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Purpose 
  
The First District Association of Local Governments (First District) has prepared this 
ñComprehensive Economic Development Strategyò (CEDS) to analyze the economic and 
community development needs of First Districtôs eleven-county region in northeast and east 
central South Dakota and develop a guide for future community and economic efforts.  
  

Figure 1:  First District Member Counties and Municipalities (Service Area) 

  

SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION 
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The CEDS is a continuous planning process that involves public (government) and private for- 
profit and non-profit sectors tasked with identifying short-term and long-term regional 
development issues/needs and developing goals, objectives, and strategies to address 
economic development priorities. 
 
The CEDS summarizes various development priorities; however its overall effectiveness as a 
planning tool depends on individual local governments, organizations, and businesses.  Other 
than the control First District exercises of its own staff and operations, this CEDS is strictly 
advisory.  First District continues to actively pursue partnership-oriented strategies as it works to 
fulfill its mission for the region, and First District will utilize and promote the CEDS as a guide for 
regional community and economic development initiatives.  The value of the CEDS to the First 
District region is its ability: 
 

¶ To accurately describe northeast and east central South Dakota in terms of political, 
geographic, economic, and social relationships; 

¶ To provide a clear vision for the future; 

¶ To identify regional development issues and priorities; 

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

¶ To outline an organizational structure that meets basic service demands and local fiscal 
realities; and 

¶ To be a relevant planning guide. 
 
The CEDS is based upon a five-year planning period from 2012-2016.  The success of the 
region and this CEDS depends upon having strong leadership at both the regional and local 
levels.  The regionôs progress can be measured both quantitatively, by reviewing relevant data 
trends, jobs created, investment, etc., or qualitatively, such as changes in attitudes, perceptions 
about the region, etc.     
 
The CEDS is a valuable tool for identifying common challenges and opportunities.  Projects can 
be developed over the five-year planning period at the regional and local levels to address the 
identified challenges and opportunities.  It is hoped that the CEDS will become a mechanism 
through which more collaboration among communities will occur to help overcome common 
challenges in a way that reduces duplication of efforts and more efficiently addresses 
community concerns.  As a tool for area leaders, the CEDS offers both insights and information 
that will improve the odds of success.   

 

Strategy Committee   
 
The First District Association of Local Governmentsô Governing Body serves as the CEDS 
Strategy Committee.  It has the membership characteristics to meet EDAôs requirements 
including representation from the private and public sector.  A membership roster is submitted to 
EDA for its review on an annual basis.  In addition to the committee, the CEDS relies upon input 
from a variety of sources including individuals with expertise in the following areas:  
 

¶ Agriculture  

¶ Economic 
Development  

¶ Education  

¶ Finance  

¶ Governmental 
Affairs  

¶ Healthcare  

¶ Housing  

¶ Planning & Zoning  

¶ Private Business   

¶ Tourism  

¶ Tribal Development
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The CEDS Strategy Committee is a key component in the development of the CEDS, but it is 
only one of several ñplayersò involved in economic development.  The CEDS draws upon wide 
ranging expertise and works to complement existing planning efforts occurring at the state, 
regional and local levels.  Various communities and economic development groups within the 
First District region have undertaken their own strategic planning efforts.  Where applicable, this 
CEDS has drawn upon these efforts as an additional resource for identifying challenges, 
strengths, and potential projects.  The CEDS committee will also work closely with local 
development groups and other regional organizations to broaden strategy participation and 
effectiveness.     

 

Process 
 

The First District will incorporate several basic elements to complete a multi-faceted planning 
process.  Each part has a relationship to the whole regional ñpicture.ò  This document includes:  
 

¶ An analysis of development problems and opportunities; 

¶ A regional description and examination;  

¶ A review of strategic assets and liabilities;  

¶ An economic overview and analysis;  

¶ A set of development goals and objectives;  

¶ A review of planning participants and partners;  

¶ A regional action plan and implementation activities;  

¶ A methodology for measuring outcomes and accomplishments.  
 

This CEDS also provides references to various resources available to assist in the 
implementation of the identified objectives and proposed projects.   
  
Upon completion, the CEDS will be distributed to various interested constituencies throughout 
the region.  First District will work to inform interested parties on the availability of the CEDS and 
its use as a planning tool.  First District will maintain a website in which to post the CEDS, 
making it freely available on an on-going basis.  Over time, as the regionôs needs change, First 
Districtôs annual Scope of Work will also evolve in order to reflect these changes.    
 

  



First District Association of Local Governments: 2012-2016 CEDS Page 6 

 

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

Strengths 
 Identify and analyze economic clusters within the region.   
Education:  The First District is fortunate to have two South Dakota public universities, three 
private universities and one two-year technical institute located within the First District.  These 
institutions of higher learning are major sources of advanced training.  The presence of these 
institutions within the First District plays a major role in maintenance of the existing economy 
and promotion of potential economic development.  These institutions are actively involved in 
the promotion of the economic vitality of the region. 
 
In addition to the post-secondary education opportunities, there are thirty-four 
elementary/secondary public school districts.  The presence of these local schools is an 
important element to a communityôs identity and economic development recruitment activities.  
 
Healthcare Services and Infrastructure: First District has a well-developed healthcare 
industry, which will serve to position the region in a good economic position particularly due to 
the aging of the population.  The region has six critical access hospitals, twelve rural health 
clinics, and a plethora of advanced healthcare services including the Prairie Lakes Cancer 
Center in Watertown, state of the art orthopedics and sports medicine, birthing centers, 
cardiopulmonary services, surgical intensive care, cardiovascular services, digital 
mammography, MRI and other diagnostic testing capabilities, and 24-hour emergency care.   
 
The access to these healthcare services is extremely important to the economy of the region in 
that it alleviates the need to travel to other regions to obtain these services. Further, it creates 
jobs in the healthcare field, a sector on the rise most likely due to the aging of the population.  
For these reasons, the region is more attractive to retirees.  Also, good access to healthcare is 
essential to keeping the regionôs workforce healthy, and one of the keys to economic 
development is having a good, healthy workforce. A healthy workforce is a productive one.  
 
Human Resources:  The First District has a skilled and talented labor force with a strong work 
ethic.  This is evidenced by the low unemployment rates within the area. 
 
  

SECTION 2 - DEVELOPMENT PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
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Location/Population Centers/Interstate 29 (I-29) Corridor:  The First District region benefits 
from the fact that Interstate 29 traverses the First District from north to south.  The location of 
the I-29 Corridor has allowed the First District region to experience increased economic and 
population growth, led by the Sioux Falls metro area, which has dominated economic and 
population growth in South Dakota over the last ten years.  There are five communities along 
the I-29 Corridor within the District that serve as population centers, two of the communities with 
populations over 20,000.  As these population hubs continue to grow there is an indirect benefit 
of assisting rural communities in their surrounding areas.  However, the further you get from 
First Districtôs population centers, the more common it is for rural communities to face the same 
challenges impacting rural communities in more sparsely populated parts of the state.  While the 
challenges facing the area are significant, many communities are making positive progress 
toward their economic and community development objectives.  There is a renewed emphasis 
on economic development and a strong sense of urgency to take any and all actions necessary 
to preserve the rural lifestyle.  Collaboration is crucial, and partnerships are being formed in 
order to leverage each othersô resources and cooperatively address common challenges.   
 
Natural Environment, Recreational Amenities, Active, Livable Communities:  The natural 
environment - rivers and lakes, abundant sunshine, clean air, and  abundant open spaces, 
combined with recreational opportunities within the region and livable communities has made 
the First District an area which offers an excellent quality of life. The quality of life presents 
opportunities for improving the long-term strength and health of the regional economy.    

 

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

 
Housing:  Housing has become a significant issue for small rural communities.  Much of the 
existing housing stock dates back several generations.  New homes are not readily available for 
individuals that are interested in moving to a small rural community.  While newer housing is 
needed, the risk involved with developing housing in rural areas is too high to entice private 
developers.  As a result, many communities have had to become creative and develop 
community-based housing development and rehabilitation projects to meet the housing needs of 
the community.  Housing is critical to economic development and it is becoming more widely 
recognized as a core component to a broad-based economic development strategy because it 
promotes a reliable workforce within the region, opportunities for people to live where they work, 
and a stable community that is invested in the future of the region. 
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Infrastructure:  Sound infrastructure provides a basis for economic development.  But for many 
rural communities in First Districtôs region, public infrastructure including streets, water, and 
sewer services has deteriorated.  Communities are working proactively to implement repair and 
replacement projects, but a declining local population makes this financially difficult.  A small 
population base must be relied upon to cover the cost of deferred repair and replacement of 
critical infrastructure that used to serve a much larger population.  The cost of these projects 
can be extremely expensive and result in higher water and sewer rates or local property taxes.  
Communities recognize that they must upgrade their infrastructure in order to attract and retain 
industries, but it is becoming increasingly difficult to do this financially. 
 
Lack of Access to Capital for Local Businesses:  The lack of access to capital for local 
businesses was in surveys and stakeholder input meetings as a major hindrance to economic 
development in the region.  This lack of access to capital is preventing new businesses to get 
started, and existing businesses from becoming stronger financially which would allow them to 
grow and begin hiring again.     
 
Population Loss:  The First District region contains both rural and urbanized areas.  The rural 
areas, particularly those located further away from urban corridors, are more challenged by the 
long-term changes occurring in the agricultural sector.  Rural communities once served as 
primary markets for goods and services to a large surrounding agricultural sector.  As fewer 
individuals are needed in agriculture, demand for local goods and services have declined.  
Development of other economic sectors has not kept pace sufficient to sustain rural economies.  
Jobs in new and innovative industries are not as readily available in the rural areas of the First 
District which thereby has resulted in a declining population.  A smaller population base makes 
it harder to maintain existing public infrastructure and other essential governmental services. 
 
Workforce:  When industries do locate in rural communities, or when existing businesses look 
to expand, the availability of a skilled labor force is another primary challenge.  Because of the 
increase in the number of retiring workers, combined with declining population in some counties 
and youth out-migration, local businesses are challenged to find adequate labor necessary to 
support expansion.  As a result, many industries look to expand elsewhere where labor is more 
readily available. 

 

Opportunities 
 
Education:  The First District region has an opportunity to expand its educational offerings to 
respond to future shifts in the economy.  There are two South Dakota public universities, three 
private universities and one two-year technical institute located within the First District.  The 
entities of higher education will continue to provide opportunities for educational experience and 
workforce development. 
 
Entrepreneurism:  The region should embrace the entrepreneurial spirit by promoting new 
enterprises where ideas advance into new products and new businesses. State-of-the-art 
communication, transportation and educational systems will be required, and the region should 
work to maintain a regulatory and tax environment that encourages the kind of creativity and risk 
taking that entrepreneurship requires. All industries in the First District will benefit from the 
economic enthusiasm, diversification, infrastructure and support the new knowledge-based 
economy will bring.   
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Healthcare:  With the 65+ population segment growing, there is and will be an opportunity in 
the healthcare industry to provide needed services to an older population.  
 
Housing:  While also listed as a weakness, older homes and vacant lots in many communities 
offer affordable housing alternatives and opportunities for new and redevelopment of the 
regionôs smaller communities.  
 
Main Street Projects: Vibrant, pedestrian friendly main streets are a key to economic 
development in a region. There are many areas in the region that are ripe for development and 
redevelopment. This presents an economic development opportunity to the small towns as well 
as the region as vibrant downtowns serve to bolster economic activity.  First District will continue 
to work with local economic development groups and chambers of commerce in assisting them 
in the revitalization or their main streets.   
 
Renewable Energy:  There is an opportunity to develop industries that can utilize corn and 
soybeans in the production of bio-fuels.  Further, with the more than adequate supply of wind 
the area of the First District is in an excellent position for the development of wind energy 
industries. 
 
Retirees / Baby Boomers:  There is and will continue to be an opportunity to provide services 
to retirees and baby boomers, as this population segment is growing at a rapid rate. 
 
Tourism:  Hunting, fishing and other natural outdoor activities will continue to make the First 
District region a desirable place to visit and vacation.  The First District region has an 
opportunity to continue to protect and enhance those amenities and to bolster tourism by adding 
more.    
 
Value Added Agriculture:  Agriculture is a key economic driver for the area.  With the location 
of South Dakota State University Department of Agriculture combined with existing bio-fuel 
production plants and milk processing facilities, the First District region is poised to expand upon 
agricultural opportunities. 
 
While agriculture, education, health and manufacturing industries will continue to be  primary 
economic drivers within the region, it is anticipated that the economy may also change towards 
knowledge and creative jobs and activities related to technology, research, design, and 
entrepreneurialism. Given past trends and future projections, the regional economy will certainly 
grow, but absent strategic guidance it may become something different than the local 
community desires. Therefore, having a sound economic development strategy in place will be 
critical for both the urban and rural portions of northeastern and east-central South Dakota. Any 
economic development strategy must be broadly conceived so that it represents the varying 
perspectives of a wide range of constituencies.   
 
Economic development efforts must recognize short-term needs as well as long term objectives.  
They must recognize both local and regional concerns. Improved collaboration and 
communication between and among communities and various economic sectors will be critical 
to the success of the region.  The CEDS is a vital part of this effort to create a proactive 
economic development strategy or plan aimed at diversifying, balancing, and stabilizing the 
regional economy.  As a result of the CEDS process, the role of regional planning organizations 
like First District will be increasingly important over the next several years.   
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Regional Survey 
 
First District conducted a region-wide survey to identify local and area priorities.  The survey 
instrument was provided to over 500 individuals representing 134 entities, including legislators, 
economic development professionals, city and county elected officials, city and county staff, 
state and regional organizations, nonprofits, private businesses, education officials and other 
development groups in the regions.  The survey was conducted between February and April 
2011.  Although it was not conducted to scientific standards, the survey provides a good gauge 
of some of the primary issues and concerns facing individuals, businesses and communities   
throughout the region.  A total of 155 surveys representing 71 entities were received.  The 
surveyôs findings are summarized below. 
 
The survey asked respondents to grade various issues that communities commonly face and 
assess which of these issues require more attention or the most improvement.  The survey 
focused on local and regional economic issues.  

 
ü Most Important Local Economic Development Issues  

 
¶ Attracting and retaining youth 

¶ Building rural main street business retention and expansion capacity and/or helping 
communities change the use of long vacant main street buildings from retail to other 
activities 

¶ Creating a better environment for entrepreneurship. 

¶ Improving access to Federal and State  assistance sources for community and economic 
development projects 

¶ Access to capital for new and existing business and/or creating innovative business 
financing options 

¶ Upgrading local public facilities 

 
Not surprisingly, youth engagement was seen as a primary issue as communities continue to 
grapple with youth out-migration issues and trying to facilitate new leadership in the community.  
Improving upon commercial retention and expansion as well as the promotion of 
entrepreneurship was seen as necessity in not only maintaining but enhancing the local 
economy. However, respondents also acknowledged that access to capital and necessary 
infrastructure improvements are prerequisites to economic development. 
 

Respondents were asked to assess the biggest assets of the region and the biggest challenges 
for the region related to attracting and encouraging economic development. 

 
ü Major Regional Economic Development Resources Identified As Being 

Important to Attract Economic Development 
 
¶ Quality of Life 

¶ Road system ï State Highways, I-29 

¶ Available skilled workers 

¶ Agricultural commodities 

¶ Telecommunications 

¶ Access to higher education 
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ü Major Challenges/Liabilities to Attracting and Encouraging Economic 
Development 

 
¶ Labor force 

¶ Population base 

¶ Availability of "spec" buildings and/or development property 

¶ Affordable housing 

¶ Distance and isolation from markets 

 
By far, the biggest asset identified was that this area is a good place to live ñquality of lifeò. Many 
respondents noted proximity to larger metropolitan areas such as Sioux Falls as primary assets 
or strengths. In addition, respondents repeatedly talked about location in terms of access to 
highways and Interstates. After location, the other major assets identified were excellent local 
schools, access to higher education, low taxes and a business-friendly climate, a trained and 
available workforce, strong agricultural economy, and good infrastructure/utilities.   
 
Some of the same areas that respondents listed as major assets also appeared as major 
challenges.  For example, workforce was the biggest challenge identified by respondents 
followed by maintaining the regionôs population base. In terms of workforce, respondents 
focused on the lack of available labor, whereas in the previous question respondents primarily 
identified workforce as a strength based on work ethic. Many communities identified the lack of 
available ñspecò buildings and/or commercial development property as well as affordable and 
quality housing necessary to capitalize on economic development opportunities as being 
deficient. 
 
To help address their economic and community concerns the regional survey asked 
respondents to identify the top keys to improving the local and regional economy 
 

ü Top Keys to Improve Local and Regional Economy  
 
¶ Attracting/retaining youth and young families  

¶ Skilled and available workforce  

¶ Retain/grow existing industry and attract new industry in order to diversify economy  

¶ Increase affordable housing opportunities  

¶ Maintain/enhance existing infrastructure  

¶ Improve communication and cooperation between governments and economic 
developers in region  

 
The ñkeysò to success identified by respondents tend to reflect the top issues previously 
identified.  Attracting and retaining youth and families was paramount.  Having safe and 
affordable housing available for these young families was also an identified objective.  Skilled 
labor is critical to meet the needs of businesses that want to locate or expand in the regionôs 
communities as well as the availability of adequate infrastructure.  Again, respondents pointed 
to the need to develop land and commercial buildings to accommodate expanding industries in 
order to attract industries to the community.   
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Committee Input 
 
The survey confirmed that the region perceives itself as being oriented toward agriculture. Few 
persons disagreed with the overall results when the survey responses were reviewed at public 
meetings. 
 
The CEDS Committee conducted a separate ñround tableò discussion on regional issues. Its 
assessment was compatible with the survey. The committeeôs view is summarized under seven 
headings. 
 
Labor 
 

¶ The region has underemployment. 

¶ Training and education opportunities are needed. 

¶ Workforce development is important. 
 
Growth 
 

¶ Economic diversification and small business development are priorities. 

¶ People need to be encouraged to move back to the area. 

¶ Venture capital is needed. 

¶ Job creation should be a primary focus. 
 

Agriculture 
 

¶ Farming is becoming a part-time occupation. Farmers need second jobs to meet expenses. 

¶ Farm related industries are needed. 
 
Natural Resources 
 

¶ The Glacial Lakes area is a major asset. 

¶ Natural resources, such as the lakes in the eleven-county area need to be protected. 
 
Tourism 
 

¶ The Lake Region needs to continue with promotion. 
 
Quality of Life 
 

¶ The region has exceptional assets to attract new residents. 

¶ Retirement services may offer development possibilities. 
 

Government Relations 
 

¶ Local officials need to be convinced, through education, that economic development is 
important. 

¶ More human resources are needed to follow through on projects and planning. 
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The committeeôs issues include problems that have solutions involving: 
 

¶ Organizational engagement (planning, coordination, education, etc.); 

¶ Individual initiative (entrepreneurship, attitude changes, etc.); 

¶ Program participation (project support, service delivery, etc.); and 

¶ Public involvement (policy support, community awareness, etc.). 

 
The CEDS lays the foundation for taking the region from issue understanding to cooperative 
action. This process will never really stop, as conditions evolve and participants change.  The 
issues provide a ñfabricò that links development interests together. They offer a perspective that, 
while often unspoken, is always present in development deliberations. In other words, 
regionalism and the interdependence of rural communities exist, whether the issues are acted 
upon collectively or not. Common problems cannot be ignored. It is the awareness of 
relationships and the potential for mutual benefit that lead to action. The CEDS process fosters 
the realization that cooperation between and among development partners can make 
meaningful progress possible. 

 

Consistency with South Dakota 2010 Initiative 
 
The 2010 Initiative was the Stateôs development ñblue printò between 2003 and 2010.  
Introduced by Governor Rounds in the fall of 2003, the primary goals and related objectives that 
specifically relate to First Districtôs regional strategies are noted below:   
 

Goal One:  Double Visitor Spending from $600 million to $1.2 billion by 2010 
 

¶ Change the way we market South Dakota.  

¶ Focus new energy and investment on expanding the fall shoulder season for visitors in order 
to increase the percentage of tourism revenues for this season to 42%.  

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

 

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

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

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

¶ Promote agricultural and natural resource development in South Dakota. 
 

Goal Three:  Become a Recognized Leader in Research and Technology 
Development by 2010 

 

¶ Develop research and technology infrastructure at our universities and with the private 
sector. 
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Goal Four:  Brand and Develop South Dakotaôs Quality of Life as the Best in 
America by 2010 
 

¶ Enhance South Dakotaôs image to young people to become an importer of young people. 

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

¶ Stabilize rural populations through community development. 

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

¶ Capitalize on existing outdoor opportunities. 

¶ Improve cooperative efforts with the Native American Tribes. 
 
Throughout the life of the 2010 Initiative, First District had formal partnership (i.e. contractual) 
relationships with several state agencies.  The 2010 Initiative provided a framework to 
document outcomes. They will be referenced throughout the CEDS process, as tools to 
measure success. Since taking office in 2011 newly-elected Governor Dennis Daugaard has not 
abandoned the principles of the 2010 Initiative and is currently working on a new long-range 
economic development plan. The First District continues to have formal partnerships with 
various State agencies and expects to be an integral component of the implementation delivery 
mechanism of the Stateôs future economic development initiatives. 
 

Regional Economic Clusters 
 
Regional Economic Clusters (RECs) are a proven way to create jobs and grow the economy. 
They are geographic concentrations of firms and industries that do business with each other 
and have common needs for talent, technology, and infrastructure.  RECs are a geographically-
bounded, active network of similar, synergistic or complementary organizations which leverage 
their regionôs unique competitive strengths to create jobs and broader prosperity.  They create a 
transition path from unemployment or underemployment to high-skill jobs. On average, jobs 
within clusters pay higher wages.  Regional industries based on inherent place-based 
advantages are less susceptible to off-shoring, and create many new job opportunities for 
American workers.  They connect disenfranchised communities to new career and educational 
opportunities. They stabilize communities by re-purposing idle manufacturing assets, engaging 
underutilized human capital, and contributing to improvements in the quality of life.  
 
The Location Quotient Calculator is a tool developed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics that 
presents information about private sector employment data, by industry, as measured by the 
Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) program. Location quotient data 
provides information on relative employment levels in a region as compared nationally.  LQs are 
calculated by first, dividing regional industry employment by the all industry total of local 
employment. Second, national industry employment is divided by the all industry total for the 
region. Finally, the regional ratio is divided by the national ratio.  
  
If an LQ is equal to 1, then the industry has the same share of its area employment as it does in 
the reference area (i.e. the U.S.).  An LQ greater than 1 indicates an industry with a greater 
share of the local area employment than is the case in the U.S.  The data provided below in 
Table 1 shows the following:  for number of establishments, the following have LQôs above 1, 
and therefore have a larger share of the regionôs total number of establishments than it does for 
the nation as a whole: Advanced Materials, Agribusiness (1.44); Food Processing & Technology 
(4.01); Chemicals & Chemical Based Products (1.77); Energy (Fossil & Renewable) (1.29); 
Forest & Wood Products (1.38); Glass & Ceramics (2.02); Transportation & Logistics (1.75);  
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Manufacturing Super Cluster (1.54); Primary Metal Manufacturing (1.31); Fabricated Metal 
Manufacturing (1.62); Machinery Manufacturing (2.90); Computer & Electronic Product 
Manufacturing (1.67); Electrical Equipment, Appliance & Component Manufacturing (2.65), 
Transportation Manufacturing (1.57) and Mining (3.09). 
 
For employment, the following have LQôs above 1, and therefore have a larger share of the 
regionôs total employment than it does for the nation as a whole: Advanced Materials, 
Agribusiness (1.68), Food Processing & Technology (2.88); Biomedical/Biotechnical-Life 
Sciences (1.04); Chemicals & Chemical Based Products (1.95); Education & Knowledge 
Creation (1.16); Energy (Fossil & Renewable) (1.24); Forest & Wood Products (3.16); 
Manufacturing Super Cluster (1.54); Primary Metal Manufacturing (2.65); Fabricated Metal 
Manufacturing (1.80); Machinery Manufacturing (5.66);  Mining (2.69); and Printing & Publishing 
(2.54). 

 
Table 1:  First District Industry and Employment Clusters (2009) 

Source: http://www.statsamerica.org/innovation/anydata/custom.asp 

 

Description 
QCEW Cluster 
Establishments 

Industry 
Cluster 

Establishment 
LQ 

QCEW 
Cluster 

Employment 

Industry 
Cluster 

Employment 
LQ 

QCEW Cluster 
Wages 

Industry 
Cluster 
Annual 

Wages  LQ 

Total All Industries 4,191 1.00 52,246 1.00 $1,635,697,929  1.00 

Advanced Materials 92 1.44 3,104 1.68 $157,036,867  1.86 

Agribusiness, Food Processing & 
Technology 255 4.01 3,557 2.88 $135,280,086  4.35 

Apparel Textiles 21 0.73 130 0.39 $3,638,948  0.38 

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation and 
Visitor Industries 156 1.26 1,840 0.89 $39,583,673  0.82 

Biomedical/Biotechnical (Life Sciences) 137 0.94 5,903 1.04 $221,922,613  1.22 

Business and Financial Services 424 0.64 2,364 0.51 $104,582,934  0.42 

Chemicals & Chemical Based Products 57 1.77 1,609 1.95 $71,542,817  2.06 

Defense & Security 105 0.70 1,295 0.46 $71,251,480  0.55 

Education & Knowledge Creation 46 0.82 2,293 1.16 $90,348,560  1.40 

Energy (Fossil & Renewable) 240 1.29 2,888 1.24 $130,680,781  1.17 

Forest & Wood Products 33 1.38 1,434 3.16 $52,291,916  3.77 

Glass 7 Ceramics 6 2.02 25 0.35 $678,020  0.29 

Information Technology & 
Telecommunications 77 0.49 797 0.40 $41,578,738  0.35 

Transportation and Logistics 176 1.75 995 0.64 $36,878,795  0.76 

Manufacturing Supercluster 98 1.54 3,470 1.54 $160,250,037  1.67 

Primary Metal Mfg 1 1.31 112 2.65 $4,759,552  3.00 

Fabricated Metal Mfg 45 1.62 922 1.80 $40,573,800  2.48 

Machinery Mfg 31 2.90 1,851 5.66 $87,381,849  6.75 

Computer and Electronic Product Mfg 8 1.67 187 0.64 $9,477,451  0.53 

Electrical Equipment, Appliance, & 
Component Mfg 5 2.65 264 2.69 $12,714,057  3.55 

Transportation Equipment Mfg 8 1.57 134 0.30 $5,343,328  0.26 

Mining 13 3.09 166 2.69 $6,623,605  2.67 

Printing & Publishing 65 0.73 2,234 2.54 $76,517,677  2.19 
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For annual wages, the following have LQôs above 1, and therefore have a larger share of the 
regionôs total share of annual wages than it does for the nation as a whole Advanced Materials, 
Agribusiness (1.86), Food Processing & Technology (4.35); Biomedical/Biotchnical (Life 
Sciences) (1.22); Chemicals & Chemical Based Products (2.06), Education and Knowledge 
Creation (1.40); Energy (Fossil & Renewable) (1.17); Forest & Wood Products (3.77); 
Manufacturing Super Cluster (1.67); Primary Metal Manufacturing (3.00); Fabricated Metal 
Manufacturing (2.48); Machinery Manufacturing (6.75); Electrical Equipment, Appliance & 
Component Manufacturing (3.55), Mining (2.67); and Printing & Publishing (2.19).  
 
The location quotients in Table 1 identify food processing & technology, mining, and several 
manufacturing sectors as industry clusters within the First District region that represent larger 
proportions of the local economy. 
 

I-29 Regional Growth Study 
 
In 2010 the I-29 Corridor Task Force contracted with Regional Technology Strategies, Inc. to 
prepare a regional growth strategy for the I-29 Corridor.  The 192-page report was reviewed by 
First District staff and its recommendations incorporated into the CEDS. The CEDS Committee 
will utilize the recommendations as a guide for future economic development activities within the 
First District.  The following are excerpts from the executive summary. 
 
Executive Summary 

  
The communities that span the I-29 Corridor in eastern South Dakota from North Sioux City to 
Watertown and west to Yankton and Madison have joined forces, through a newly created I-29 
Corridor Task Force, to craft a plan to identify and act on collaborative opportunities to grow 
their whole region and to build the capacity to sustain this growth.1 
  
This report, prepared by Regional Technology Strategies (RTS) of Carrboro, North Carolina 
under contract to the I-29 Corridor Task Force offers a strategic plan that fuses three 
overlapping economic development dimensions.  
 
1. The plan seeks to parley existing and emerging private sector strengths into more jobs, 

more income and more wealth in I-29 Corridor communities.  
 

2. The plan advances a strategy to build and support the research enterprise and educational 
assets within the regionôs university and post secondary education and training communities 
and link them to the private sector as economic development drivers.  
 

3. The plan recommends initiatives and actions to retain and attract higher education and post-
secondary graduates and their knowledge and skills as the foundation for the regionôs future 
growth and prosperity.  

 
 
 
 
 
1.

 For the purposes of this study, the following counties are included in the I-29 corridor: Brookings, Lincoln, Clark, 
Marshall, Clay, McCook, Codington, Miner, Day, Minnehaha, Deuel, Moody, Grant, Roberts, Hamlin, Turner, 
Kingsbury, Union, Lake, and Yankton. 
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The purpose is to produce more high quality jobs throughout the region, more wealth in the I-29 
Corridor communities, and more economic opportunity for all of the regionôs citizens.  The most 
direct route to these goals is to build and exercise the capacity to engage in higher value (and 
higher wage and earnings) commerce.  
 
The initial section of the report is the Phase 1 analysis of the I-29 Corridor economy at the 
regional and sub-regional levels and, based on this analysis a strategic plan, to build and use 
emerging and existing private sector strengths to generate additional higher paying jobs and 
more wealth in the regionôs communities.  The next section offers the Phase 2 analysis and plan 
for regionôs public universities and non-profit research organizations role as a major economic 
development resource for the overall Phase 1 plan as well as their continued advancement as 
an economic development driver on their own accord.   Finally, a recommendation is offered on 
a collective regional approach to economic development in the I-29 Corridor.   

 
Phase 1:  Economic Analysis of the I-29 Corridor  

 
The economic analysis phase of the report looked at the I-29 corridor through a series of lenses:  
relationship of the corridor to the rest of South Dakota, demographic changes, leading economic 
clusters, including those with export potential, workforce development capacity, and the regionôs 
capacity in innovation and entrepreneurship.  One issue that is critical to understand that 
although there is value in thinking of these counties as one region, there are, in economic terms, 
sub-regions within the geography defined by such elements as geography, workforce sectors, 
infrastructure, natural resources and political boundaries.  Whenever possible, analysis was 
performed taking these sub-regions into account.  
 
Phase 1: Key Findings  
 
Region/State  
  

¶ The I-29 Corridor, led by the Sioux Falls metro area, dominated economic and population 
growth in South Dakota over the last 10 years.  

¶ The regionôs economy has grown faster than the state, 9% compared to 6%.  

¶ The Corridorôs economy varies substantially from the rest of the state with more finance, 
services and manufacturing and less agribusiness, government and tourism.  

 
I-29 Demographics  
 

¶ The region has experienced net in-migration.  

¶ The Corridor is becoming more integrated as more workers commute to work within the 
region.  

¶ The regionôs workforce has a large cohort of retiring workers that presents a workforce 
challenge.  

 
I-29 Lead Clusters  
 
A key component of RTSô analysis of the I-29 Corridor is looking at the regionôs clusters as an 
economic unit. A cluster is a geographic concentration of interrelated competitive firms and 
institutions of sufficient scale to generate external economies making the whole greater than the 
sum of its parts.  They occur where a group of businesses, drawing on similar resources, exist 
in relationships with other nearby businesses and institutions that contribute to their 
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competitiveness. Examples range from the high tech clusters of microelectronics, 
semiconductor, and software businesses in Silicon Valley, California to the biotechnology 
industry in the Research Triangle, North Carolina or the ceramics industry in western New York. 
A regionôs clusters tend to be the primary wealth generators in its economy.  
 
In terms of the I-29 Corridor, some key findings are:  
 

¶ The major clusters in the region all grew from 2004-2009 with the exception of agribusiness.   

¶ Both the financial and the energy clusters are forecast to grow significantly from 2009-2014 
but they are affected by recent legislative changes at the Federal level.  

¶ The clusters with the greatest potential to export their products are: financial services, life 
sciences, agribusiness, energy, and advanced manufacturing.  

¶ Most of the growing clusters in the region contain significant levels of manufacturing 
employment.  

 
Workforce Development  
 

¶ The Corridorôs demographics show both good and bad signs for the region with the 
immigration offset by out-migration of young people and a large increase in retirees.  

¶ Due to these demographic shifts, the region has experienced workforce shortages.  

¶ The lack of locally available workforce training resources is alarming.  Two technical 
institutes are not sufficient given the geography, economy and population.  

 
Economic Targets  
 

¶ The targets established by the state and within the Future Sioux Falls effort provide an 
excellent starting point for looking at targets within the Corridor, in particular the state targets 
for biotechnology, medical devices, energy and computer/IT along with the Future Sioux 
Falls targets of medical services and research, corporate and data services and renewable 
energy technology provide a strong basic array of targets.  

¶ The super-sector of advanced manufacturing is a key and serves many of the other targets.  

¶ There a number of emerging sectors that relate well to the overall economy and some of the 
targets identified above.  
 

Innovation in the Economy  
 

¶ Several components of the hard infrastructure necessary to support innovation, such as 
incubators, research parks and fiber optic backbone are well developed.  However, available 
research space that accommodates the flexibilities required for private/public research 
partnerships is limited.  

¶ The soft infrastructure of technical service providers is adequate but could be improved.  

¶ There are no significant resources available for early stage capital.  

¶ The level of R&D performed in South Dakota industry is very low, even when adjusted to the 
size of the economy.    

¶ Risk capital sources are substantial relative to the size of the economy. 
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Phase 1: Recommendations and Action Steps  
 
The recommendations and actions presented below define a regional economic development 
strategy based on the current and emerging wealth generating sectors and clusters within the   
I-29 Corridor.  As such it focuses on producing and deploying the economic strengths that will 
govern the regionôs future economy by (1) improving the economic competitiveness of the lead 
and emerging economic engines of the Corridor and (2) integrating the economic development 
assets more fully with the university-based development strategies developed in the Phase 2.  
The goal remains a constant: generating greater numbers of higher wage jobs and building 
wealth in the regionôs communities.  
 
Workforce Development  
 
Recommendation: Develop more widely distributed workforce training that meets the 
needs of new workers, existing workers and companies.  
 
Actions   
 

¶ The region and specific interested communities should work with Lake Area Technical 
Institute and Southeast Technical Institute to add satellite campuses where needed and 
funded.  

¶ Where a satellite campus is infeasible, investigate the model used by Yankton at its 
Regional Technical Education Center.  

¶ Advisory councils should be employed to get companies across the region involved and 
committed.   

 
Recommendation:  Encourage high school students to take STEM related courses even if 
they are not planning on matriculating to a four-year university.  
 
Actions  
  

¶ Continue/expand the development of articulation agreements between the K-12 system and 
tech schools.  

¶ Continue/expand the development of articulation agreements between the tech schools and 
state universities.  

 
Recommendation: Help technical school students understand the occupational 
opportunities within the regional economy.  
 
Action   
 

¶ Include technical school students within the Dakota Seeds program. 
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Private Sector-Led Networks  
 
Recommendation: The I-29 Task Force should facilitate the creation of region-wide 
business associations.  
 
Actions   
 

¶ The Task Force should begin by convening an Advanced Manufacturing Association within 
the Corridor.  

¶ The Task Force should examine opportunities for other sectoral-based associations.  
 
Recommendation: Sub-regional economic development professionals should facilitate 
the development of workforce skill networks.  
 
Action   
 

¶ Use corporate roundtables to build and serve sub-regional skill councils.  
 
Entrepreneurship  
 
Recommendation: The I-29 Task Force should work within the region to build a better 
entrepreneurial environment.  
 
Actions   
 

¶ Develop under-35 entrepreneurship networks that encourage and excite emerging talent.  

¶ The I-29 Task Force should investigate the development of a region-wide entrepreneurship 
council.  

¶ Investigate avenues to create local or sub-regional organizations to own entrepreneurship.  

¶ Encourage the addition of an effective entrepreneurship program within the technical 
schools.  

 
Recommendation: Address the earliest stage funding gaps through proof-of-concept and 
preseed funds for the regionôs universities and technology companies.  
 
Action     
 

¶ The I-29 Corridor Region Task Force should form a sub-committee to plan and lead an 
initiative to address the earliest stage risk capital gaps.  It is suggested that the 
subcommittee be comprised of technology company entrepreneurs and representatives 
from the risk capital community, technical assistance professionals from technology-based 
economic development intermediaries (incubators, et al), university and nonprofit technology 
transfer offices. (Also see Proof of Concept fund recommendation under University ï 
Community Linkages.)   
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Creative Economy   
 
There are opportunities within I-29 corridor to use creativity as an economic development 
engine.    
 
Recommendation: The I-29 Task Force should investigate and encourage initiatives 
within the region based on the creative economy.  
 
Actions   
 

¶ Encourage sub-regional efforts that build on cultural and natural resource assets.  

¶ Encourage the development of local food systems as cultural assets.  
 
Phase 2: The University and Research Sector  
 
The second phase of the report addresses the role of the areaôs universities and non-profit 
research organizations within the I-29 Corridor Regionôs new economic growth strategy to 
generate more higher-paying jobs and wealth in communities. In particular we focused on South 
Dakota State University, the University of South Dakota, Dakota State University, Avera 
Research Institute and Sanford Health.  
 
Phase 2: Key Findings  
 
The following key findings from this university and linked non-profit research institution analysis 
summarize the basis for the recommended actions that conclude the Phase 2 section of this 
report.  
 

¶ South Dakotaôs colleges and universities (particularly in the I-29 corridor) turn out significant 
numbers of science and technology-oriented degrees at the baccalaureate level and 
compare favorably to other states. However, this is not the case at the graduate level where 
science and engineering degree production lags behind other states.  

¶ The South Dakota economy, compared to other states, employs relatively fewer degreed 
individuals, at every level and particularly in the sciences and engineering.  In addition, 
South Dakota, compared to other states, seems to export relatively more of its talented 
young people.  

¶ Private sector R&D support is one of the strongest indicators of innovation capacity.  There 
is a low level of private research support within the regionôs universities.   

¶ The lack of emphasis on research and graduate programs within the stateôs universities 
during the 80ôs and 90ôs has constrained the regionôs capacity to produce and support 
knowledge-intensive, higher value commerce jobs and companies.    

¶ The universities have lost much ground to their peers in a very competitive environment. 
They will need to be very strategic about support for graduate education and research if 
these activities are to be funded at a level that will allow them to get back in the game.  

¶ While there is growing across-the-board excellence in R&D, the most nationally competitive 
area of knowledge development lies in the life sciences ï widely defined.  This includes the 
historical and proven strength in plant and animal bioscience as well as emerging strengths 
in biomedical and medical engineering.  The broad technology platform associated with light 
activated materials and whose applications cut across campuses, research institutes, 
companies and targeted within a 2010 Center should be noted.  Electrical engineering 
should also be acknowledged as a strength area.  
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¶ The three universities have distinctly different missions, profiles and economic development 
engagement strengths that can lead to very different roles in regional development.  

¶ There is a good bit of effective outreach activity to employers activities associated with 
SDSU College of Engineering and Dakota State information technology and computer 
information systems but it is not scalable or routinely structured to systematically respond to 
the needs of the regionôs manufacturing community ï especially the very strong advanced 
manufacturing presence in the Sioux Falls, Brookings, Watertown and Yankton 
communities.  

¶ The presence of the national industrial extension system, the MEP, is very limited in South 
Dakota and the I-29 region when compared to other states.  In fact, it is the only state 
without a physical MEP center location.  

¶ Relative to institutions in other states, South Dakota is playing a twenty-year game of catch-
up, as most of their peer institutions established technology transfer functions by the mid 
1990s.  Because of both startup and catch-up demands, the level of staffing across the state 
of technology transfer functions and offices is limited and stressed given the task at hand.   

¶ On many university campuses, entrepreneurship centers or programs provide ancillary 
services to the established technology transfer offices, however in South Dakota these 
programs are themselves in early stages of development and mostly confined to 
instructional activities and student-focused programs.    

¶ The university cultures and related policies and practices for entrepreneurial behavior and 
economic development engagement are in early formation stages.   

¶ The public and non-profit capacity to support university-associated science and technology-
based economic development is well ahead of the universitiesô research enterprises and 
entrepreneurial cultures capacity to generate opportunities.  For the size of this regional 
market, the shared university-community innovation infrastructure is very advanced. The 
constellation of existing and planned research parks and campuses and incubators 
throughout region ï all with existing and potential university connections should as a group 
function as a formidable economic development asset.  

 
Phase 2: Recommendations and Action Steps   
 
The recommendations and actions presented below define a regional economic development 
strategy based on the current and emerging capacities within the higher education institutions 
and non-profit research organizations within the I-29 Corridor. Within the main report, in a 
number of cases the recommendations and actions also include additional implementation 
notes. The strategy focuses on producing and deploying the talent and knowledge that will 
govern the regionôs future economy by (1) building capacity across all campuses to produce 
economic development outcomes and (2) fusing with the previously presented private sector 
economic development strategy to support and leverage that strategyôs specific objectives and 
outcomes.  The goal remains a constant: generating greater numbers of higher wage jobs and 
building wealth in the regionôs communities.  
 
Institutional Roles  
 
The three universities and two research institutions have distinctly different missions, profiles 
and economic development engagement strengths that suggest different roles in regional 
development strategy based on what they do best.   Because of the limited resources that are 
available and the need for strategic focus it is recommended that each institution be viewed as 
the lead actor in the domains where it is in position to lead but not that activities and 
participation be limited to that domain. A role for the capacity associated with the Sioux Falls 
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University Center (UC) and its GEAR Center facility should also be factored into this strategy.  
On behalf of all South Dakotaôs public universities, the UC functions as an attendance center for 
non-traditional undergraduate students and for selected graduate degrees.  The GEAR center 
offers lab space for lease for university researchers with grant funded projects that benefit from 
being in Sioux Falls rather than their main campuses as well as incubation space for emerging 
laboratory-based companies.  The facilities together represent a substantive hard innovation 
infrastructure asset that can link to and leverage resources within the Sioux Falls region and 
accommodate collaborative research efforts that focus on commercializeable outcomes.  
 
South Dakota State University  
 
For the purposes of this plan, it is recommended that SDSU function in the lead position in 
forging and advancing the regionôs university-private sector nexus based on the existing scope 
and volume of its activities in this area.  SDSU has a long and successful history in agricultural 
extension and agricultural biotechnology development (including private sector outreach and 
licensing), the stateôs college of engineering (which has strong private sector connections), and 
the regionôs only full time university technology office and director with experience in industry 
and academic administration. SDSU working with its Foundation, should accelerate the 
recruitment of endowment funding for a comprehensive center for innovation and 
entrepreneurship that is aligned with the Entrepreneurial Studies academic program, which is 
crosscutting and leads both in-reach within the university and outreach in the region.  SDSU 
should also house a newly created South Dakota MEP for the eastern half of the state.  The 
existing technology and know-how base associated with USDôs activities ï especially 
biomedical engineering in Sioux Falls and DSUôs information systems and assurance 
technological prowess and connections into industry also need to be explicitly supported and 
advanced as part of this regional effort to build out the university-private sector linkage network.   
 
Dakota State University  
 
Capacity to create and deploy information technology and IT know-how is a ubiquitous and 
essential regional competitiveness asset.  The good news here is that one of the distinguishing 
features of the I-29 corridor as an economic region is that it has a strong university with a 
singular dedicated IT mission.  The bad news is that, to an extent, DSUôs value as an economic 
development asset is one of the regionôs best-kept secrets.  It is recommended that DSU 
function as the lead economic development-related resource in IT matters related to information 
systems, information assurance, and digital arts and design.  
 
University of South Dakota  
 
As the stateôs liberal arts university with a strong on-campus research profile in several science 
domains (neuroscience, behavioral sciences, et al) as well as an emerging but already strong 
position in several biomedical engineering areas within its smaller Sioux Falls campus, the basic 
research enterprise at USD needs continued and greater support.  This plan contemplates 
leadership from USD in two specific areas.  First, USDôs Sanford School of Medicine is a critical 
asset in the regionôs bioscience future by virtue of its research portfolio and its connection to the 
Sanford Researchôs Sioux Falls campus.  The constellation of medical/biomedical assets in 
Sioux Falls represented by the School of Medicine, the USD Graduate Schoolôs Biomedical 
Engineering Program, the Center for Research and Development of Light-activated Materials, 
Avera Research Institute, and the Sanford Health Research facilities offer a major development 
opportunity. Leadership is required from both the public and private sides of this development 
path. USD is the natural entity to lead on the public side. Second, creative endeavors 
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associated with arts and design not only add value to products and services, in a broader sense 
they define a community and a regionôs amenities and cultural identity.  Their presence or lack 
thereof, is part of the economic development fabric.  Through its College of Fine Arts, USD is 
the regionôs most important asset in this area and should be viewed as a leader and critical 
resource in developing and implementing strategies to build the regionôs arts, design and 
cultural amenity profile. 
 
Avera Research Institute and Sanford Research  
 
As private, non-profit research organizations, Avera Research Institute and Sanford Research 
are not educational institutions but tightly focused mission driven organizations.  Their ability to 
participate in the development and implementation of this regional strategy should be viewed 
through that lens.  Although there is a considerable difference in scale between the two 
organizations, both are enthusiastic participants and entrepreneurial with substantive, focused 
research agendas.  They should be supported in their plans AND also factored into regional 
endeavors and collaboration research initiatives where appropriate including innovation 
infrastructure networks.  
 
Talent Development & Deployment  
 
Recommendation:  Launch and support an initiative to retain higher education 
graduates, especially those in science and engineering fields and recapture talented 
graduates that have left the state.  
 
Actions     
 

¶ Establish internship programs either modeled on the statewide Dakota Seeds program or 
functioning as adjuncts to the program.   

¶ Work with respective alumni organizations to identify and ñclaw backò talented graduates 
that reside outside the region.  

 
Knowledge Development  
 
Recommendation:  Lead a major effort to boost focused university research activities 
oriented toward producing economic development outcomes.  
 
Action   
 

¶ Create a South Dakota Research Alliance (SDRA) - a statewide public ï private partnership 
with an economic development mission - to accelerate the growth of the stateôs economy by 
enhancing university research that can lead to commercializable outcomes, developing and 
attracting scientific talent with an entrepreneurial orientation, and encouraging technology 
commercialization.   
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Knowledge Deployment  
 
Recommendation:  Establish the South Dakota Industrial Extension Service  
 
Action   
 

¶ The I-29 Corridor Task Force should create a Committee to lead an initiative to establish the 
South Dakota Industrial Extension Service. 

 
Recommendation: Form a committee to explore ways to establish and market a creative 
economies initiative at the regional level.  
 
Action   
 

¶ Work with USD as the university lead but use the considerable assets of DSU and SDSU.   
 
Technology Transfer  
 
Recommendation:  The economic development community should work with the regionôs 
universities and non-profit research organizations when appropriate to bolster, connect, 
focus and support their technology transfer efforts as it has a vested interest in their 
success.  
 
Actions:   
 

¶ Support the establishment of the South Dakota Research Alliance.  

¶ Support efforts to make South Dakota companies, startups and jobs the top Technology 
Transfer Office priority for publicly funded universities as opposed to maximizing licensing 
revenues.   

¶ Seek funding support outside the general university budget.  

¶ Seek to enable the Technology Transfer Offices but donôt centralize them.  

¶ Connect technology transfer personnel to the local and regional economic development 
communityôs awareness of new and established technology and knowledge intensive firms.  

¶ Support the formation of an I-29 Corridor Technology Transfer Alliance.  

¶ The economic development professionals in the three university communities should 
support on-campus efforts to build a fully realized technology transfer and commercialization 
network that connects to the local and regional innovation infrastructure and to the private 
sector.  

 
Entrepreneurial Culture  
 
Recommendation: Actively encourage the creation of an Entrepreneurship Center at 
South Dakota State University.  
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University-Community Linkages  
 
Recommendation:  The economic development professionals in the four communities 
with university research operations should support efforts to build more comprehensive 
and robust entrepreneurship, commercialization, talent deployment and outreach 
activities on campus and help organize efforts on their innovation infrastructure side to 
connect to the on-campus networks.   
 
Actions   
 

¶ The economic development community should specifically support efforts to build strong 
university-connected entrepreneurship support systems.  

¶ The economic development community should help the universities establish and expand on 
campus internship programs that place undergraduate and graduate students in the regionôs 
companies (including startups) and research institutions.  

¶ The economic development community should form a formal regional innovation 
infrastructure network.  

¶ Establish a Proof of Concept Fund to validate promising university-based technological 
opportunities and to bridge the gap between research grant funding and early stage private 
investment funding. A proposed plan for such a fund has been developed by South Dakota 
Innovation Partners and the South Dakota State University Technology Transfer Office.  

 
The Region Works  
 
There remains a powerful argument and strong need to organize and function at the regional 
level. The I-29 region is a corridor connected through common infrastructure and its 
communities are networked in employment and trading patterns, one way or another, to its 
Sioux Falls hub.  The need for some joint action at the regional level has never been more 
acute.  The regionôs companies, economic development organizations, and education and 
training service providers function in an intensely competitive environment in which even 
multinational corporations form networks to extend resources and reach.  Broad partnerships 
are required among those parties with common interests to bring the regionôs full range of 
economic development assets in to play, to extend and leverage local resources and to create 
new regional competitive advantage.  
 
Recommendation:  A regional SD I-29 Alliance should be established to market the I-29 
Corridor and support economic development initiatives that benefit the entire region.  
 
Actions   
 

¶ The natural starting point for this effort is for the I-29 Task Force to explore ways of 
transforming itself into this type of organization.  The Task Force membership already 
includes the regionôs major economic development actors and could be expanded as 
warranted.  

¶ At the outset, the Alliance should come together as a way of marketing the region, 
leveraging the assets of the economic development, business and academic communities. 
Opportunities will arise from this joint marketing that will, in time, strengthen the relationships 
between the various organizations and lead to new economic activity and growth. 
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Past, Present and Projected Economic Development Investments and 
Activities in the Region  
 
First Districtôs definition of economic development is not limited solely to direct job creation.  The 
First District also looks at the infrastructure that must be in place for a community to attract new 
businesses and to encourage existing businesses to expand.  That infrastructure includes 
housing, quality of life, water, sewer, and streets, etc.  First District is also actively involved in 
providing gap financing to businesses.   
 
Rather than provide a laundry list of projects completed over the past forty years, the First 
District will rely on a review of the annual GPRA data provided to EDA for Calendar Years 2007-
2010. 
 

Table 2:  Annual GPRA Data 

Source: First District Applications Database 

 
  

Year 

Facility 
Construction 

Projects 

Technical 
Assistance 

Projects 
Infrastructure 

Projects 
Planning 
Projects 

Jobs 
Created 

or 
retained 

Private 
Sector 

Investment 

Public 
Sector 

Investment 

2007 2 117 16 25 94 $12,481,398 $24,139,920 

2008 3 108 21 19 98 $4,401,150 $44,637,214 

2009 3 102 26 24 64 $3,927,125 $39,739,312 

2010 3 57 55 18 115 $5,606,907 $21,896,343 
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Physical Characteristics   
 
The CEDS pertains to an eleven county area in northeast and east central South Dakota.  

  
Figure 2:  First District Region Map 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SECTION 3 ï REGIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
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The 7,163 square mile area that comprises First Districtôs region encompasses a variety of 
natural features.   
 
 

Figure 3:  South Dakota Relief Map 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Geography 

South Dakota is divided into three major physiographic regions: the Central Lowlands of eastern 
South Dakota; the Great Plains of western South Dakota; and the Black Hills. These three 
regions are subdivided into a total of twelve distinguishable areas called physical divisions. 
(Malo,1997).  
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Figure 4:  South Dakota Physiographic Regions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

While there are 3 physiographic divisions within the First District, most of the First District is 
within Division 2. 

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

The Coteau des Prairies (Division 2), the most conspicuous landform of eastern South Dakota,  
a highland area between the Minnesota-Red River Lowland and the James River Lowland to the 
west. This landform is part of a plateau that extends through North Dakota into Canada. It 
slopes gently to the south and west with eastern and western slopes that are steep at the 
northern end and taper off on the south. Elevations range from 2,000 feet above sea level on 
the north to about 1,600 feet on the south. It is drained to the south by the Big Sioux River, 
whose tributary streams enter mainly from the east. West of the Big Sioux River, the surface of 
the Coteau is dotted with lakes and depressions, while very few lakes occur east of the river. 
During the Ice Age, the Coteau was covered by glaciers that deposited glacial drift over its 
surface. One hundred to 400 feet beneath the surface is bedrock composed of Pierre shale. 
Pierre shale is a highly erodible rock made mostly of clay, including bentonite, with small 
amounts of sand (quartz).  
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The James River Lowland (Division 3) is a gently undulating plain lying considerably lower than 
the Coteau des Prairies on the east and the Coteau du Missouri on the west. Today the James 
River drains the area from north to south and occupies a rather narrow steep-sided valley. But, 
in the geologic past, ancient streams in this region flowed northward. According to Hogan 
(1995), more erosion has occurred in the James River Lowland than anywhere else in eastern 
South Dakota. Most of the topographic features of this area are the result of the effects of 
glaciers. Elevations range from 1,300 to 1,400 feet above sea level.  

Soils 
 
All soils are partially classified according to the material on which they occur.  The dominant 
parent material in the First District region is Loess Till and Sandy Prairies.  Alluvium soils are 
found in the river valleys and along tributary creeks.  With the exception of granite deposits in 
the northeast corner of the First District, there are no major mineral resources in the region 
except for sand and gravel deposits, which are well distributed throughout the region due to 
glacial activity.     
 
Native vegetative cover in the area consists of tall-grass prairie, wetland marshes and (in river 
valleys) hardwood forests.  The prairie, however, has largely given way to cultivated cropland.  
Portions of the wetlands have also been drained for cultivation, but this process is much less 
common than in the past.   
 

Water 
 
First District lies within four river basins ï Big Sioux, James, Minnesota and Vermillion.  The Big 
Sioux River basin is the only water shed in the District that has a major river.  The other three 
basin areas in the District are tributary areas to their major rivers outside the District.  The Big 
Sioux River originates twenty-five miles north of the First Districtôs boundary and meanders 115 
miles diagonally, north to south, through the First District and connects with the Missouri River 
100 miles further south at Sioux City, Iowa.  Within the boundaries of the First District the Big 
Sioux River drops in elevation by 445 feet. 
 
East of the Big Sioux River, the drainage is well-defined as is evident by the riverôs major 
tributaries and major lakes. West of the Big Sioux River, the drainage is not as well defined. 
This area contains numerous shallow depressions.  Water falling on these areas is trapped in 
the lakes, sloughs, and ñprairie potholesò ï as the depressions are called ï and is consumed by 
evaporation and transpiration or seeps into the ground.  During droughts, many of these lakes 
and potholes become dry. 
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Figure 5:  Lakes and Rivers Map 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Large quantities of shallow ground water underlay and are available for use.  Geologic and 
groundwater studies show that most areas along streams and in the outwash plains have 
adequate ground water supplies for irrigation and other high capacity wells.  There are also 
areas underlain by glacial till in which only minor quantities of water can be obtained. 
 
Water is also available from deep aquifers; those associated with the bedrock formations as 
opposed to the glacial drift aquifers.  The best known and greatest used bedrock formation in 
the First District is the Dakota Sandstone.  The depth of wells in the Dakota Sandstone aquifer 
in the First District can range from over 1,300 feet in Codington County to 300 feet in Moody 
County. 
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Figure 6 depicts the location of shallow aquifer and well-head protection areas within First 
District. In addition to Figure 6, reports and maps published by the South Dakota Geological 
Survey Program are available for free download from the Geological Surveyôs web site (http: 
//www.sdgs. usd.edu).  

 
Figure 6:  Shallow Aquifers and Wellhead Protection Areas 
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Climate 

The climate of the First District is an interior continental type with hot summers, extremely cold 
winters, high winds, and periodic droughts.  Average annual temperatures range between forty-
one and forty-eight degrees and normal annual precipitation averages between twenty and 
twenty-seven inches. (Figures 7 and 8) 

Figure 7: Annual Average Temperatures Map 
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Figure 8:  Average Annual Precipitation Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The region always seems to be entering or ending a weather cycle. The region continues to 
struggle with detrimental weather patterns.  These vary from severe storms, tornados, flooding 
and drought.   The weather can have a significant impact on local economies, particularly as it 
relates to the regionôs agricultural sector.  The weather also takes a psychological toll on people.  
Climatic stress results in economic social disruptions, which contribute to personal tension.  
Communities also experience additional distress in maintaining public services. Counties in First 
Districtôs region have been declared Federal Disaster Areas eight times since 2006.  Disaster 
declarations are noted in Table 3 and Figure 9.   
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Table 3 ï Federal Disaster Declarations 

Source: http://www.fema.gov/femaNews/disaster 

 
Figure 9 ï Federal Disaster Declarations Map 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FEMA Case Number 

Disaster 
Declaration 

Date Disaster Type 
First District  

Counties Included 

DR-1984 5/13/2011 Flooding 

Brookings, Clark, Codington, 
Deuel, Grant, Hamlin, Kingsbury, 
Lake, Miner, Moody and Roberts 

DR-1947 11/2/2010 Severe Storms and Flooding Brookings, Lake and Moody 

DR-1938 9/23/2010 Severe Storms and Flooding Miner 

DR-1915 5/13/2010 Flooding 

Clark, Codington, Deuel, Grant, 
Hamlin, Kingsbury, Lake, Miner, 
Moody and Roberts 

DR-1887 3/10/2010 Severe Winter Storm Deuel, Grant and Roberts 

DR-1844 6/16/2009 Severe Storms and Flooding Roberts 

DR-1774 7/9/2008 Severe Storms and Flooding Moody 

DR-1702 5/22/2007 Severe Storms and Flooding Kingsbury, Lake and Roberts 

ource:%20http://www.fema.gov/femaNews/disaster
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One weather phenomenon, which is evolving from a regular irritant to an asset, is the wind.  The 
area has untapped wind resources that could lead to alternative electric generation projects.  
Figure 10 illustrates the geographic distribution of wind power potential.  While there are 
transmission and market issues associated with the implementation of electric generation 
projects, the availability of sustained wind is a prerequisite to even thinking about pursuing the 
concept.  Private and public sector developers have constructed wind generation facilities and 
are investigating wind generation opportunities throughout the First District. 
 

 
Figure 10 ï South Dakota Wind Resources Map 
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Bio-fuels are another alternative energy source that is related to the areaôs environmental 
conditions.  Ethanol and biodiesel plants utilize readily available corn and soybean crops.   
 

Figure 11: Bio-fuel Facilities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
One potential unintended consequence of a boom in bio-fuels may be a decrease in wildlife 
habitat.  If landowners put fallow or set aside land into production to take advantage of higher 
grain prices, grassland habitat acres will decline.  Wildlife habitat is a critical resource for South 
Dakota, particularly for areas within the First District that rely on wildlife for hunting, fishing and 
related commerce. The impact on endangered species may be minimal, but the effect on 
pheasant and other game bird production could be significant in certain areas.  Hunting and 
fishing are significant recreational activities and they have an impact on the regionôs economy.  
Any real loss or perceived reduction in wildlife numbers could impact visitor sales. The list of 
endangered species found in the region is presented in Table 4.   
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Table 4:  Endangered Species 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ww.fws.gov/southdakotafieldoffices/endsppbycounty.htm 

 

 
  

County Group Species Status 

Brookings Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Brookings Plant Western Prairie 
Fringed Orchid 

Threatened 

Clark Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Clark Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Codington Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Codington Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Deuel Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Grant Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Hamlin Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Hamlin Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Kingsbury Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Kingsbury Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Kingsbury Bird Piping Plover Threatened 

Lake Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Lake Plant 
Western Prairie 
Fringed Orchid 

Threatened 

Miner Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Miner Bird Whooping Crane Endangered 

Miner Plant Western Prairie 
Fringed Orchid 

Threatened 

Moody Fish Topeka Shiner Endangered 

Moody Plant Western Prairie 
Fringed Orchid 

Threatened 

Roberts Plant Western Prairie 
Fringed Orchid 

Threatened 

http://www.fema.gov/femaNews/disaster
http://www.fema.gov/femaNews/disaster
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Land Use 

The CEDS region, by any definition, is rural in character.  The population range is from one to 
nine individuals per square mile to thirty to forty-one individuals per square mile.  

Figure 12: County Population per Square Mile 
(2010 Census) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The sizes of incorporated communities are presented in Figure 13.  The majority of communities 
are defined by the South Dakota Codified Law ñThird Classò (500 or fewer residents).  The 
majority of ñsmallò (2nd and 3rd Class) communities ï those communities with less than 5,000 ï 
function as local agricultural and commercial centers.  This role has evolved over the past five 
decades as the range and depth of services has changed.  Communities that once contained 
several competing businesses are fortunate to have one viable establishment.  Towns that used 
to depend upon commercial and service businesses for jobs, now rely upon local government 
(schools, etc) and social services (nursing homes and clinics) for employment opportunities. 
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Figure 13:  Percent of First District Communities by Municipal Class 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

¶ The number of farms is declining. 

¶ The size of farm families is declining 

¶ The size of the operating farm is increasing; 

¶ Residential development is occurring in rural sites that are oriented toward natural features 
or access (i.e.;, lake development or adjacent to all weather roads) 

¶ Commuting practices and land costs are making small towns more attractive as ñbedroom 
communitiesò; and subdivision development is occurring around communities with sufficient 
employment opportunities. 
 

Although land use patterns are changing, small towns are still attractive places to live.  They are 
often perceived as being: 
 

¶ Safe; 

¶ Environmentally clean; 

¶ Family friendly; and  

¶ Community oriented 
 
Negative perceptions also exist.  Rural communities have been described as being: 
 

¶ Economically stagnant; 

¶ Geographically and culturally isolated; 

¶ Lacking adequate health care facilities; and 

¶ Internally focused. 
 
 
 

  

4% - 3 
Communities 

20% - 15 
Communities 

76% - 57 
Communities 

First Class (5,000 or 
more) 

Second Class (500 to 
4,999) 

Third Class (Less than 
500) 
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Cultural Characteristics  
 
For the purpose of this planning process, cultural characteristics will be reviewed according to 
the major social variations that exist in the region.  Demographic statistics will be presented later 
in this chapter.  The depth of cultural analysis is limited to those observable circumstances, 
institutions or customs that have a bearing on the areaôs development history or potential. 
 
The majority of First District counties have settlement histories and ethnic make-up of 
Scandinavian or Eastern European Heritage.  They were initially established as relatively close 
farming settlements dating between 1880 and 1900.  Survival on the Great Plains in the late 19th 
century demanded ingenuity and a strong character.  Change was dramatic and difficult, thus   
usually not welcomed or sought.  The qualities that enabled people to make a living and raise 
families during this time may have seemed harsh to outsiders.  This foundation remains 
relatively true today. 
 
The First District regionôs Native American population is concentrated in two counties ï Moody 
and Roberts.  Reservation residents are often faced with difficult choices.  Strong family and 
community ties are reasons to stay close to the reservation.  Limited economic opportunities are 
forcing people to move away for higher paying jobs. It may be misleading to generalize about 
Tribal affairs or social conditions, since each nation has its own traditions and expectations.  It is 
fair to note that Native American leaders are striving to: 

 

¶ Maintain linkages to traditional practices and language;  

¶ Overcome chronic health and dependency problems for large numbers of people;  

¶ Preserve Tribal rights and autonomy; and  

¶ Provide a better quality of life. 
 
A growing number of towns are becoming ñbedroomò communities for larger urban areas.  The 
majority of residents commute to work, which in itself presents a challenge to business 
development in the surrounding rural communities when individuals do their shopping in the 
community they work in instead of shopping in the community they live in.  As a result, many 
communities have initiated ñshop localò initiatives to educate the public on the importance of 
supporting local businesses.  While these towns do not have the total variety of goods and 
services needed to sustain a complete economic way of life, they, nevertheless, do provide 
important linkages and recreational/social outlets within their area.  
 
The social cohesion that was a trademark of rural communities is starting to fracture as older 
residents retire from leadership roles or relocate to warmer climates for a portion of the year or 
permanently.  New or younger residents often do not have the local ñrootsò to maintain or 
support long standing 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.  The issue of civic leadership is a significant concern 
for local communities which has prompted the development of various leadership training 
programs.   
 
The region has a large number of community festivals and celebrations that attract significant 
visitor interest.  Ranging from small town events, such as ñPotato Daysò in Clark to ñBrookings 
Art Festivalò in Brookings, the celebrations are opportunities for short-term economic gains and 
quality of life marketing.  The events help give an identity to local residents.  This image 
contributes to the areaôs identity in the minds of residents and visitors.    
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Economic Development Characteristics and Conditions 
 
Information on the regionôs economic development characteristics and conditions is presented 
in the following tables.  The data sets summarize changes, trends, and circumstances that 
directly affect the regionôs economic development potential.  Whenever possible, regional data 
will be compared to state and national numbers.  The information is not intended to fully 
document or prove any particular points of view.  Rather, they will provide a sense of how the 
regionôs economy functions.  
 

Population 
 

Table 5:  Land Area and Population by County (2010) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 
Roberts is the largest county in terms of land mass, while Brookings County has the greatest 
population density and total population. The stateôs 4th and 5th largest cities (Brookings and 
Watertown) are located on Interstate 29 and are major employment, education and trade hubs.  
Clark and Miner Counties, which are primarily rural and dominated by agricultural production, 
have the lowest population density and total population, respectively, in the region.  Brookings 
and Codington Counties are Metropolitan Statistical Areas.  Codington County MiSA consists of 
Codington and Hamlin Counties.   
 
  

County Population 
Land Area 

(Square Miles) 
Persons per 
Square Mile 

Brookings 31,965 792.21 40.3 

Clark 3,691 957.60 3.9 

Codington 27,227 688.50 39.5 

Deuel 4,364 622.69 7.0 

Grant 7,356 681.46 10.8 

Hamlin 5,903 507.23 11.6 

Kingsbury 5,148 832.24 6.2 

Lake 11,200 563.28 19.9 

Miner 2,389 570.31 4.2 

Moody 6,486 519.39 12.5 

Roberts 10,149 1,101.04 9.2 

First District 115,878 7,835.95 14.8 

South Dakota 814,180 75,811.00 10.7 
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The First District region experienced a net increase in population between 2000 and 2010.  
Common characteristics for counties experiencing population growth include Tribal areas, 
interstate highway access, and religious communities.  The counties with the largest population 
losses are typically heavily dependent upon agriculture, isolated from larger population centers, 
or lacking prominent natural features. Tables 6 and 7 show the changes in population of the 
counties and communities within the First District. Between 2000 and 2010 more than one-half 
of the First District counties and nearly two-thirds of all of First Districtôs communities lost 
population. 

 
Table 6:  Population History 

Sources: 1930, 1940, 1950, 1960, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010 Census  

  
Table 7:  Population Change by City (1980-2010) 

  

City County 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Population 
Change 

2000-2010 

Percentage 
Change 2000-

2010 

Aurora Brookings 507 619 500 532 32 6.4% 

Brookings Brookings 14,951 16,270 18,504 22,056 3,552 19.2% 

Bruce Brookings 254 235 272 204 -68 -25.0% 

Bushnell Brookings 76 81 75 65 -10 -13.3% 

Elkton Brookings 632 602 677 736 59 8.7% 

Sinai Brookings 129 120 133 120 -13 -9.8% 

Volga Brookings 1,221 1,263 1,435 1,768 333 23.2% 

White Brookings 474 536 530 485 -45 -8.5% 

County 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 
% Change 
2000-2010 

% 
Change 
1930-
2000 

Brookings 16,847 16,560 17,851 20,046 22,158 24,332 25,207 28,220 31,965 13.3% 89.7% 

Clark 11,022 8,955 8,369 7,134 5,515 4,894 4,403 4,143 3,691 -10.9% -66.5% 

Codington 17,457 17,014 18,944 20,220 19,140 20,885 22,698 25,897 27,227 5.1% 56.0% 

Deuel 8,732 8,450 7,689 6,782 5,686 5,289 4,522 4,498 4,364 -3.0% -50.0% 

Grant 10,729 10,522 10,233 9,913 9,005 9,013 8,372 7,847 7,356 -6.3% -31.4% 

Hamlin 8,299 7,562 7,058 6,303 5,520 5,261 4,974 5,540 5,903 6.6% -28.9% 

Kingsbury 12,805 10,831 9,962 9,227 7,657 6,679 5,925 5,815 5,148 -11.5% -59.8% 

Lake 12,379 12,412 11,792 11,764 11,456 10,724 10,550 11,276 11,200 -0.7% -9.5% 

Miner 8,376 6,836 6,268 5,398 4,454 3,739 3,272 2,884 2,389 -17.2% -71.5% 

Moody 9,603 9,341 9,252 8,810 7,622 6,692 6,507 6,595 6,486 -1.7% -32.5% 

Roberts 15,782 15,887 14,929 13,190 11,678 10,911 9,914 10,016 10,149 1.3% -35.7% 

First District 132,031 124,370 122,347 118,787 109,891 108,419 106,344 112,731 115,878 2.8% -12.2% 

South Dakota 692,849 642,961 652,740 680,514 665,507 690,768 696,004 754,844 814,180 7.9% 17.5% 
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City County 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Population 
Change 

2000-2010 

Percentage 
Change 2000-

2010 

Bradley Clark 135 117 112 72 -40 -35.7% 

Clark Clark 1,351 1,292 1,285 1,139 -146 -11.4% 

Garden City Clark 104 93 72 53 -19 -26.4% 

Naples Clark 45 35 25 41 16 64.0% 

Raymond Clark 106 96 86 50 -36 -41.9% 

Vienna Clark 90 93 78 45 -33 -42.3% 

Willow Lake Clark 375 317 294 263 -31 -10.5% 

Florence Codington 190 192 299 374 75 25.1% 

Henry Codington 217 215 268 267 -1 -0.4% 

Kranzburg Codington 136 132 185 172 -13 -7.0% 

South Shore Codington 241 260 270 227 -43 -15.9% 

Wallace Codington 90 83 86 85 -1 -1.2% 

Watertown Codington 15,649 17,592 20,237 21,482 1,245 6.2% 

Altamont Deuel 58 48 34 34 0 0.0% 

Astoria Deuel 154 155 150 139 -11 -7.3% 

Brandt Deuel 129 123 113 107 -6 -5.3% 

Clear Lake Deuel 1,310 1,247 1,335 1,273 -62 -4.6% 

Gary Deuel 354 274 231 227 -4 -1.7% 

Goodwin Deuel 139 126 160 146 -14 -8.8% 

Toronto Deuel 236 201 202 212 10 5.0% 

Big Stone 
City Grant 672 669 605 467 -138 -22.8% 

LaBolt Grant 94 91 86 68 -18 -20.9% 

Marvin Grant 52 38 66 34 -32 -48.5% 

Milbank Grant 4,120 3,879 3,640 3,353 -287 -7.9% 

Revillo Grant 158 152 147 119 -28 -19.0% 

Stockholm Grant 95 89 105 108 3 2.9% 

Strandburg Grant 79 74 69 72 3 4.3% 

Twin Brooks Grant 87 54 55 69 14 25.5% 

Bryant Hamlin 388 374 396 456 60 15.2% 

Castlewood Hamlin 557 549 666 627 -39 -5.9% 

Estelline Hamlin 719 658 675 768 93 13.8% 

Hayti Hamlin 371 372 367 381 14 3.8% 

Hazel Hamlin 94 103 105 91 -14 -13.3% 

Lake Norden Hamlin 417 427 432 467 35 8.1% 
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City County 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Population 
Change 

2000-2010 

Percentage 
Change 2000-

2010 

Arlington Kingsbury 991 908 992 915 -77 -7.8% 

Badger Kingsbury 99 114 144 107 -37 -25.7% 

Bancroft Kingsbury 41 30 37 19 -18 -48.6% 

DeSmet Kingsbury 1,237 1,172 1,164 1,089 -75 -6.4% 

Erwin Kingsbury 66 42 58 45 -13 -22.4% 

Hetland Kingsbury 66 53 43 46 3 7.0% 

Iroquois Kingsbury 348 328 278 266 -12 -4.3% 

Lake Preston Kingsbury 789 663 737 599 -138 -18.7% 

Oldham Kingsbury 222 189 206 133 -73 -35.4% 

Madison Lake 6,210 6,257 6,540 6,474 -66 -1.0% 

Nunda Lake 60 45 47 43 -4 -8.5% 

Ramona Lake 241 194 190 174 -16 -8.4% 

Wentworth Lake 193 181 188 171 -17 -9.0% 

Canova Miner 194 172 140 105 -35 -25.0% 

Carthage Miner 274 221 187 144 -43 -23.0% 

Howard Miner 1,169 1,156 1,071 858 -213 -19.9% 

Roswell Miner 19 19 21 15 -6 -28.6% 

Vilas Miner 28 28 19 21 2 10.5% 

Colman Moody 501 482 572 594 22 3.8% 

Egan Moody 248 208 265 278 13 4.9% 

Flandreau Moody 2,114 2,311 2,376 2,341 -35 -1.5% 

Trent Moody 197 211 254 232 -22 -8.7% 

Ward Moody 43 35 41 48 7 17.1% 

Claire City Roberts 87 85 85 76 -9 -10.6% 

Corona Roberts 126 118 112 109 -3 -2.7% 

New 
Effington Roberts 261 219 233 256 23 9.9% 

Ortley Roberts 80 63 54 65 11 20.4% 

Peever Roberts 232 195 209 168 -41 -19.6% 

Rosholt Roberts 446 408 419 423 4 1.0% 

Sisseton Roberts 2,789 2,181 2,572 2,470 -102 -4.0% 

Summit Roberts 290 267 281 288 7 2.5% 

White Rock Roberts 10 7 18 3 -15 -83.3% 

Wilmot Roberts 507 566 543 492 -51 -9.4% 
 Sources: 1980, 1990, 2000 2010 Census  
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A significant issue for rural areas is an increasingly aged population as youth out-migration 
continues.  In 2010, only Brookings and Hamlin Counties had a lower median age than the 
statewide median age.  Brookings Countyôs unusually low median age is due primarily to the 
fact that South Dakota State University is located there, and the median age statistic is biased 
based on students at the university. If you were to exclude students, it is anticipated that 
Brookings Countyôs median age would also likely be higher than the statewide average.   With 
the exception of Brookings and Hamlin Counties, all of the First District counties have median 
averages higher than the State; and the First District countyôs median age increased at a rate at 
least twice the pace of the state which saw the median age increase from 35.6 to 36.9.  
Kingsbury County has the oldest population with a median age of 47.1.   
 

Table 8:  Median Age (Years) by County 
 

County 2000 2010 

Brookings 26.6 26.3 

Clark 41.6 45.7 

Codington 35.3 37.7 

Deuel 40.8 43.9 

Grant 40.3 45.1 

Hamlin 38.0 36.8 

Kingsbury 42.7 47.1 

Lake 36.5 39.9 

Miner 42.5 46.4 

Moody 37.0 40.5 

Roberts 37.1 39.5 

First District 35.6 38.4 

South Dakota 35.6 36.9 
Source:  http://fastfacts.census.gov 
source:  http://factfinder2.census.gov  

 

The regional population is projected to maintain its population over the next ten years.  Dramatic 
changes could be experienced in communities with small populations (15 to 30 percent losses). 
It is expected that as the population of smaller communities decline, there may be a shift in to 
the larger communities of the county and region. These shifts may be accelerated by the loss of 
a major employer or local school.    
 

Income 
 
Relative to the rest of the state, most of the counties in First Districtôs region have poverty rates 
below the statewide average of 14.2% except for Brookings and Roberts County which have 
poverty rates of 19.1% and 20%, respectively. Deuel and Moody Counties have the lowest 
percentage of the population living in poverty at 6.1% and 7.1% respectively.   

 
 

  

http://fastfacts.census.gov/
http://factfinder2.census.gov/
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Table 9:  Number and Percent of Persons Below Poverty (2010 Estimate) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  http://factfinder2.census.gov  

 

The Median Family Income in First Districtôs region ranges from $43,281 in Roberts County to 
$62,896 in Brookings County.  Brookings, Codington and Moody Counties are the only counties 
to have Median Family Incomes exceeding the State average.  Further, Brookings County is the 
only county within the First District to have Median Family Incomes exceeding national 
averages.  With the exception of Roberts County, all counties within the First District have 
Median Family Incomes of at least 89 % of the State average and 81% of the national average. 

 
Table 10:  Median Family Income (2009 Estimate) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: http://factfinder.census.gov 

  

County 

People Below 
Poverty Level 

(Number) 

People Below 
Poverty Level 
(Percentage) 

Brookings 6,105 19.1% 

Clark 484 13.1% 

Codington 3,458 12.7% 

Deuel 266 6.1% 

Grant 853 11.6% 

Hamlin 443 7.5% 

Kingsbury 474 9.2% 

Lake 1,355 12.1% 

Miner 210 8.8% 

Moody 461 7.1% 

Roberts 2,030 20.0% 

First District 16,139 13.9% 

South Dakota 111,543 13.7% 

County Income 
Median 
Income 

Median 
Income 

Brookings $62,896.00 110.9% 100.9% 

Clark $52,665.00 92.9% 84.4% 

Codington $56,865.00 100.3% 91.2% 

Deuel $54,398.00 95.9% 87.2% 

Grant $50,563.00 89.2% 81.1% 

Hamlin $54,969.00 97.0% 88.1% 

Kingsbury $54,837.00 96.7% 87.9% 

Lake $56,210.00 99.1% 90.1% 

Miner $51,579.00 91.0% 82.7% 

Moody $61,133.00 107.8% 98.0% 

Roberts $43,281.00 76.3% 69.4% 

First District $54,490.55 96.1% 87.4% 

South Dakota $56,696.00 NA 90.9% 

United States $62,363.00 110.0% NA 

http://factfinder.census.gov/
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Table 11:  Per Capita Personal Income (2009 Estimate) 
 

 
Source: http://bea.gov/regional/reis/drill.cfm 

 
South Dakotaôs per capita income has increased by nearly 48% since 2000.  In the First District 
region, per capita income has increased at an even faster rate in every county except for 
Brookings and Codington Counties.  Miner County experienced the fastest income growth at 
nearly 86%, and as of 2009, Miner County had the highest per capita income at $44,867 or 
about 16% more than the statewide average.  The counties of Brookings, Codington, Hamlin, 
Lake, and Roberts all have lower per capita income than the statewide average.  
 

Labor Force 
 
Table 12 shows the labor force statistics for the eleven-county region over the past six years.  
With the exception of the most recent recession (2009 and 2010), the overall unemployment 
rates have remained low in the First District Region and the state in general.  However, 
unemployment rates have trended up slightly over the past six years.  Moody and Roberts 
Counties have consistently had the highest unemployment rates.  Presently Lake, Miner, Moody 
and Roberts Counties are the only counties in the region with an unemployment rate higher than 
the statewide average of 4.0% for October 2011.  Brookings County had the lowest 
unemployment rate of 3.3% in October 2011.  Even though unemployment rates remain low, 
these  percentages do not consider ñunder-employmentò factors which may include people 
having more than one job or someone working below their skill level.   
 
The labor force in the First District region has grown from 58,995 in 2001 to 68,510 in October 
2011, a 16% increase during this ten-year period.  Between 2001 and 2011 the number in the 
labor force varied from county to county with a range of -4.7% in Miner County to a 23.5% 
increase in Kingsbury County. 

 
  

County 2000 2007 2008 2009 

Percentage 
Change   

(2000 - 2009) 
Rank in 

State 

Brookings $24,723 $34,821 $36,742 $36,060 45.86% 41 

Clark $26,430 $35,740 $42,576 $40,071 51.61% 29 

Codington $26,553 $36,665 $38,368 $37,297 40.46% 35 

Deuel $24,753 $38,203 $40,933 $39,696 60.37% 31 

Grant $26,530 $36,995 $38,890 $40,278 51.82% 28 

Hamlin $21,234 $33,031 $35,644 $35,116 65.38% 46 

Kingsbury $26,118 $39,537 $44,949 $44,508 70.41% 16 

Lake $25,168 $35,251 $36,520 $37,500 49.00% 33 

Miner $24,155 $36,636 $40,488 $44,867 85.75% 15 

Moody $25,329 $38,930 $42,401 $41,491 63.81% 23 

Roberts $19,412 $29,545 $32,430 $32,776 68.84% 52 

First District $22,971 $35,941 $39,086 $39,060 70.04% NA 

South Dakota $25,958 $36,742 $39,415 $38,374 47.83% NA 
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Table 12:  Labor Force Statistics (2006 to 2011) 
 

County Year 
Labor 
Force Employed Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate 

Brookings 

2006 18,965 18,505 460 2.4% 

2007 19,665 19,225 440 2.2% 

2008 19,565 19,080 485 2.5% 

2009 18,940 18,225 715 3.8% 

2010 18,785 18,010 775 4.1% 

2011 19,740 18,830 640 3.3% 

Clark 

2006 1,870 1,800 70 3.7% 

2007 1,835 1,765 70 3.8% 

2008 1,810 1,740 70 3.9% 

2009 1,820 1,715 105 5.8% 

2010 1,895 1,800 95 5.0% 

2011 1,955 1,885 70 3.6% 

Codington 

2006 16,400 15,920 480 2.9% 

2007 16,750 16,290 460 2.7% 

2008 16,600 16,090 510 3.1% 

2009 16,180 15,175 1,005 6.2% 

2010 15,885 15,140 745 4.7% 

2011 16,460 15,900 560 3.4% 

Deuel 

2006 2,710 2,615 95 3.5% 

2007 2,670 2,575 95 3.6% 

2008 2,775 2,665 110 4.0% 

2009 2,720 2,555 165 6.1% 

2010 2,605 2,450 155 6.0% 

2011 2,745 2,645 100 3.6% 

Grant 

2006 4,240 4,090 150 3.5% 

2007 4,220 4,075 145 3.4% 

2008 4,250 4,095 155 3.6% 

2009 4,185 3,985 200 4.8% 

2010 4,230 4,020 210 5.0% 

2011 4,260 4,090 170 4.0% 

Hamlin 

2006 2,940 2,845 95 3.2% 

2007 2,995 2,910 85 2.8% 

2008 3,000 2,900 100 3.3% 

2009 2,955 2,795 160 5.4% 

2010 2,935 2,790 145 4.9% 

2011 3,035 2,930 105 3.5% 

Kingsbury 

2006 2,965 2,865 100 3.4% 

2007 2,945 2,860 85 2.9% 

2008 3,010 2,910 100 3.3% 

2009 2,960 2,800 160 5.4% 

2010 2,990 2,835 155 5.2% 

2011 3,100 2,990 110 3.5% 
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County Year 
Labor 
Force Employed Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate 

Lake 

2006 6,730 6,525 205 3.0% 

2007 6,880 6,675 205 3.0% 

2008 6,805 6,585 220 3.2% 

2009 6,710 6,280 430 6.4% 

2010 6,530 6,175 355 5.4% 

2011 6,760 6,470 290 4.3% 

Miner 

2006 1,180 1,135 45 3.8% 

2007 1,200 1,155 45 3.8% 

2008 1,255 1,210 45 3.6% 

2009 1,275 1,205 70 5.5% 

2010 1,240 1,170 70 5.6% 

2011 1,210 1,160 50 4.1% 

Moody 

2006 4,090 3,925 165 4.0% 

2007 4,055 3,900 155 3.8% 

2008 4,060 3,880 180 4.4% 

2009 3,935 3,670 265 6.7% 

2010 3,965 3,685 280 7.1% 

2011 4,045 3,835 210 5.2% 

Roberts 

2006 4,900 4,690 210 4.3% 

2007 4,875 4,670 205 4.2% 

2008 4,855 4,650 205 4.2% 

2009 4,780 4,490 290 6.1% 

2010 4,890 4,610 280 5.7% 

2011 5,200 4,940 260 5.0% 

First 
District 

2006 66,990 64,915 2,075 3.1% 

2007 68,090 66,100 1,990 2.9% 

2008 67,985 65,805 2,180 3.2% 

2009 66,460 62,895 3,565 5.4% 

2010 65,950 62,685 3,265 5.0% 

2011 68,510 65,675 2,835 4.1% 

South 
Dakota 

2006 435,350 421,800 13,550 3.1% 

2007 441,815 428,850 12,965 2.9% 

2008 446,070 432,130 13,940 3.1% 

2009 443,975 421,960 22,015 5.0% 

2010 444,060 422,560 21,500 4.8% 

2011 451,070 433,135 17,935 4.0% 
Source:  http://dlr.sd.gov/lmic 
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In both South Dakota and the nation, a higher percentage of women are entering the workforce.  
South Dakota has often had one of the highest women in the workforce participation rates in the 
nation. In 1990, 2000, and 2010, participation by women in the workforce in South Dakota 
outpaced the rest of the nation.  In the First District region, women participated in the labor force 
at a rate of 65.5% in 2010 lead by participation rates in Moody and Codington County. 
  
Table 13 also illustrates the number of women in the labor force with pre-school and school-
aged children.  South Dakota has a lower percentage of female workers with pre-school or 
school-aged children compared to the rest of the nation.  Further, the percentage of women in 
the workforce with school-aged children within the First District is lower than the State average.   
 

Table 13:  Women in the Work Force (2010) 
 

Source:  http://factfinder2.census.gov 

 

County 
Total Women  

16+ Years 

Women 16+ 
Years in the 
Labor Force 

Percentage 
of Total 

Women 16+ 
Years 

Women 16+ 
Years in the 
Labor Force 

With 
Children  
<6 Years 

% of Total 
Women 

16+ Years 
in the 
Labor 

Force With 
Children  
<6 Years 

Women 16+ 
Years in the 
Labor Force 

With 
Children 

from  
6 - 17 Years 

% of Total 
Women 

16+ Years 
in the 
Labor 

Force With 
Children 

from  
6 - 17 
Years 

Brookings 12,676 8,359 65.9% 2,243 26.8% 3,578 42.8% 

Clark 1,468 804 54.8% 275 34.2% 591 73.5% 

Codington 10,784 7,293 67.6% 2,165 29.7% 4,377 60.0% 

Deuel 1,718 1,142 66.5% 299 26.2% 711 62.3% 

Grant 2,970 1,938 65.3% 553 28.5% 1,113 57.4% 

Hamlin 2,077 1,239 59.7% 601 48.5% 1,079 87.1% 

Kingsbury 2,106 1,170 55.6% 302 25.8% 729 62.3% 

Lake 4,450 2,809 63.1% 817 29.1% 1,573 56.0% 

Miner 988 590 59.7% 134 22.7% 367 62.2% 

Moody 2,519 1,749 69.4% 571 32.6% 1,050 60.0% 

Roberts 3,708 2,112 57.0% 894 42.3% 1,812 85.8% 

First 
District 45,464 29,205 64.2% 8,854 30.3% 16,980 58.1% 

South 
Dakota 314,274 205,693 65.5% 64,545 31.4% 123,873 60.2% 

United 
States 122,702,038 72,879,336 59.4% 23,187,983 31.8% 46,895,983 64.3% 
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Table 14 shows the breakdown of non-farm and salaried workers by county and economic 
sector.  Brookings County showed the highest average annual salary for its residents at $34,622 
in 2010.  This is likely due to the location of South Dakota State University.    

 
Table 14:  Non-Farm Wage and Salaried Workers by Industry (2010) 
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Total Number of Jobs 16,439 $34,622 930 $25,983 14,916 $32,194 1,534 $33,748 

Natural Resources/Mining 373 $35,382 47 $33,759 192 $32,928 69 $24,147 

Construction 600 $34,100 79 $29,722 792 $37,778 162 $36,987 

Manufacturing 3,967 $45,709 76 $25,447 2,608 $42,202 364 $34,142 

Trade/Transportation/Utilities 2,365 $29,844 197 $30,288 3,446 $27,836 238 $49,851 

Information 160 $26,815 7 $30,720 173 $33,679 60 $57,261 

Financial Activities 582 $35,474 40 $30,760 971 $40,594 48 $36,345 

Professional/Business Services 819 $33,581 38 $36,235 710 $30,447 32 $31,205 

Educational/Health Services 1,021 $29,225 108 $22,116 1,859 $36,825 146 $36,779 

Leisure/Hospitality Services 1,880 $10,625 52 $16,517 1,583 $11,416 109 $9,711 

Other Services 383 $26,619 17 $26,319 495 $25,366 34 $35,175 

Government 4,289 $39,900 268 $21,686 2,088 $34,495 273 $22,035 
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Total Number of Jobs 3,777 $32,924 1,684 $28,118 1,678 $28,861 4,461 $31,057 

Natural Resources/Mining 186 $33,820 104 $25,182 73 $29,930 102 $24,052 

Construction 263 $53,984 150 $29,024 104 $32,422 156 $29,258 

Manufacturing 594 $43,242 217 $35,718 311 $32,348 677 $35,646 

Trade/Transportation/Utilities 1,058 $35,131 330 $35,773 375 $33,292 969 $38,152 

Information 34 $19,496 0 0 12 $18,081 74 $23,005 

Financial Activities 217 $42,903 0 0 126 $39,741 120 $35,456 

Professional/Business Services 290 $20,998 35 $37,927 16 $14,837 185 $34,000 

Educational/Health Services 378 $28,010 183 $17,467 207 $25,942 628 $28,162 

Leisure/Hospitality Services 300 $9,355 70 $11,261 108 $7,568 529 $8,669 

Other Services 79 $21,145 21 $27,233 31 $20,832 81 $31,567 

Government 380 $26,011 503 $24,759 315 $25,498 940 $35,478 
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Total Number of Jobs 797 $28,233 2,357 $32,498 3,518 $27,381 52,091   $   30,511  
  
389,199   $ 34,331  

Natural Resources/Mining 0 0 278 $31,761 66 $29,175 1,490   $   27,285  
      
4,953   $ 33,963  

Construction 21 $29,827 238 $44,549 106 $29,207 2,671   $   35,169  
    
20,111   $ 38,109  

Manufacturing 72 $36,122 234 $37,032 284 $28,496 9,404   $   36,009  
    
36,960   $ 39,899  

Trade/Transportation/Utilities 125 $24,166 387 $37,732 603 $23,770 10,093   $   33,258  
    
79,566   $ 31,217  

Information 0 0 0 0 31 $36,515 551   $   22,325  
      
6,542   $ 39,983  

Financial Activities 26 $33,600 0 0 95 $32,137 2,225   $   29,728  
    
28,401   $ 43,378  

Professional/Business Services 113 $27,364 35 $23,363 59 $29,171 2,332   $   29,012  
    
27,538   $ 42,273  

Educational/Health Services 139 $27,326 216 $28,407 447 $23,848 5,332   $   27,646  
    
59,378   $ 39,732  

Leisure/Hospitality Services 46 $8,867 121 $13,480 231 $7,091 5,029   $   10,415  
    
43,000   $ 13,124  

Other Services 61 $43,943 55 $35,168 70 $29,262 1,327   $   29,330  
    
10,283   $ 25,185  

Government 167 $27,605 759 $29,526 1,527 $31,845 11,509   $   28,985  
    
72,466   $ 36,267  

Source:  http://factfinder2.census.gov 
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Table 15 shows the commuting patterns of workers in First Districtôs region.  Clark and 
Kingsbury Counties had the highest commuting times with a mean travel time of 19.7 minutes.  
Many of the rural and small community residents within the First District must travel to larger 
communities for work.  In contrast those residents living in counties with larger communities ï 
Brookings, Madison, Milbank and Watertown have shorter commuting times.  
 

Table 15:  Travel Time to Work by County (2009) 

Source:  http://factfinder.census.gov 
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Total Workers 
who did not work 
at home 

16,783 1,184 14,637 1,636 4,154 1,481 1,867 5,053 961 2,534 3,541 53,831 382,087 

Percentage who 
traveled less 
than 10 minutes 

39.8% 48.5% 31.8% 44.1% 49.5% 50.2% 51.8% 46.9% 47.9% 44.6% 33.9% 40.0% 31.5% 

Percentage who 
traveled 10 to 14 
minutes 

24.7% 17.7% 25.0% 11.7% 14.3% 12.4% 13.4% 19.5% 14.7% 13.4% 20.8% 21.2% 20.4% 

Percentage who 
traveled 15 to 19 
minutes 

10.3% 12.0% 16.4% 13.0% 11.3% 10.7% 9.9% 10.7% 17.8% 14.6% 17.0% 13.0% 17.7% 

Percentage who 
traveled 20 to 24 
minutes 

7.6% 6.2% 9.9% 7.5% 8.7% 9.2% 11.7% 5.8% 7.2% 5.6% 10.5% 8.4% 11.7% 

Percentage who 
traveled 25 to 29 
minutes 

4.0% 2.1% 3.0% 5.0% 2.8% 4.2% 2.7% 2.6% 3.4% 3.4% 2.5% 3.3% 4.0% 

Percentage who 
traveled 30 or 
more minutes 

13.6% 13.7% 13.9% 18.7% 13.3% 13.4% 10.5% 14.4% 9.2% 18.5% 15.2% 14.0% 14.8% 

Mean travel time 
to work 
(minutes) 

13.5 19.7 14.1 19.3 15.1 18.9 19.7 16.5 17.5 18.8 17.6 17.3 
16.5 
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Business and Economic Development 
 
Visitor sales have increased in every county of the First District between 2004 and 2008.  
Brookings and Codington Counties have the highest total visitor sales due to their locations, 
which are primary retail hubs for the area sector in addition to the fact that both the cities of 
Brookings and Watertown host conventions and events throughout the year.  Miner County has 
the smallest amount of visitor sales; however, that may change with the recent construction of 
the Maroney Rural Learning Center in Howard. 
 

Table 16:  Estimated Total Visitor Sales (2004 - 2008) 
 

Source:  http://www.travelsd.com 

 
Table 17 shows the taxable sales by county between 2008 and 2010, which provides a good 
measure of the size of the economic output of each of the counties in the region.  Brookings and 
Codington Counties dwarf the rest of the counties in the First District region by generating over 
$1.2 billion in taxable sales (67% of total sales within the First District).  The First District region 
represents 10.5% of the stateôs total taxable sales.   

  

County 

2004 
Estimated 

Sales 

2005 
Estimated 

Sales 

2006 
Estimated 

Sales 

2007 
Estimated 

Sales 

2008 
Estimated 

Sales 

% 
Change 
(2004 - 
2008) 

Brookings  $  10,488,644   $ 11,158,567   $   11,760,910   $  13,881,621   $ 13,388,285  28% 

Clark  $       680,580   $   1,070,208   $     1,051,414   $    1,775,933   $   1,597,455  135% 

Codington  $  14,704,118   $ 17,072,828   $   17,911,884   $  19,224,596   $ 19,754,162  34% 

Deuel  $    1,055,326   $   1,142,610   $     1,279,161   $    1,523,042   $   1,631,756  55% 

Grant  $    1,999,881   $   2,715,310   $     3,304,445   $    4,106,506   $   4,444,497  122% 

Hamlin  $    1,220,931   $   1,381,936   $     1,272,479   $    1,385,568   $   1,279,512  5% 

Kingsbury  $    2,854,279   $   3,641,163   $     3,123,535   $    3,277,086   $   3,523,176  23% 

Lake  $    3,424,542   $   5,370,960   $     5,345,787   $    5,727,857   $   5,656,995  65% 

Miner  $       686,999   $      820,496   $       810,595   $       778,432   $   1,082,163  58% 

Moody  $    6,303,594   $   6,805,846   $     8,135,074   $    8,289,640   $   8,447,144  34% 

Roberts  $    2,899,159   $   3,315,292   $     3,110,839   $    3,406,864   $   3,800,576  31% 

First 
District  $  35,829,409   $ 43,336,649   $   45,345,213   $  49,495,524   $ 51,217,436  43% 

South 
Dakota  $752,000,000  

 
$810,000,000   $ 865,000,000   $941,000,000   $967,000,000  29% 
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Table 17:  Taxable Sales by County (2008 - 2010) 
 

County 2008 2009 2010 

Percentage 
Change 

2008 - 2010 

Brookings $537,617,278 $554,602,476 $586,884,069 9.2% 

Clark $32,787,971 $31,214,189 $33,364,201 1.8% 

Codington $619,094,398 $606,356,658 $623,133,191 0.7% 

Deuel $46,093,662 $44,058,552 $46,119,692 0.1% 

Grant $111,594,260 $109,136,000 $117,147,986 5.0% 

Hamlin $37,315,939 $33,290,790 $35,073,613 -6.0% 

Kingsbury $43,249,682 $45,287,786 $48,267,853 11.6% 

Lake $159,181,770 $147,741,405 $143,400,653 -9.9% 

Miner $23,922,524 $17,841,196 $18,914,445 -20.9% 

Moody $73,406,109 $73,789,361 $78,753,519 7.3% 

Roberts $76,798,735 $67,604,768 $68,130,046 -11.3% 

First District $1,761,062,328 $1,730,923,181 $1,799,189,268 2.2% 

South Dakota $16,676,135,840 $16,099,652,998 $17,116,226,063 2.6% 
Source:  http://www.state.sd.us/drr2/businesstax/statistics 

 

The Pull Factor measures the relative strength of a communityôs retail sector and is computed 
by:     
 

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

 
A Pull Factor higher than 1 suggests that the community is generating per capita sales with a 
drawing power greater than leakages.  A Pull Factor less than 1 suggests that the communityôs 
drawing power is less than the leakages.   
 
There were fifteen communities in First Districtôs region with a Pull Factor higher than 1 and 
thirty-seven communities with a Pull factor below 1. Table 18 and Figure 14 show the pull factor 
for communities within the First District with a population greater than one hundred. 

http://www.state.sd.us/drr2/businesstax/statistics
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Table 18:  Retail Pull Factors (2010) 

 

City County 
Population 

2010 
Retail Sales 

2010 

Per Capita 
Retail Sales 

2010 
Pull 

Factor 

Brookings Brookings 22,056  $   286,577,425.83   $   12,993.17   $    1.21  

Elkton Brookings 736  $       6,397,987.79   $     8,692.92   $    0.81  

White Brookings 485  $       2,011,121.84   $     4,146.64   $    0.39  

Volga Brookings 1,768  $       6,116,826.18   $     3,459.74   $    0.32  

Bruce Brookings 204  $          537,731.23   $     2,635.94   $    0.24  

Aurora Brookings 532  $       1,034,380.83   $     1,944.32   $    0.18  

Sinai Brookings 120  $           32,220.37   $        268.50   $    0.02  

Clark Clark 1,139  $     15,901,587.57   $   13,961.01   $    1.30  

Willow 
Lake Clark 263  $       1,467,108.53   $     5,578.36   $    0.52  

Watertown Codington 21,482  $   374,880,515.20   $   17,450.91   $    1.62  

Henry Codington 267  $       1,522,366.68   $     5,701.75   $    0.53  

South 
Shore Codington 227  $          822,496.49   $     3,623.33   $    0.34  

Kranzburg Codington 172  $          499,325.16   $     2,903.05   $    0.27  

Florence Codington 374  $          512,859.13   $     1,371.28   $    0.13  

Toronto Deuel 212  $       3,469,338.30   $   16,364.80   $    1.52  

Gary Deuel 227  $       2,581,759.83   $   11,373.39   $    1.06  

Clear Lake Deuel 1,273  $       9,625,517.36   $     7,561.29   $    0.70  

Brandt Deuel 107  $          276,176.20   $     2,581.09   $    0.24  

Goodwin Deuel 146  $          100,036.03   $        685.18   $    0.06  

Astoria Deuel 139  $           70,908.01   $        510.13   $    0.05  

Milbank Grant 3,353  $     61,557,564.30   $   18,358.95   $    1.71  

Stockholm Grant 108  $          800,133.87   $     7,408.65   $    0.69  

Revillo Grant 119  $          765,837.75   $     6,435.61   $    0.60  

Big Stone 
City Grant 467  $       2,740,881.24   $     5,869.12   $    0.55  

Lake 
Norden Hamlin 467  $       9,141,755.02   $   19,575.49   $    1.82  

Castlewood Hamlin 627  $       4,263,061.52   $     6,799.14   $    0.63  

Hayti Hamlin 381  $       2,525,881.40   $     6,629.61   $    0.62  

Bryant Hamlin 456  $       2,460,949.89   $     5,396.82   $    0.50  

Estelline Hamlin 768  $       3,599,856.50   $     4,687.31   $    0.44  

Iroquois Kingsbury 266  $       5,670,951.60   $   21,319.37   $    1.98  

DeSmet Kingsbury 1,089  $     11,439,995.89   $   10,505.05   $    0.98  

Badger Kingsbury 107  $       1,068,155.71   $     9,982.76   $    0.93  

Lake 
Preston Kingsbury 599  $       3,694,862.15   $     6,168.38   $    0.57  

Arlington Kingsbury 915  $       4,411,711.34   $     4,821.54   $    0.45  

Oldham Kingsbury 133  $          345,646.03   $     2,598.84   $    0.24  
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City County 
Population 

2010 
Retail Sales 

2010 

Per Capita 
Retail Sales 

2010 
Pull 

Factor 

Madison Lake 6,474  $     91,496,137.22   $   14,132.86   $    1.31  

Wentworth Lake 171  $       2,080,044.90   $   12,164.01   $    1.13  

Ramona Lake 174  $          382,396.59   $     2,197.68   $    0.20  

Canova Miner 105  $       1,496,000.60   $   14,247.62   $    1.32  

Howard Miner 858  $       8,745,757.90   $   10,193.19   $    0.95  

Carthage Miner 144  $          666,100.24   $     4,625.70   $    0.43  

Colman Moody 594  $       4,387,801.57   $     7,386.87   $    0.69  

Flandreau Moody 2,341  $     13,985,489.68   $     5,974.15   $    0.56  

Trent Moody 232  $          348,021.40   $     1,500.09   $    0.14  

Egan Moody 278  $          181,094.05   $        651.42   $    0.06  

Corona Roberts 109  $       2,522,422.98   $   23,141.50   $    2.15  

Rosholt Roberts 423  $       5,570,148.24   $   13,168.20   $    1.22  

Sisseton Roberts 2,470  $     29,586,089.35   $   11,978.17   $    1.11  

Wilmot Roberts 492  $       5,796,829.51   $   11,782.17   $    1.09  

Peever Roberts 168  $       1,559,280.83   $     9,281.43   $    0.86  

Summit Roberts 288  $       2,372,909.24   $     8,239.27   $    0.77  

New 
Effington Roberts 256  $          435,346.18   $     1,700.57   $    0.16  

First 
District 

 
77,361  $ 1,000,536,803.25   $   12,933.35   $    1.20  

South 
Dakota  814,180  $ 8,763,118,675.09   $   10,763.12   $    1.00  

Source:  http://www.state.sd.us/drr2/businesstax/statistics 
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Figure 14: Retail Pull Factors (2010) 
  


