Day, McPherson, Marshall and Walw&@tunties are

the onlycountiesin the region with an unemployment rate higher than the statewide averagg @b

for August2013. HandCounty had the lowest unemployment rate 26% inAugust 2013 Even though

dzy SYLJX 28 YSyd NI UGSa NBYFIAY (2463 (k&daB 28 YBWDSYy Il B8
which may include people having more than one job or someone working below their skill level

Labor force in theNECOQ@egion has grown from9,785 in 20070 50,325in August 2013a 1% increase
during thissevenyearperiod.

Table 13 Labor Force Statisti¢ggugust- 2007to 2013)

County Year | Labor Force| Employed | Unemployed | Unemployment
2007 9,520 9,310 210 2.20%
2008 9,820 9,600 220 2.30%
2009 9,705 9,365 340 3.50%
Beadle 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%
2007 21,050 20,595 455 2.20%
2008 21,125 20,615 510 2.40%
2009 20,865 20,150 715 3.40%
Brown 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%
2007 820 800 20 2.70%
2008 855 835 20 2.50%
2009 875 840 35 4.20%
Campbell 2010 855 820 35 4.00%
2011 835 800 35 4.00%
2012 810 780 30 3.80%
2013 830 800 30 3.60%
2007 2,880 2,765 115 4.00%
2008 2,985 2,875 110 3.70%
2009 3,005 2,825 180 6.00%
Day 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%
2007 2,045 1,995 50 2.50%
2008 2,060 2,005 55 2.80%
2009 1,970 1,910 60 3.10%
Edmunds 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%
2007 1,910 1,860 50 2.60%
2008 1,990 1,940 50 2.50%
2009 1,995 1,940 55 2.70%
Hand 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%
2007 1,090 1,055 35 3.20%
2008 1,145 1,105 40 3.60%
2009 1,175 1,115 60 5.30%
McPherson 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%
2007 2,075 2,010 65 3.20%
2008 2,185 2,115 70 3.30%
2009 2,150 2,050 100 4.70%
Marshall 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%
2007 1,295 1,255 40 2.90%
2008 1,365 1,325 40 2.90%
2009 1,350 1,310 40 3.00%
Potter 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%
2007 3,305 3,210 95 2.90%
2008 3,370 3,280 90 2.70%
2009 3,525 3,410 115 3.20%
Spink 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%
2007 2,725 2,645 80 3.00%
2008 2,750 2,645 105 3.80%
2009 2,750 2,630 120 4.40%
Walworth
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%

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%

NECOG 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%

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%

South Dakota | 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://dir.sd.gov/Imic
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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 participatites in the nation. In
1990, 2000and 2010, participation by women in the workforce in South Dakota outpaced the rest of
the nation. In the NECQ€&gion, women participated ithe labor force at a rate of 8 in 2010 leadly

the highestparticipationrates in Brown and Bead{@ounty

Table 14 also illustrates the number of women in the labor force with gehool and schoedged
children. South Dakota has a lower percentage of female workers witlsghveol or schoeaged
children compared to the &t of the nation. Further, the percentage of women in the workforce with
schootaged children within NECOGis just below the State average. However as shown Faulk,
McPherson and/arshall Counties have greatly higher numbers from 70% to 86%.

Tablel4: Women in the Work Forcé2010)

% of Total
% of Total Women Women
Women 16+ | Women 16+ | 16+ Years in 16+ Years in
Women Yearsinthe| Yearsinthe | the Labor the Labor
16+ Years | Percentage| Labor Force| Labor Force | Force With | Force With
Total in the of Total With With Children Children
Women 16+ Labor Womenl16+| Children <6 | Children <6 from 6-17 from 6-17
County Years Force Years Years Years Years 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 b showsthe breakdown of nodfarm and salaried workers by counand economic sector.
Brown County showed the highest average annsalary for its residents at $33,4&hd McPherson
County showed the least at $24,0822010.

Table B: Non-Farm Wage and Salaried Workers by Indust2910
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Natural Resources/Mining 143 | $ 39,251 170 | $ 34,716 -1 $ - -1 $ -
Construction 369 | $ 40,390 986 | $ 41,137 8| $ 31,231 68| $ 36,006
Manufacturing 1,580| $ 34,262| 2,458 $ 40,095 -1 % - 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 -1 $ - -1 $ -
Financial Activities 434 | $ 39,037 994 | $ 45,794 22| $ 45,824 9% | $ 30,814
Professional/Business Service 310| $ 35,355 1,838 $ 39,487 5| $ 15,452 35| $ 29,888
Education/Health Services 1,224 $ 31,491 3,231| $ 39,796 221 $ 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 -1 $ - 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

© © © ©

> =) =) >

n c c c _ c
B 2 x 2| © 2| B b
= o S = © ‘_Cg S © ‘_Cg @ © %
% 8 & L 3 N T 3 N g 8 N

- g g g g

< < < <
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 -1 $ - 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 -1 $ - 7| % 21,188
Financial Activities 55| $ 36,909 23| $ 45,120 -1 $ - 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 80| $ 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| $ 25988 | 1,529| $ 27,362
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Natural Resources/Mining 25| $ 23,800 22| $ 35801 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| $ 9530| 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/Locatiofl ools--DatalLocateYourBusiness.aspx

Table16 showsthe commuting pattens of workers in the NECQ€&gion. EdmundsCountyhad the
highestcommuting timewith a mean travel time o8.2 minutes. Many of the workers in Edmunds
County are likely commuting to Aberdeen for work. This is typitahy of the rural and small
community regdents within the regionwho must travel to larger communities for workln contrast
those residents living in countiewith larger communities¢ Aberdeen and Hurorhave shorter

commuting times.

Table B: Travel Time to Work by County (2031

8
5 f°
2 c %_ g 3 g P S 2
] = = X ge] < 7 3] = = =
S| 8| S| ®| £| B| §| &| | B| 5| ¢ 2
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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 10ninutes | 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 t029 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
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Business and Economic Development

Visitor sales have increasedah but two countiesn the NECOG regiooetween2007 and 2010 Hand
and FaullCounties havéhe highest total visitor salesWhile Beadle and Brown County have the largest
overall visitor saleby munty and are the primary retail hubs of the regjdiney did not see the ighest
percentage increases bypunty.

Table I7: Esimated Total Visitor Sales (20072010

%

Change

2007

County 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010
Beadle $ 10,153,97¢ $ 10,041,212 $ 10,348,078 $ 10,437,664 2.8%
Brown $ 20,572,420 $ 22,131,129 $ 24,159,574 $ 26,493,10¢ 28.8%
Campbell $ 939,90( $ 1,014,409 $ 1,184,506| $ 1,057,98{ 12.6%
Day $ 3,476,949 $ 4,131,031 $ 4,428,085 $ 4,463,77( 28.4%
Edmunds $ 1649615 $ 1,869,464 $ 1,781,42§ $ 1,703,67] 3.3%
Faulk $ 1,782,763 $ 2,071,137 $ 1,950,881 $ 2,602,90] 46.0%
Hand $ 1,859,75¢ $ 1,946,660 $ 2,840,563 $ 3,084,44( 65.9%
McPherson $ 911,14( $ 639,19 $ 671,66 $ 725,62 -20.4%
Marshall $ 2924304 $ 3,317,967 $ 3,165,763 $ 2,720,67¢ -7.0%
Potter $ 3652409 $ 4,351,813 $ 4,439,624 $ 4,763,80] 30.4%
Spink $ 3,031,401 $ 3,563,474 $ 3,744,289 $ 4,287,14) 41.4%
Walworth $ 4,749874 $ 5,997,629 $ 5,985,376 $ 6,257,99( 31.8%
South Dakota| $ 941,057,935 $ 967,028,692 $ 962,702,704 $ 1,059,201,417 12.6%

Sourcewww.sdvisit.com/tools/research/archives.asp

Tablel8 showsthe taxable sales by county between 2046d 202, which provides a good measure of
the size of the economic output of each of the counties in the regiBmwn County has by far the
largest taxale sales at neaylthree times that of the nextaunty and 52% of the total taxable salies
the NECOGegion. Eleven of the twelve aunties have shown a positive increase over the past three
years with only Day County showing a sharp decrease, but titeinckease over the past two years.
The NECOf&gion represent®% ofthe 8 I 1§Q& G2G+t €t GFrEF6fS &bt Sao
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Table B: Taxable Sales by County (2012012

Percentage
Change
County 2010 2011 2012 20102012
Beadle $ 265,370,881 $  295,763,156| $ 316,247,931 19.2%
Brown $ 795,523,984 $ 826,641,199 $ 912,647,64( 14.7%
Campbell $ 15,644,664 $ 15,843,68| $ 17,402,974 11.2%
Day $ 196,208,457 $ 67,270,23| $ 72,600,096| -63.0%
Edmunds $ 48,575,294 $ 53,462,89| $ 49,344,541 1.6%
Faulk $ 18,578,73( $ 21,558,96| $ 22,123,31§ 19.1%
Hand $ 45,266,509 $ 47,092,69| $ 49,078,171 8.4%
McPherson | $ 22,074,674 $ 22,022,224 $ 23,523,66( 6.6%
Marshall $ 57,532,224 $ 65,652,08( $ 73,608,189 27.9%
Potter $ 31,868,611 $ 32,372,03] $ 35,312,26Y 10.8%
Spink $ 73,308,755| $ 80,744,85| $ 80,969,624 10.5%
Walworth $ 93,056,281 $ 100,299,584 $ 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%
Sourcehttp://www.state.sd.us/drr2/businesstax/statistics/statistics.htm
¢ KS t dzf € CIFOl2NJ YSI adzZNBa GKS NBfIl GABS éﬁNS)/EIGK 27T

Pull Factor = City retail sales per capita

State retail sales per capita

A Pull Factoigherthan 1 suggests that the community isrgerating per capita salesith a drawing

power greater than leakaged t dzf £ CIF OG0 2NJ f Saa GKIYy M &adzzasSada Gl

less than the leakages.

There were twentyone communities inthe NECOGegion with a Pull Factor higher thdnand forty-
three communitieswith a Pull Bctor belowl. Table19 shows the Pull Rctor for all communities within
the NECOG region for which data was availalifach ounty is also ligd with their individual Pull

Factor.
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Table B: RetailPull Factors (2012

Per Capita
Population Retail Sales| Pull

City County 2010 Retail Sales 2012 2012 Factor
Cavour Beadle 114 | $ 856,58 $ 7,513.89 0.61
Hitchcock Beadle 91| $ 429911 $ 4,724.37 0.38
Huron Beadle 12592 | $ 203,001,801 $ 16,121.49 1.31
Wessington Beadle 170 | $ 2,190,68( $ 12,886.35 1.05
Wolsey Beadle 376 | $ 2,520,45/ $ 6,703.33 0.54
Yale Beadle 108 | $ 318,84 $ 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 | $ 464,96 $ 3,418.86 0.28
Frederick Brown 199 | $ 551,95 $ 2,773.65 0.23
Groton Brown 1458 | $ 14,163,381 $ 9,714.26 0.79
Hecla Brown 227 % 2,888,27{ $ 12,723.70 1.03
Stratford Brown 72| $ 237,89{ $ 3,304.08 0.27
Warner Brown 457 | $ 804,68 $ 1,760.80 0.14
Westport Brown 133 | $ 4,132,26] $ 31,069.64 2.52
Brown 36531| $ 615,378,660 $ 16,845.38 1.37

Herred Campbell 438 | $ 7,580,811 $ 17,307.81 1.40
Mound City Campbell 71| $ 282,03 $ 3,972.27 0.32
Pollock Campbell 241 | $ 1,580,38] $ 6,557.60 0.53
Campbell 1466 | $ 9,469,08/ $ 6,459.13 0.52

Andover Day 91| $ 155,88/ $ 1,713.02 0.14
Bristol Day 341 | $ 1,880,977| $ 5,516.06 0.45
Grenville Day 54| $ 880,65 $ 16,308.50 1.32
Pierpont Day 135| % 489,78 $ 3,628.05 0.29
Roslyn Day 183 | $ 2,515,974 $ 13,748.49 1.12
Waubay Day 576 | $ 2,784,10] $ 4,833.51 0.39
Webster Day 1886 | $ 38,689,654 $ 20,514.13 1.67
Day 5710| $ 47,436,514 $ 8,307.62 0.67

Bowdle Edmunds 502 | $ 6,666,43] $ 13,279.74 1.08
Hosmer Edmunds 208 | $ 828,221 $ 3,981.85 0.32
Ipswich Edmunds 954 | $ 10,323,495 $ 10,821.27 0.88
Roscoe Edmunds 329 | $ 4,467,99( $ 13,580.52 1.10
Edmunds 4071 | $ 22,370,884 $ 5,495.18 0.45

Cresbard Faulk 104 | $ 629,70] $ 6,054.83 0.49
Faulkton Faulk 736 | $ 7,212,18] $ 9,799.16 0.80
Onaka Faulk 15| $ 81,98 $ 5,465.95 0.44
Orient Faulk 63| % 1,568,32] $ 24,894.09 2.02
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Seneca Faulk 38| % 1,512,72] $ 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| % 266,411 $ 4,296.98 0.35
St. Lawrence | Hand 198 | $ 1,144,73( $ 5,781.49 0.47

Hand 3431 | $ 30,511,451 $ 8,892.88 0.72
Britton Marshall 1241 | $ 33,791,994 $ 27,229.65 2.21
Eden Marshall 89| % 1,415,81] $ 15,907.98 1.29
Lake City Marshall 51| % 984,06 $ 19,295.29 1.57
Langford Marshall 313 | $ 1,929,47( $ 6,164.46 0.50
Veblen Marshall 531 | $ 1,634,121 $ 3,077.44 0.25

Marshall 4656 | $ 39,902,531 $ 8,570.13 0.70
Eureka McPherson 868 | $ 11,294,935 $ 13,012.60 1.06
Leola McPherson 457 | $ 3,672,60]{ $ 8,036.33 0.65
Long Lake McPherson 31| $ 70,80{ $ 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 | $ 4,444.27) $ 10,946.49 0.89
Lebanon Potter 47 | $ 87,63{ $ 1,864.55 0.15
Tolstoy Potter 36| % 113,89] $ 3,163.68 0.26

Potter 2329 | $ 19,131,772 $ 8,214.59 0.67
Ashton Spink 122 | $ 278,88{ $ 2,285.98 0.19
Brentford Spink 77| % 196,16{ $ 2,547.64 0.21
Conde Spink 140 | $ 670,94 $ 4,792.47 0.39
Doland Spink 180 | $ 1,776,26{ $ 9,868.13 0.80
Frankfort Spink 149 | $ 922,000 $ 6,187.96 0.50
Mellette Spink 210 | $ 1,597,15( $ 7,605.48 0.62
Northville Spink 143 | $ 471,20] $ 3,295.11 0.27
Redfield Spink 2333 | $ 48,039,399 $ 20,591.26 1.67
Tulare Spink 207 | $ 1,493,591 $ 7,215.45 0.59
Turton Spink 48 | $ 63,301 $ 1,318.75 0.11

Spink 6415 | $ 56,389,259 $ 8,790.22 0.71
Akaska Walworth 4121 $ 429,98{ $ 10,237.72 0.83
Glenham Walworth 105 | $ 635,31} $ 6,050.58 0.49
Java Walworth 129 $ 190,58{ $ 1,477.40 0.12
Mobridge Walworth 3465| $ 57,124,880 $ 16,486.26 1.34
Selby Walworth 642 | $ 6,145,93{ $ 9,573.11 0.78

Walworth 5438 | $ 64,656,694 $ 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

Sourcehttp://www.state.sd.us/drr2/businesstax/statistics/statistics.htm
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Tables 20 and 2&how thenumber of business births and deaths and the numberropleyment births

and deaths by @unty. As a region we are not increasing our businesses andgmeht atthe same

rate as the &te 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 Busines®Births and Deaths

Net 2007
2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | Total 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 EmploymentBirths and Deaths

Net 2007
2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | Total 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 issudor the region is access to financial capital for business development and expansion. To help
address this issue, NECOG created the NECOG Development Corporation-INEGO®E4. NECOG
DCis a nonprofit corporation promoting economic aelopment andjob creation in astern South

Dakota. NECO®Q a
Aa (2 LINRPGARS 3L FAYLFIYyOAy3s
meet tradiional financing requirements.

of nearly$53million.

iNdtheSeto replace the role that banks play in the region. NEGQGQ &

f SaasSy Nrala Gz
Since 1994, NEQQ@®as loaned ovei$11.8 million in
financing to overl81 new or expanding businessesstdting in the creation of 1,60pbs NECO®C
has several different loan fundgom four different sources Between2007 and 201NECO@Chas
made65 loans to businesses in the region totaling o$8rl million and havinga total economic impact
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Table 22 NECOGevelopment Corporatiohoan Activity2007-2013

Total
Number Dollar Total
of Amount of Jobs Economic
County Loans Loans Created/Retained 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
NECO&C 65 $5,144,485 685 $53,207,770

Source: NECOBevelopment Cgporation

Housing

¢CKS AYLENIFYOS 2F K2dz@iy3d (2 | NBIA2yQa RSOSt 2 LY

overlooked. Housingonditions influencéboth the quality of life and economic vitality. The following
data provides a minimal snapshot of housing factors.

Table23 showsthe distribution ofhousing units in NEC@G1 iof&s 8f the 2011 American Community
Survey The vast majority of housinmits within the region are single family homeBeadle and Brown
County havea large number of multiple family homes 25% and 27% and this is typical for larger areas
with larger populations Mobile home or trailer unitén Potter County make up 28&f the total housing
units and arenearly twice that of any otheraunty. Potter County has several housing areas along the
Missouri river where the predominant housing unit isn@bile home or trailer. These areas are
primarily seasonal and take advagta of the recreational opportunities #t the river provides.
Remaining ounties have high percentages of single family hommaedin many caes lack the option of
multiple family units
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Table23: Housing Unitg2017])

Percentage Percentage Percentage

Total of Total of Total Mobile of Total

Housing Single Housing Multiple Housing Home or Housing

County Units Family Units Family Units Other 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%

Sourcehttp://factfinder2.census.govACS 2002011

Aging housing infrastructure is a major challenge, particularly in rural afedd& COG Table24 shows
the age of the existing housing stock for each couwrithin the NECOG regidrased on 201 American

Community Surveylata. Regarding housing stock that dates back to 1969 or earlier, 44% of South
K 2 dz& A yYoedore 31969. OAll ofgthe SNEGD@ A i A S &
average of housg stock built before 1969, with Brown County being ttlosest at 54% and all other

511241 Q4

SEOSSR

counties between 60% and 69%. In Campbell, McPherson, Potter andGpinkies each ounty has

had 5% or less of their housing stdukilt between 2000 and 2010The State average is 14% and no

county in the NECOG region meets thei | &ver&pa.
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Table24: Age of Housing StogR011)

Beadle Brown Campbell Day Edmunds Faulk Hand
Total Housing Units 8,303 16,627 869 3,640 1,980 1,160 1,815
Built 20002011 728 1,619 46 221 121 115 154
% of Total Housing Units 9% 10% 5% 6% 6% 10% 8%
Built 19901999 567 1,619 95 234 265 73 171
% of Total Housing Units 7% 10% 11% 6% 13% 6% 9%
Built 19801989 576 992 68 199 153 91 85
% of Total Housing Units 7% 6% 8% 5% 8% 8% 5%
Built 19701979 1,157 3,200 71 610 184 93 230
% of Total Housing Units 14% 19% 8% 17% 9% 8% 13%
Built 19601969 691 1,835 85 336 223 88 192
% of Total Housing Units 8% 11% 10% 9% 11% 8% 11%
Built 19501959 1,381 1,702 118 418 217 123 157
% of Total Housing Units 17% 10% 14% 11% 11% 11% 9%
Built 19401949 629 1,094 50 253 132 72 132
% of Total Housing Unitg 8% 7% 6% 7% 7% 6% 7%
Built 1939 or earlier 2,574 4,566 336 1,369 685 505 694
% of Total Housing Unitg 31% 27% 39% 38% 35% 44% 38%
South
McPherson | Marshall Potter Spink | Walworth | NECOG Dakota
Total Housing Units 1,401 2,545 1,631 3,154 3,017 34,394 361,057
Built 20002011 51 171 60 142 225 3,004 49,995
% of Total Housing Unitg 4% 7% 4% 5% 7% 9% 14%
Built 19901999 91 166 116 221 203 3,024 48,753
% of Total Housing Unitg 6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 9% 14%
Built 19801989 104 156 179 274 148 2,164 38,119
% of Total Housing Units 7% 6% 11% 9% 5% 6% 11%
Built 19701979 214 444 301 521 548 5,545 63,493
% of Total Housing Units 15% 17% 18% 17% 18% 16% 18%
Built 19601969 131 347 198 279 398 3,450 32,192
% of Total Housing Unitg 9% 14% 12% 9% 13% 10% 9%
Built 19501959 136 428 177 336 425 4,116 35,312
% of Total Housing Units 10% 17% 11% 11% 14% 12% 10%
Built 19401949 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 Unitg 38% 25% 32% 39% 25% 31% 20%

Source:http://factfinder2.census.go\ACS 20072011
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Table 25 shows the distribution of the existing housing stock based on home values.

{41 0SQa mzampdisgrd ad2 0]
nine of the twelve NECO®Gumnties have between 60% and 82%tloé value oftheir housing

stock below $100,000 Brown County (38%) is right at the Stateerage and they are the only

county that is close to the State averagghis isdue in lage part to the age of the housing stock

as notedin the previous table
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Table 25 Housingvalues(2011)

Total

Owner $50,000 | $100,000| $150,000| $200,000| $300,000
Occupied| Less to to to to to $500,000
County Units $50,000 | $99,999 | $149,999| $199,999| $299,999| $499,000| 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 2002011

Education

Thisregion 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 studentsand offers41 undergraduate bachelor deges, 9 master degree programs and various
associate degree and certificate®Northern State is known for theiEducation and Business degrees.
Presentation Collegbas a current enroliment 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 relatedgoaons and are best known for theiursing program

Thisregion does have a few other options for educaad goportunities. Huron Communityapus
partners with highly respected South Dakota colleges and universities to provide a comprehensive men

of courses and classes.

Huron Community Campus.

Testnership offers educational options for students of all levels to invest in
themselves in order to achieve professional and personal goasirses are provided on site at the

accredited college classes in Mobridge.

In 2012 Sitting Bull College in Fort Yates, North Dakota began offering

In addition teséhopportunities New Tec, Inc. located in
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Aberdeen is avork 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 statewideraye. Residents in the NECOG

region areslightlylesst A { St & GKIy G(4KS NBad 2F (GKS adlRrbesQa NBA
2yfe uwp:r 2F GKS NBaARSyida 2F (GKA&a NB3IAZ2Y KI @GS |y
average of 2%. Compared to the United Stagein generalresidents in the NECO@gion are more

likely to have at least achieved a high school diplomaproximately15% of the national population

has no high school diplomavhereas onlyl3% of residents within theNECOGegion have no high

school diploma. However, the national population has a slightly higher percentage of individuals that

have achiegd an Associaf@ degree or highei36%) than idividuals inthe NECOG region (.

Figurell: EducationAttainment
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Source:http://factfinder.census.gov ACS 2002011
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Table26 shows the enroliment changes between 200and 2.1 for the thirty school districts located
within the NECOG@egion. Overall, the sta saw school enrollment increa806% during this period. In
the NECOGregion, eleven schools experienced enrollment increases whdixteen experienced

enrollment declinesand three schools districts closed and combined with another distfsterall the
NECOGegion experienced an increase of 1%7

Table26: Change in Enrollmer{f2007-2011)

Percentage
K-12 K-12 K-12 Change in
Enrolk Enrolk K-12 K-12 Enrolk School
Home ment ment Fall | Enrollment | Enrollment | ment Fall | Enrollment
District Name County Fall2011 2010 Fall 2009 Fall 2008 2007 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%
WolseyWessington 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 SchodDistrict 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
WaubaySchool 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 PublicSchool 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 AreeSchool 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%
HitchcockTulare School District | Spink 229 221 235 238 240 -4.58%
Northwestern Area School Distric{ 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
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