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Utah’s Color Country:  the “Mighty Five” 

Home to Bryce Canyon National Park, Zion National Park, Canyon Lands National Park, Capitol Reef 

National Park, Cedar Breaks National Monument, Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, Glen 

Canyon National Recreation Area (Lake Powell), the Beaver Dam National Conservation Area, the Red 

Cliff’s National Conservation Area, the High Desert Off-Highway Vehicle Trail, National Scenic Byway 143, 

National—Utah’s Patchwork Parkway, National Scenic Byway 9-Zion Scenic Byway, and Scenic Byway 

12—Utah’s first All-American Road 

 

This Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) was prepared by the Five County 
AOG staff in conjunction with the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Committee 

and Governing Board, through a capacity building grant from the Economic Development 
Administration. The purpose of the CEDS is to promote a coordinated regional approach to 

accomplish desired economic development objectives in southwestern Utah. 
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I. Introduction 

 

A. Background and History 

The Five County Association of Governments was designated as an Economic Development District 

(EDD) by the Economic Development Administration (EDA) in May 1980. 

 

The purpose of this designation is to promote a coordinated, region-wide approach to the economic 

development efforts of local governments in southwestern Utah. One method used to encourage such 

coordinated effort is the preparation of this Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS). 

Every functioning EDD is required to have a current CEDS in place before an entity within the EDD is 

eligible for EDA-funded assistance programs. 

 

The five counties integral to the planning process are Beaver, Garfield, Iron, Kane, and Washington. The 

planning process engages community leaders, and stakeholders from across the region.  

 

This rendition of the FCEDD CEDS references other planning mechanisms vital to the region. Those plans 

include the Housing and Urban Development Consolidated Plan, the Five County Multi-Jurisdictional 

Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan, The Five County Disaster Recovery and Resiliency Economic 

Development Plan, local economic plans, and the state economic plan.  

 

Source: Greater Zion 
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These plans, including the CEDS employ information that is vital to regional economic development. 

Utilizing information from these plans allows staff to consolidate research and documentation efforts, 

thus freeing up staff resources for additional technical assistance to local jurisdictions. This consolidation 

also provides consistent and unified policy direction for regional economic development efforts.  

 

Local officials in southwestern Utah have a long history of cooperation. Long before the creation of 

regional development organizations or economic development districts, coordinated, formal economic 

development efforts were underway in the region. Today, this document adheres to local economic 

development priorities and guidelines provided by the Economic Development Administration. 

 

The first Five County Organization meeting was held on April 5, 1956. The meeting was called by the Iron 

County Commission, and included the commissioners and clerks from Beaver, Garfield, Iron, Kane, and 

Washington counties. Others invited included the editors of all local and Salt Lake City newspapers, 

KSUB radio, Congressman H. Aldous Dixon, and representatives of the US National Park Service, Dixie 

National Forest, the Utah State Road Commission, and the Utah Water & Power Board. Participants 

discussed “the advisability of forming an organization… for the purpose of working collectively and for 

the development of the resources of the five counties especially and for progress and development of 

the entire southern Utah area.” 

 

This collective and united effort continued through the late 1960s, when Governor Calvin Rampton 

created state planning districts and encouraged local governments to form Associations of Government 

under the auspices of the Utah’s Inter-local Cooperation Act. Southwestern Utah officials initiated the 

challenge and created the Five County Association of Governments on May 5, 1972. 

 

Regional economic development 

continued to be a major focus of 

effort, culminating in the 

designation of the Five County 

Economic Development District 

on March 17, 1980. EDD staff 

have worked continuously since 

that designation to assist local 

governments in their efforts to 

improve the economic viability of 

southwestern Utah. 

 

A vibrant, diversified, and healthy 

southwestern Utah economy is 

due to more than 50 years of 

formal cooperation and successful implementation of well-designed strategic efforts of participating 

local governments.  
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As southwestern Utah continues to expand and diversify its economic base, local elected officials are 

under increasing demands for time and resources. Each of the five counties has employed some form of 

economic development professional expertise. These local economic development professionals have 

prepared county economic development strategies. The role of the regional EDD continues to shift from 

direct program activities to one of coordination and programs which benefits the entire region, such as 

the Southwest Utah Microloan Program administered by Five County Association of Governments. 

 

 
 

B. FCEDD Governing Body and Strategy Committee 

FCEDD CEDS activities are overseen by the Governing Body and the Strategy Committee.  
 
The Governing body is known as the Five County Steering Committee and it is made up of public sector 
representatives from each of the five counties and includes mayors, county commissioners, and elected 
school board officials. Ex-officio members include representatives from Southern Utah University and 
Utah Tech University.  
 
The Strategy Committee is comprised of economic development directors, members of local chambers 
of commerce, a Paiute tribal representative, a university, and a local housing authority.  
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GOVERNING BODY, STRATEGY COMMITTEE, AND STAFF 

Name Organization Position 

GOVERNING BOARD 

Wade Hollingshead Beaver County Commissioner 

Nolan Davis Milford City Mayor 

Tyler Fails Beaver County School District School Board 

Jerry Taylor Garfield County Commissioner 

Melani Torgersen Escalante City Mayor 

Curtis Barney Garfield County School District School Board 

Paul Cozzens Iron County Commissioner 

Garth Green Iron County Mayor Rep. Mayor 

Lauren Lewis Iron County School District School Board 

Celeste Meyeres Kane County  Commissioner 

Lyle Goulding Kane County Mayor Rep. Mayor 

Lisa Livingston Kane County School District School Board 

Gil Almquist Washington County Commissioner 

Nanette Billings Hurricane City Mayor 

Burke Staheli Washington County School District School Board 

Henrie Walton Utah Tech University 
Assistant to the President for Government 
& Community Relations 

Donna Law Southern Utah University Director of Development 

STRATEGY COMMITTEE 

Jen Wakeland Beaver County Strategic Development Director 

Kaden Figgins Garfield County  
Director – Planning, Economic 
Development, Emergency Management  

Danny Stewart Iron County Economic Development Director 

Kelly Stowell CEBA Economic Development Professional 

Darren Prince 
St. George Area Economic 
Development 

Executive Director 

Shane Parashonts Piute Indian Tribe of Utah Tribal Administrator 

Jeff Mather SBDC - Dixie Tech Director 

Joni Anderson SBDC - SUU/Southwest Tech 
Director, SUU Business Center and SBDC 

Regional Manager 

Wyatt Anderson Atwood Innovation Plaza - BRC Business Resource Center Outreach Manage 

Nathanuel Martinez St. George Chamber of Commerce Director of Operations & Policy Engagement 

Pat Guerrero Kanab Chamber of Commerce President 

BIG Chamber Chris McCormick 
President/CEO Cedar City Chamber of 
Commerce 
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Paul Hill Utah State University Extension Director, ROI Program 

David Busk Department of Workforce Services Economic Service Area Director 

Heidi Miller Cedar City Housing Authority Executive Director 

STAFF 

Bryan Thirot 
Five County Association of 
Governments 

Executive Director 

Gary Zabriskie 
Five County Association of 
Governments 

Deputy Director/Director of Community and 
Economic Development 

Nathan Wiberg 
Five County Association of 
Governments 

Planner 

Michael Day 
Five County Association of 
Governments 

Economic Development Coordinator  
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C. Physical Profile 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FCEDD encompasses over 11 million acres of land in southwestern Utah. The Association serves 38 
incorporated municipalities, five county-wide school districts and the county jurisdictions of Beaver, 
Garfield, Iron, Kane, and Washington. FCEDD also stives to partner with the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
when possible. The constituent bands located in the FCEDD geographic area are Cedar Band, Indian 
Peaks Band, and Shivwits Band.  
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II. Background Summary 

A. Demographics and Population 

Over the past 11 years, the southwest region has experienced extraordinary population growth. 
From 2010 to 2021, the population in the region increased at an average annual rate of 2.3% with a total 
growth rate of 28.1%. in 2021 the number of persons living in southwest Utah was 252,030, an increase 
of 55,276 persons since the 2010 census. 
 

 
  

 
 

Beaver County 2020 2021 Change   Kane County 2020 2021 Change 

Beaver City 3115 3354 7.7%   Alton 363 424 16.8% 

Milford 1827 1928 5.5%   Big Water 620 622 0.3% 

Minersville 785 948 20.8%   Glendale 427 414 -3.0% 

          Kanab 4767 4692 -1.6% 

Garfield County 2020 2021 Change   Orderville 508 567 11.6% 

Antimony 89 93 4.5%           

Boulder 400 387 -3.3%   Washington 
County 

2020 2021 Change 

Bryce Canyon City 191 219 14.7%   Apple Valley 983 1062 8.0% 

Cannonville 350 374 6.9%   Enterprise 1602 1516 -5.4% 

Escalante 693 693 0.0%   Hildale 2921 1069 -63.4% 

Hatch 117 109 -6.8%   Hurricane 18112 19501 7.7% 

Henrieville 249 305 22.5%   Ivins 8931 8786 -1.6% 

Panguitch 1718 1662 -3.3%   LaVerkin 4383 4286 -2.2% 

Tropic 481 463 -3.7%   Leeds 652 760 16.6% 

          New Harmony 222 290 30.6% 

Iron County 2020 2021 Change   Rockville 207 199 -3.9% 

Brian Head 43 35 -18.6%   St. George 87176 92875 6.5% 

Cedar City 33404 34246 2.5%   Santa Clara 7868 7418 -5.7% 

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Five County Population by County 2010-2021

Beaver Garfield Iron Kane Washington

Source: ACS-5-year, table DP05 
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Enoch 7044 7307 3.7%   Springdale 489 521 6.5% 

Kanarraville 303 314 3.6%   Toquerville 1689 1818 7.6% 

Paragonah 511 622 21.7%   Virgin 707 720 1.8% 

Parowan 3104 2974 -4.2%   Washington City 28192 27689 -1.8% 
Source: ACS-5-year, table DP05 

 
 
 

Race & Ethnicity 2010 2010 % 2020 2020 % 

White alone       171,734  87.3%          206,932  84.6% 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race)         16,372  8.3%            24,580  10.1% 

Black or African American alone               681  0.3%              1,428  0.6% 

American Indian and Alaska Native alone           2,988  1.5%              3,538  1.4% 

Asian alone           1,373  0.7%              2,090  0.9% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone           1,390  0.7%              1,324  0.5% 

Some other race alone                 60  0.0%                  578  0.2% 

Two or more races           2,156  1.1%              4,057  1.7% 

Source: 5-year ACS, table DP05 

 
According to the 2020 ACS The minority population of the region in 2020 was 37,595, or 15.4 percent of 
total population, up from 12.7% in 2010. This is significantly lower than the statewide share of 22.1 
percent. 65.4 percent of the minorities in the region are Hispanic. 
 

RACE AND HISPANIC OR LATINO ORIGIN Estimate Below Poverty % Below Poverty 

White alone 223,269  22,787 10.2% 

Black or African American alone 1,466  356 24.3% 

American Indian and Alaska Native alone 3,410  779 22.8% 

Asian alone 2,242  562 25.1% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 1,258  158 12.6% 

Some other race alone 7,874  1,111 14.1% 

Two or more races 9,228  832 9.0% 

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 25,203  3,264 13.0% 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 209,238  21,064  10.1% 

Source: 2021 ACS 5-year, table S1701 

 
Racial and ethnic minority status is correlated with poverty level. In the FCEDD region, 10.69% of the 
entire population is reported to be below the poverty level. Approximately 13.0% of the Hispanic or 
Latino population, 25.1% of the Black or African American population is below the poverty level, while 
10.1% of the white alone, not Hispanic, or Latino population is below poverty (2021 5-year ACS).  
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B. Tourism & National Parks 

Tourism has a direct and indirect impact on the economy in the EDD. It is anticipated that tourism will 
continue to increase in the area and should be planned for accordingly. The following information 
estimates visitor spending, tourism-related jobs, and tourism-related tax revenue for the FCEDD region. 
 

County Visitor Spending Tourism Jobs Tourism Tx Revenue 

Beaver $97,597,413  534 $25,167,235  

Garfield $85,713,529  1,217 $15,357,161  

Iron $223,560,584  2,533 $25,167,235  

Kane $188,726,270  1,548 $37,301,659  

Washington $911,919,166  11,097 $144,110,793  

FCEDD Totals $1,507,516,962  16,929 $247,104,084  
Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute County Tourism Dashboard 

 
The following National Parks and Recreation Areas have an economic impact in the Five County region. 
The following numbers may not reflect all the dollars spent in the region, but each of the following sites 
do have a large economic impact in the region. Grand Canyon National Park is not located within the 
region but has a significant impact on the region’s economy.  
 
 

National Parks Service visits, spending, and economic contributions to local economies – 2021 

Park Unit Total Recreation 
Visits 

Total Visitor 
Spending 
($000s, $2021) 

Jobs Labor Income 
($000s, $2021) 

Value Added 
($000s, $2021) 

Economic 
Output 
($000s, $2021) 

Bryce Canyon National 
Park 

2,104,600 $194,832  2,693 $78,801  $135,874  $252,003  

Cedar Breaks National 
Monument 

772,886 $55,340  726 $21,505  $36,862  $68,780  

Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area 

3,144,318            $332,150 3,839            $139,418 $234,458 $409,546 

Grand Canyon National 
Park  

4,532,677 $710,256  9,390 $324,318  $539,433  $944,693  

Zion National Park 5,039,835 $667,486  10,743 $275,750  $486,845  $947,380  
Source: 2021 National Park Visitor Spending Effects Economic Contributions to Local Communities, States, and the Nation; Natural Resource Report NPS/NRSS/EQD/NRR—
2022/2395  

a. For these parks, results are based on a visitor survey at the designated park. For other parks, visitor characteristics and spending averages are from generic profiles or 
best available data.  

b. Trip characteristic data, spending data, and/or local area definitions were updated for these parks in 2021.  

c. Area was closed for one or more months in 2021.  
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C. Economic Data 

 

Area Sector Analysis Process 
 
The Area Sector Analysis Process (ASAP) is an economic development tool that identifies the most 

desirable and compatible industries for a single community. The ASAP process consists of two primary 

components: 1) A structural economic model that generates community-specific ranking indices, and 2) 

A six-module community economic development program that assists community members in better 

understanding the economic position of their community generally and the community application of 

the ASAP model specifically.  

Desirability is determined by how closely the goals and priorities of each industry align with those of the 

community.  Compatibility is determined by how well community resources and assets meet the 

production requirements of each industry. Identifying which industry sectors are most compatible and 

most desirable for a community is a key component to developing sustainable economic strategies. ASAP 

is rooted in the idea that what defines sustainable economic development is unique to each community. 

In other words, while communities may appear similar, each community’s goals, priorities, and assets are 

specific to their population and location. Moreover, the ASAP framework is informed by the theory that 

community development strategies should reflect both community and industry preferences to be 

successful over time. 

The following table is the community development Indicator Rankings that have both a high desirability 

index and compatibility Index. The full list and full Five County ASAP is at this link.  

 

 
 
 

https://fivecountyecon.files.wordpress.com/2023/07/asap-five-county-final-report-i.pdf
https://fivecountyecon.files.wordpress.com/2023/07/asap-five-county-final-report-i.pdf
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In addition to the high desirability and compatibility Index, the ASAP team also conducted a community 
survey. The following table are economic questions included in the survey. 
 

Five County Area Sector Analysis Community Survey, Economic Development Questions 

Statements about community 
Strongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Community is a great place to live 44.0 38.9 12.5 2.9 1.7 

Any type of Change would detract from 
quality of life in this community 17.1 33.1 37.2 8.6 4.0 

This community would benefit from 
improved economic opportunities 54.3 29.7 12.6 2.3 1.1 

This community would benefit from 
improved shopping opportunities 36.0 29.7 24.6 8.6 1.1 

This community would benefit from 
improved schools 38.9 33.1 22.9 4.0 1.4 

            

How much of a problem for you and your 
family 

No 
Problem 

At All 

Not Much 
of a 

Problem   

A 
Moderate 
Problem 

A Severe 
Problem 

Gas Prices 6.3 21.1   36.6 36.0 

Grocery Store Prices 9.1 27.4   30.9 32.6 

Housing Costs 12.6 18.9   31.4 37.1 

            

There is a need in my county to promote 
economic development to: 

Strongly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Create more jobs 42.9 29.7 21.7 4.6 1.1 

Increase average wages 50.9 30.3 12.6 5.1 1.1 

Opportunities for the next generation 45.7 39.4 10.9 3.4 0.6 

            

Go Utah has established some target 
industries 

Strong 
Support Support   Oppose 

Strongly 
Oppose 

Advanced Manufacturing 29.7 56.0   13.1 1.2 

Aerospace 23.5 50.3   24.6 1.7 

Financial Services 36.0 54.9   8.6 0.5 

Life Science 24.0 57.7   17.1 1.2 

Software and IT 46.3 42.9   9.7 1.1 

Agriculture 37.1 49.7   12.6 0.6 
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Considering these same industries, how 
likely is it that development of this 
industry would improve the quality of 
life in your community? 

Extremely 
Likely 

Somewhat 
Likely Neither 

Somewhat 
Unlikely 

Extremely 
Unlikely 

Advanced Manufacturing 22.8 43.4 20.6 6.9 6.3 

Aerospace 13.7 34.9 26.8 17.7 6.9 

Financial Services 34.9 33.1 18.9 8.0 5.1 

Life Science 22.3 33.7 26.9 13.1 4.0 

Software and IT 41.2 29.7 16 9.1 4.0 

Agriculture 28.0 36.0 22.9 8.0 5.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

17 | Five County CEDS 

 

IMPLAN Data 
 

Data Year Gross Domestic Product 
Total Personal 

Income  Total Employment 

2021 $11,853,595,595.77  $11,903,828,326.81  153,065.85 

       

Number of Industries Land Area Population Total Households 

351 17,482.48 272,115 93,570.27 

       

Study Area Regions Value Added Final Demand 

Area Indicator Value Indicator Value 

Beaver County, UT 1 - Employee Compensation $5,898,794,273.79 1 - Household Demand $10,917,068,207.54 

Garfield County, UT 2 - Proprietor Income $1,092,423,413.47 
2 - State/Local Government 
Demand $2,185,169,979.49 

Iron County, UT 3 - Other Property Income $4,107,152,915.59 3 - Federal Government Demand $464,005,439.29 

Kane County, UT 
4 - Taxes on Production and Imports 
Net of Subsidies $755,224,992.93 4 - Capital $4,919,918,449.72 

Washington County, UT Total Value Added $11,853,595,595.77 5 - Exports $6,685,318,209.12 

  

6 - Imports 
-

$12,759,884,762.76 

7 - Institutional Sales -$557,999,926.63 

Total Final Demand $11,853,595,595.77 

       

Industries 

Display 
Code Display Description Employment Labor Income Output 

Average Employee Compensation 
per Wage and Salary Employee 

Average Proprietor 
Income per 
Proprietor 

447 Other real estate 8,570.90 $200,782,165.23  $1,437,198,066.23  $45,750.64  $19,446.70  

510 
Limited-service 
restaurants 5,817.15 $121,724,125.76  $528,705,077.08  $20,984.86  $19,592.51  

542 

* Employment and 
payroll of local govt, 
education 5,330.36 $327,538,278.04  $391,523,013.25  $61,447.73    

509 Full-service restaurants 4,153.12 $112,149,654.76  $306,464,300.63  $27,232.39  $22,365.63  

544 

* Employment and 
payroll of local govt, 
other services 3,565.75 $219,088,099.98  $262,768,430.96  $61,442.32    

57 

Construction of new 
single-family residential 
structures 2,997.15 $145,098,621.97  $368,597,646.47  $45,922.28  $59,856.83  

539 

* Employment and 
payroll of state govt, 
education 2,893.60 $174,957,124.80  $206,554,205.08  $60,463.42    

507 Hotels and motels,  2,853.44 $95,016,767.57  $325,377,030.45  $33,792.27  $27,686.65  

411 
Retail - General 
merchandise stores 2,832.56 $94,949,950.07  $235,245,745.41  $33,766.80  $7,753.63  

490 Hospitals 2,805.09 $299,491,398.92  $599,500,595.97  $106,386.02  $229,531.08  

       
Source: IMPLAN 
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County Snapshots 
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Employers & Industry Briefs 
 
The major employers by county are in the table below. “As part of a cooperative agreement with the U.S. 
Employment and Training Administration, DWS provides the public with data and analyses that they 
collect in a variety of mediums about the labor market in Utah.” 

Industry briefs present measures of industry conditions such as job growth, wages, and occupations in 
demand. The industry briefs are in appendix A 

 
 

County Major Employers by County - 2021 

County Company Industry 
Average Annual 
Employment 

Beaver 
Smithfield Hog Production (Murphy-
Brown) Animal Production 250-499 

Beaver Beaver County School District Public Education 100-249 

Beaver Beaver Valley Hospital Health Care 100-249 

Beaver Beaver County Local Government 100-249 

Beaver Ernie's Truck Plaza 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience 
Stores 50-99 

Garfield Ruby's Inn Accommodations 250-499 

Garfield Garfield County School District Public Education 100-249 

Garfield Intermountain Healthcare Health Care 100-249 

Garfield South Central Communications Telecommunications 50-99 

Garfield Garfield County Local Government 50-99 

Iron Southern Utah University Higher Education 2000-2999 

Iron Iron County School District Public Education 1000-1999 

Iron 
Cedar City Hospital / Intermountain 
Health Care Health Care 500-999 

Iron Wal-Mart Warehouse Clubs & Supercenters 500-999 

Iron State of Utah State Government 250-499 

Kane Best Friends Animal Sanctuary Animal Welfare Association 250-499 

Kane Almangiri Resort and Spa Accommodations 100-249 

Kane Kane School District Public Education 100-249 

Kane Kane County Local Government 100-249 

Kane Kane County Hospital Health Care 100-249 

Washington Intermountain Healthcare Health Care 4000-4999 

Washington Washington County School District Public Education 3000-3999 

Washington Wal-Mart Warehouse Clubs and Supercenters 2000-2999 

Washington Utah Tech University Higher Education 1000-1999 

Washington St. George City Local Government 1000-1999 

Source: Department of Workforce Services 

*Annual Average Employment 
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The Hachman Index  

 
“The Hachman Index measures economic diversity. 
Using indicators such as gross domestic product 
(GDP) or employment, the index measures the mix 
of industries present in a particular region relative 
to a (well-diversified) reference region. The 
Hachman Index normalizes scores from 0 to 100. A 
higher score indicates more similarity with the 
reference region, while a lower score indicates less 
similarity. The Hachman Index is often applied at 
the national level using GDP, allowing for 
comparison between individual states. Since the 
well-diversified U.S. economy serves as the 
reference region, states with higher scores not only 
have economies similar to the national economy 
but are also economically diverse states. With 
reliable data, the index may be applied to measure 
industrial distribution across counties as well.” 
(Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute) The table above 
represents the Hatchman Index for the counties in 
the FCEDD. 
 
While Utah as a whole, has a great Hachman Index 
(95.6), there is a large disparity between the 
highest and lowest scoring counties in the FCEDD. 
Beaver County’s score is one of the lowest in the 
State and Washington County has one of the 
highest scores in the state. The larger counties 
display more industrial diversity than smaller 
counties, a pattern common throughout Utah. In 
the rural counties the population is significantly 
smaller than in Washington and Iron County, and 
their economies are more concentrated in 
specialized industries.   

22.2

39.4

79.9

44.8

82.3
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Garfield
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Source: Kem C Gardner Policy Institute

Hachman Index by County
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III. STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES, AND THREATS 

 
 
The Five County Economic Development District (FCEDD) SWOT analysis employs data gathered from 
regional stakeholder engagement sessions and correspondence, a regional business survey conducted by 
FCEDD, a community survey conducted by the Western Rural Development Center at Utah State 
University in conjunction with the Area Sector Analysis, the State of Utah Coordinated Action Plan for 
Economic Vision 2030, the Five County Disaster Recovery and Resiliency Economic Development Plan, 
the Fueling Economic Growth Through Entrepreneurship Study, and the background Summary section of 
this plan. This multi-faceted analysis has many inputs found in the material listed above. For this reason, 
this SWOT analysis only identifies themes found across multiple plans, surveys, and correspondence with 
stakeholders.      
 

This SWOT provides “critical internal and external factors that speak to the region’s unique assets 
and competitive positioning.  [FCEDD] ensures that there is a clear objective informed by a 
comprehensive understanding of a region’s capabilities and capacity.  [This] SWOT analysis 
identifies the region’s competitive advantages—those assets that make the region special or 
competitive in the national and global economies—juxtaposed against those internal or external 
factors that can keep [this] region from realizing its potential.   
 
Determining and analyzing what the region already possesses that could be leveraged better to 
build the capacity for growth, including competitive cultural, economic, technological, 
intellectual, and physical assets, is critical to developing the strategic direction and 
implementation plan to promote regional economic vitality.  Leveraging assets refers to using the 
activities and engagement of business, government leaders and other stakeholders to maximize 
the economic potential of a region.” (Economic Development Administration, CEDS Content 
Guidelines) 
 

It is important to note that while FCEDD will nurture the region’s weaknesses, opportunities, and threats, 
it is just as important to not forget to keep working on the strengths. 
 
 

Source: Beaver Rambers 
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Strengths 

 
o Infrastructure 

▪ Roads, rail, broadband, travel time 

o Robust Growth 

o Entrepreneurship 

▪ Innovative spirit, business forward policies, innovation Center at Utah Tech 

University and Southern Utah University, Pioneering Culture, Grit, Rural Online 

Initiative at Utah State University Extension. 

▪ Patent and Trademark Resource Center at Utah Tech University. 

o Universities & Tech Schools 

▪  Growing academic programs, innovation centers, collaboration among the 

regional institutions; education attainment with a bachelor’s degree or higher is 

4.5% higher than national average. 

o Tourism 

▪ National Parks, State Parks, outdoor rec, sporting events at all levels, good 

weather, arts and entertainment, open space, etc. 

o Family Friendly 

o Community, Culture, & People 
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  Weaknesses 
 

 
 

o Exports 

▪ Accounts for 5.2% of the State’s exports; brain drain  

o Low Wage Jobs 

▪ Tourism creates mostly low-paying and low-skill jobs.  

o Entrepreneurship 

▪ Lack risk capital and other types of investments for startups; siloed social circles; 

low tech-based knowledge occupations. 

o Lack of Economic Diversity 

o Lack of Multi-Modal Transportation Region Wide 

o Affordable housing 

▪ High share of cost burdened households with a difficulty in paying for other 

essential household items. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Source: Kane County Office of Tourism 
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Opportunities 

 

o Networking/Coordination 

▪ Improved networking with industry clusters; closer partnership with economic 

development directors in each county. Improved engagement with the World 

Trade Center Utah. 

o Education 

▪ Utilizing the universities in a more sophisticated approach to economic 

development; International connections through the universities; strong public 

school systems, coordinated workforce programs; youth robotics program 

o Entrepreneurship 

▪ Experienced retirees that can mentor, good suitability for 2nd headquarters of 

established companies, international connections with the many visitors to the 

region.   

o Proximity to Las Vegas 

▪ Nellis Airforce Base and professional Sports. 

o Region-Wide Economic Diversity 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Source: Cedar City - Brian Head 
Tourism Bureau 
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Source: Garfield County Office of Tourism 

Threats 
 

 
 

o Housing Costs 

▪ High housing costs make it difficult to attract certain companies; large number 

of secondary/vacation homes. 

o Low Wages 

▪ Employers are not willing to pay good wages. 

o Water 

▪ Lack of water for long term sustainability. 

o Entrepreneurship 

▪ Narrow constituencies: misguided investments in facilities or programs that are 

not what entrepreneurs actually need; siloed approaches. 

o Severe and Sustained Shocks  

▪ Natural disasters and possibilities of another pandemic. 

▪ Government Shutdowns. 

o Negative Views on Growth 
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Source: Garfield County Office of Tourism 

IV. STRATEGIC DIRECTION/ACTION PLAN 
 

 

 

Five County Economic Development District (FCEDD) strives for economic development that creates 
vibrant communities by fostering economic resilience and vitality. This cannot be accomplished without 
addressing a multitude of key areas including workforce development, business retention, housing 
attainability, investment, quality infrastructure, investment, and coordination. FCEDD is actively working 
to advance economic development in Southwest Utah by conducting analyses, coordinating with local 
leaders and stakeholders, and offering guidance that promotes sustainable growth. FCEDD seeks to plan, 
prepare, and partner with a diverse array of local leaders to reach their communities’ objectives. 
 
The goals and objectives in this section are inspired by the SWOT analysis as well as many stakeholders 
and leaders in Southwest Utah. FCEDD staff anticipate that goals will be accomplished and/or worked on 
during the five-year period of this plan. However, some goals in this plan are long-term or ongoing 
initiatives that will come to fruition ten or more years beyond the next plan update. The goals and 
objectives in this section will give FCEDD staff the tools to assist local leaders to reach their goals. 
 
FCEDD is a non-taxing and non-regulatory entity. As a result, many of the goals and strategies revolve 
around coordination and assistance efforts. The following are the visions, goals, and objectives of the 
FCEDD. 
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Vison Goals Objectives Stakeholders 
Time 

Frame 

Education/ 
Workforce/ 
Entrepreneurship 

▸ Create an environment that is 
primed for new and emerging 
companies. 
▸ Develop local talent and 
workforce. 

▸ Support the educational institutions on their 
innovation, and entrepreneurial endeavors, or other 
economic related projects they may be working on. 
▸ Work closely with educational institutions when 
putting together future regional economic 
development plans and strategies. 

SUU, UTU, Dixie 
Tech, Southwest 
Tech, School 
Districts 

Ongoing 

Increase 
Economic 
Diversity 
throughout the 
FCEDD. 

▸ Create an environment that is 
primed for new and budding 
industries. 
▸ Create an economy where local 
talent can stay and work  

▸ Look for funding opportunities for economic 
development projects and assist stakeholders when 
appropriate 
▸ Work with regional stakeholders and other 
partners on local economic initiatives. 
▸Support the Five County Revolving Loan Fund 

FCEDD/EDA/Local 
Jurisdiction and 
Partners/Education 
Institutions 

Ongoing 

Increase Housing 
Attainability 

Increase the number of attainable 
housing units across all income 
levels and demographics. 

▸ Work with the State of Utah on their housing 
initiatives when applicable. 
▸ Assist with housing programs in the region when 
funding is available and provide input when 
appropriate. 

FCEDD, State, 
Counties, 
Municipalities, 
Housing 
Authorities 

Ongoing 

Be involved with 
State Legislation 
and 
Congressional 
updates. 

Follow state legislation and 
determine which pieces of 
legislation may affect economic 
development in the region. 

▸ Follow new bills made by the Legislation in as it 
pertains to economic development.  
▸ Meet with the congressional and Senate Staffers 
in Utah. 
▸ Facilitate the combined Congressional Briefing 
between the Five and Six County Regions. 
▸ Facilitate the combined Legislative Briefing 
between the Five and Six County Regions. 

FCEDD, State of 
Utah 

Ongoing 

Maintain Quality 
Infrastructure 

▸ Optimize transportation 
coordination between the EDD, 
Dixie Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (DMPO) and the Iron 
County Rural Planning 
Organization (ICRPO). 
▸ Maintain a high level of 
transportation and other 
infrastructure to ensure the 
efficient movement of goods, 
services, and people 

▸ Hold weekly meetings with Dixie Metropolitan 
Planning (DMPO) and Iron County Rural Planning 
Organization (ICRPO) staff. Assist the ICRPO with 
coordination efforts. Discuss transportation 
priorities and needs to enhance coordination efforts 
with EDD partners when projects may affect or be 
affected by transportation.  
▸ Support multi-model transportation efforts in the 
region. 
▸ Support the Rural Inland Port and other rail 
infrastructure initiatives in the region 
▸ Support the goals in the regional broadband plan. 

FCEDD, DMPO, 
ICRPO 

Ongoing 

Improve 
Coordination 

▸ Become a regional economic 
development repository and 
coordinator for local communities 
and economic developers. 
▸ Strengthen the relationship 
between the EDD and the Paiute 
Tribe 
▸ Increase participation in 
regional economic development 
initiatives. 

▸ Update and host data relevant to the CEDS and 
communities as new data become available. 
▸ Maintain the Five County CEDS data annually.  
▸ Disseminate economic development information 
to EDD partners and highlight programs in the 
region.  
▸ Coordinate with the other EDDs and the State. 
▸Develop the next CEDS update. 
▸ Attend or host meetings with the tribal council, 
administration, and/or Bands; Get to know 
Tribal/Band leaders and Economic Development 
staff; Involve the Tribe in CEDS related activities. 
Offer support to the Tribe in economic planning.  
▸ Participate in local economic summits and 
meetings to help define the economic development 
direction of Southwestern Utah. 
▸State and Public Land Coordination. 

County and 
Municipal 
Economic 
Developers, CEDS 
Strategy 
Committee, Piute 
Tribe and Bands, 
local 
municipalities, etc. 

Ongoing 
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Source: Greater Zion 

V. EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
 

The mission of the Five County Economic Development 
District is to “Plan, Prepare and Partner” with federal, state 
and local governments to strengthen the role of 
southwestern Utah local officials in the execution of state and 
federal programs at the local level. 
 
The success of this planning effort is measured by how it is 
implemented and how the region performs. The FCEDD CEDS 
serves as the blueprint for the regional economic 
development efforts. It is the primary responsibility of the 
FCEDD to monitor the CEDS implementation. Monitoring will 
occur annually when the CEDS reporting is due to the EDA. 
 
The following are the steps to ensure accountability for CEDS 
implementation. 

1. Are goals being worked on? 
2. What objectives have been accomplished or are in 

process? 
3. Does the FCEDD need to pivot their goals? 
4. Have jobs in the region increased? 
5. Has gross regional product increased? 
6. Has the attainable housing stock increased? 
7. Has household income increased? 
8. Has the infusion of capital increased? 

 
The FCEDD CEDS Update process encourages more 
coordination in the region, with a multitude of local, state, 
and Federal agencies. The resultant plan provides clear 
direction for the EDD to focus its efforts. The coordination 
process will continue through plan implementation. 
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Source: Greater Zion 

 

 

VI. RESILIENCE 

 

 

The COVID-19 pandemic made it very clear that the Five County Economic Development District (FCEDD) 
economic success is tied to the ability to resist and recover from turmoil to the region’s economic 
base. This chapter directs the region to better prepare to anticipate, withstand, and bounce back from 
any type of shock, disruption, or stress it may experience. The EDA states that shocks/disruptions to an 
economic base of an area or region are manifested in three ways: 

• Downturns or other significant events in the national or international economy which impact 
demand for locally produced goods and consumer spending; 

• Downturns in particular industries that constitute a critical component of the region’s economic 
activity; and/or 

• Other external shocks (a natural or man-made disaster such as the exit of a major employer or 
the impacts of climate change, etc.). 
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In an effort to understand physical disruptions in the region, FCEDD prepares a region-wide hazard 
mitigation plan, known as the Five County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan. During the COVID-
19 pandemic FCEDD was awarded a grant draft an economic development recovery and resiliency plan. 
Both plans address mitigation, recovery, and resiliency shocks that can cause major disruptions to the 
region’s economic base. The full plans are linked below. 
 

Five County Economic Development District Disaster Recovery and Resiliency 
Economic Development Plan (DRRE) 
 
The Disaster Recovery and Resiliency Economic 
Development Plan (DRRE) has been developed to 
respond to the economic downturn caused by the 
COVID-19 Pandemic, and to prepare for future economic 
shocks. FCEDD utilized a capacity building Coronavirus 
Aid Relief and Economic Security (CARES Act) grant 
through the U.S Economic Development Administration. 
This long-range plan details the impact of the COVID-19 
Pandemic on the region, outlines the district’s ongoing 
recovery, and seeks to provide principles for coordinated economic resiliency efforts in Southwest Utah. 
The overarching role of the FCEDD and vision for this plan is to support, inform, and coordinate with the 
region’s communities, residents, businesses, and stakeholders. Main goals are to understand the impact 
of the pandemic on the region’s economy, identify gaps and vulnerabilities through a SWOT analysis, and 
prepare for future economic shocks by acknowledging opportunities for resilient growth.  
 
This plan aims to aid local leaders and economic development practitioners in building regional 
readiness by analyzing the economic impacts of COVID-19, and evaluating the areas in which the region 
was most vulnerable. Continued partnership between the Five County Economic Development District 
and the communities it serves will prove to be essential in applying this plan’s principles towards another 
economic shock. Through planning and alignment of area-wide goals, Southwest Utah can develop a 
more robust, diverse, and resilient economic landscape. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://fivecountyecon.files.wordpress.com/2022/09/disaster-recovery-and-resiliency-economic-development-plan-drre-2022-1.pdf


 

37 | Five County CEDS 

 

Five County Association of Governments Multi-Jurisdictional Natural Hazard 
Mitigation Plan (Five County Hazard Mitigation Plan) 

 

 
 
The Five County Hazard Mitigation plan is a representation of each jurisdiction’s commitment to reduce 
risks from natural hazards, serving as a guide for decision makers as they commit resources toward 
reducing the effects of natural hazards. This plan serves as the basis for the State to provide technical 
assistance and to prioritize project funding. Mitigation planning is not a regulatory practice. To 
strengthen the goals, objectives, and strategy of the hazard mitigation plan, communities should 
incorporate the mitigation plan actions into existing planning documents, including but not limited to the 
General Plan, Municipal Code, Capital Improvement Plan, etc.  
 
Natural Hazard Mitigation Strategies can come in many forms from structural and infrastructure projects 
to preserving natural and open space areas to code and zoning updates to community engagement 
activities. The strategy types considered throughout the plan equip the region and jurisdictions with a 
robust toolbox to address Natural Hazard risks through mitigation. A variety of mitigation strategies can 
accommodate the needs and capabilities of a community, allowing them to customize a strategy to 
address natural hazard risks in a realistic and manageable way for their community. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

https://hazardmitigationplan.files.wordpress.com/2022/06/nhmp2022_final062122.pdf
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Public Lands 

 
 
Traditional industries of the region included farming, ranching, timbering, and mineral mining. These 
industries all relied heavily upon the utilization of both public and private lands. Nearly all occupations 
centered on these base industrial clusters. As settlers moved into the Southwest Utah area, land had to 
be cleared for production agriculture. Roads had to be developed for natural resource extraction. Water 
supplies were developed from mountain areas, springs, and rivers. Reservoirs were engineered and built 
along with canals and irrigation systems.  
 
The livelihood of early residents was from the land and the natural resources it produced. Much of the 
land was rugged and impassible. Even grazing operations found the terrain difficult and unproductive.  
Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the United States Forest Service 
(Forest Service) were organized to assist states and local governments to manage these areas.  The 
mission and goal of these agencies were to develop these lands into productive and developable real-
estate. The original purpose of the BLM was to hold and manage barren and unclaimed lands until 
commercial and private uses were identified. Once a suitable purpose was identified, the BLM mission 
was to dispose of these lands and move them from federal management to private ownership.  
 
On the other hand, the Forest Service was organized to help manage the vast resources found in forested 
lands. This included management for the extraction of timber, minerals, feed, and water resources. They 
also managed fire control. Again, their overall purpose was to manage the forests for resource utilization 
by local business and industry. As the West grew there became more competition for the natural 
resources available on public lands. The Forest Service and BLM were given more responsibility. 
However, powerful special interest lobbies, environmental activists, and the politics of the Eastern states, 
nearly all privately owned, began to pressure congress in protecting and developing more wilderness on 
public lands. As a result, congressional rules and regulations have greatly changed the local direction and 
decision-making ability of the Forest Service and BLM.   
 
These agencies have evolved into managers of federally controlled lands with little authority to make 
local decisions concerning natural resource development, access, or other management practices. It is 
nearly impossible and so time consuming that privatization of public lands is no longer an alternative. 
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Special interest lobbies and environmental activists have made economic development opportunities on 
these public lands nearly impossible.  
 
The results, a large portion of the Forest Service and BLM budget are being utilized to litigate lawsuits 
involving public land decisions. States such as Utah and especially their rural areas with large holdings of 
public lands have struggled to maintain a sufficient tax base. Business development and expansion is for 
the most part met with ardent opposition. The special interest lobbies and environmental activists spin 
public lands and wilderness into a means of disruption and obstruction of economic development and 
growth.   
 
Funding resources from these groups has created heavy handed congressional control over these lands.  
Western congressional members cannot prevail in changing laws which make new or even existing 
resource development more accessible on public lands. Because of the disparity in taxes between states 
with no or little public lands and those with nearly all public lands, the State Institutional Trust Land 
program was developed. Through congressional action, this program granted State rights and 
development of two sections, or 5.5%, of a township on federally controlled lands. The resources from 
the sale or development of these lands are mandated to support public schools. This program has 
helped rural counties and communities with some community and economic development 
opportunities. 
 

Natural Resource Pressures 
 
Research on global climate change has shown that continued industrialization of developing economies 
worldwide poses stark new threats to the global environment. Rising emission levels in the earth’s 
climate coupled with an increase in global and domestic consumption is having an impact on natural 
resources. Over the past decade, the U.S. has experienced rising energy costs that have impacted 
commodity prices substantially. 
 
These issues will be exacerbated with future projected 
growth. Additionally, how communities grow impacts 
the number of vehicle miles traveled by residents and 
the energy consumed by buildings that directly impact 
greenhouse gases. How growth and development 
emerge in the future carries far-reaching implications 
for environmental health, energy independence and 
economic security. 
 
The opportunity for the region is one of decision-
making. Communities within the FCEDD can make 
decisions regarding urban growth patterns that can 
directly influence how much environmental impact the 
region will have. The region is seeing the creation of 
new industry opportunities and innovations that will 
protect environmental assets and pursue energy 
independence and managed growth strategies that will 
efficiently accommodate future population growth. 
 
 

  



 

40 | Five County CEDS 

 

APPENDIX A: INDUSTRY BRIEFS 
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