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7J".-,~ Department of 
Water & Natural Resources 
Joe Foss Building 
523 East Capitol 
Pierre. South Dakota 57501-3181 

Governor George S. Mickelson 
and Members of the Legislature 

Sixty-second Legislative Session 1987 

Transmitted herewith is the 1987 State Water Plan and the 1986 Annual 
Report of the Board of Water and Natural Resources. The State Water Plan 
outlines the projects in the State Water Facilities Plan and gives the 
Board's recommendations concerning projects for the State Water Resources 
Management System. The Annual Report describes the past year's water 
development activities throughout the state. 

Significant progress was made in 1986 on the state's water development 
projects. Gregory County Pumped Storage, James River Flood Control and 
Lake Herman Dredging projects received authorizations from the United 
States Congress. The integration of Hilltop and Gray.Goose Irrigation 
Districts as units of the Pick-Sloan program was an important 
advancement. Congress has continued to fund the Belle Fourche 
Rehabilitation Project and the construction of WEB rural water system. 
The Lake Andes-Wagner project has completed its hearings and prospects 
for approval look bright. The West River/Lyman-Jones Rural Water System 
has started its hearing process with favorable attention. CENDAK's 
planning report/draft environmental statement is complete so Congress may 
now act on the project's authorization legislation. 

The Department and Board continued to assist projects through the state's 
financial programs. Together with local project sponsors approximately 
$45.9 million of state, local and federal funds were obtained to advance 
the smaller projects in the St.ate Wat.er Facilities Plan. 

The Board of Water and Natural Resources with assistance from Department 
staff, water development districts, planning and development districts 
and local officials developed the 1987 Slate.Water Plan. As established, 
the water planning process placed a substantial responsibility on local 
water development district officials to review and determine project 
priorities. The 1987 plan and the past year's annual report are detailed 
in the accompanyirig report. 

Sincerely, t · 
.1 I . I. ,L--t---

,}:at: :t~::: etary (j DepaJ;,ent of Water and Natural Resources 
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Preface 

The purpose of this document is to fulfill the statutory requirements 
placed on the Board of Water and Natural Resources. These requirements 
are generally outlined as fol lows:·· 

*SDCL 46A-2-2 To prepare and submit to the Legislature· .and 
Governor a yearly progress report on the State Water Plan 

*SDCL 46A-1-JO To make recommendations to the Governor and 
Legislature concerning projects for the State Water Resources 
Management System 

*SDCL 46A-1-14 To make an annual report on all activities 
during the preceding year and funding recommendations necessary 
to implemedt the water plan 

The report consists of two principal sections: the 1987 State .Water Plan 
and the 1986 Annual Report. The first section sets forth the projects 
included in the Natural Resources Inventory, the State Water Facilities 
Plan, recommendations for the State Water Resources Management System and 
recommendations for the funds necessary to implement the State Water 
Plan.· The second section is the annual report which provides the 
progress report on each project and on Board activities during 1986. 

iv 
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STATE WATER PLAN 

Overview 

In 1972 the State Legislature entrusted the South Dakota· Conservancy 
District with.the development of a Comprehensive State Water Plan. The 
plan was to be based on a study of possibilities for creative and 
innovative utilization of South Dakota's water resources. At the same 
time the Legislature passed the. South Dakota Water Resources· Management 
Act to serve as the vehicle for implementing the Comprehensive State 
Water Plan. The 1972 Act provided two approaches for implementing items 
in the Comprehensive State Water Plan: { 1) · categorical grant and . 1 oan 
programs, and discretionary bonding authority for smal 1 water development 
projects; and (2) state authorization and bonding for large water 
development projects. 

In 1980, the South Dakota Conservancy District abandoned its efforts to 
create a general management plan in favor of a more functional planning 
approach that emphasized specific project development. The plan that 
evolved has one base component and two action components which parallel 
the .two approaches the Legislature established for. project 
implementation. 

Purpose 

The State Water Plan is intended to implement state policy on water 
development, to serve as the principal guide for the expenditure of state 
water development revenues, to Jnfluence federal funding decisions to 
follow state policies and priorities, and to identify areas for. technical 
assistance. 

The South Dakota Legislature established the State Water Plan in its 
present form in 1982. At that time, the Legislature in SDCL 46A-1-1 
generally defined the plan's statewide goal: 

Statewide Goal 

To achieve the optimum over-all benefits of the state's water 
resources for the general health, welfare, safety and economic 
well-being of the people of South Dakota through the 
conservation, development, . management and use of those 
resources. 

The Legislature placed the responsibility upon .the Board of Water 
Natural Resources to develop a state water plan which would further 
goal. In SDCL 46A-2-2 the fol lowing objectives were established by 
Legislature to assist the Board in its efforts to develop the plan: · 
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Statewide Objectives 

* Prov'ide for the future economic welfare and prosperity of 
the people of this state; 

* Provide for the irrigation of lands 
agricultural economy of the state and 
crops thereon; 

to stabi Jize the 
the production of 

* Replenish and restore the depleted waters of Jakes, 
rivers, streams and underground waters. in the state and to 
stabilize the f Jow of said streams, levels of Jakes, and 
levels and pres~ures of underground waters; 

* Reserve with in the state for present. or future benef ic ia I 
uses, all waters and, particularly, waters impounded an 
the Missouri River/within the boundaries of the state, 
except to the extent that the construe tian of f ac i Ji ties 
for the diversion of water outside this state wi I I make 
substantial 'water available for use wjthin this state not 
otherwise available or will directly benefit the people of 
this stateeconamical.ly or otherwise; 

if Provide . and enhance beautification, f load pro tee tian, 
recreation, fish and wildlife benefits, domestic and 
industrial water supply, water quality, scenic rivers, 
navigation, and eras ion management, and in a 11 other ways 
to conserve, regulate ·and control the waters in this 
state; .. . 

* ·Protect and improve the quality of the waters of the state 
as oppar tun i ty permits; · · 

* Provide far the generation and sale of hydroelectric power 
from projects which may include provisions·far irrigation 
and municipal, rural or industrial water supplies; and 

* Plan and coordinate with any Indian tribe of this state, 
the joint development of water resources whenever such 
joint action is possible, appropriate and in· the best 
interests of the state and of the respective tribe. 

Under SDCL 46A-1-7, the Board of Water and Natural Resources is charged 
with the responsibility to establish the statewide policies for water 
development. The Board recognizes that water development encompasses 
many areas including economic development, irrigation, water 
conservation, domestic water, tourism, rural water systems, lake 
restoration, recreation, f load control, watershed management, erosion 
control, drainage, water quality, and. water supply. All of these areas 
are interrelated with many other economic and social factors necessary to 
build a healthy rural and business economy. 
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With this recognition, the Board adopted the following general policy 
guidelines to be used in the preparation of the 1987 State Water Plan. 

General Statewide Policies 

* Implement a priority system for all state decisions 
affecting water project development; 

* 

* 

Allocate financial resources for water development in a 
cost-effective manner and avoid allocating financial 
resources where the local ability exists to provide 
sufficient resources to solve the problem; 

Accomplish development of water resources in such a manner 
as to have minimal negative environmental impacts; 

Consider water conservation as an integral part of project 
deve Jopmen t; 

Encourage the multiple purpose use of water and related 
land resources; 

Continue to support the diversion and use of water 
the mainstem of the Missouri River for developments 
to be feasible and desirable; 

from 
found 

Allow interstate and interbasin transfers of water for 
feasible and desirable uses that benefit South Dakota and 
its citizens; ' 

* Require that an opportunity for local citizen review be 
provided on all water resources projects for compatibility 
with local government comprehensive plans; 

* Encourage local governments to demonstrate sound land use 
and fiscal management, and where improved planning or 
fiscal management could solve similar problems, positive 
action must be taken prior to requesting assistance; 

* Examine and encourage water reuse projects providing for 
the maximum benefit to the state; 

Provide development assistance in such a manner as not to 
subsidize further urban sprawl (any rural nonfarm 
development outside the boundaries of any municipality); 

* Coordinate financial resources and those federal financial 
resources over which the state has influence through the 

. development and implementation of the State Water Plan; 

* Make a thorough evaluation of groundwater resources and 
protect the integrity of the aquifers of the state; 

3 
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* 

Support education of the general public about the problems 
and potentials of water development; 

Encourage regionalized solutions to water resource 
problems in order to achieve economies of scale and better 
resource management; and 

* Require communities to complete an analysis of their 
problem by completing a preliminary engineering report and 
cost estimates prior to requesting f i nanc i a I assistance. 

Structure 

The State Water Plan consists of two components: the planning component, 
the Natural Resources Inventory; and the financing· component_ which 
includes the State Water Facilities Plan and the State Water Resources 
Management System., 

~,Art WAT[~ rlA~ 
I 

I , I 

Planning 
Component 

Financing 
. -

Component 

I I 
I I 

Notu-ol State Water State Watff" Rescxrces Resou-ces 
Inventory Facilities Pia, -. Mcnagmmt Systan 

I 
I I 

Resou-ce TeclTiicol 
Doto Bose Assista,ce 

Figure·! 

The planning component, the Natural Resources Inventory, pr..ov}des the 
foundation for the other component of the plan. The Inventory is 
composed of two elements: Resource Data Base and Technical Assistance. 
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The Resource Data Base includes information such as existing water rights 
in South Dakota, the quantity and quality of South Dakota water 
resources, and a listing of constructed and proposed water projects. All 
projects are eligible for the Resource Data Base. 

· Technical Assistance is a list of Inventory projects identified for 
non-financial support through the· state's Technical Assistance Program. 
This program provides the basic knowledge and sources of information to 
resolve problems using local resources. To be included on the Technical 
Assistance list, projects must meet one of the following eligibility 
criteria· as established by the Board of Water and Natural Resources: 

* 

* 

Projects which have been proposed but preliminary 
engineering evaluations have not been completed. 

Projects with an identified solution but are normally 
excluded from the Water Facilities Plan because of 
established policies. 

Projects that propose rehabilitation of ex is ting systems. 

Inclusion of a project in the Inventory carries no judgment of the 
project's priority or significance for development. The Natural 
Resources Inventory is.established and maintained by the Board of Water 
arid Natural Resources. 

· The financing component is comprised of the State Water Facilities Plan 
and the State Water Resources Management System. This component makes 
available potential funding through Legislative and Federal 
authorizations, state gr~nt and loan programs, and federal categorical 
grarit programs. To be eligible for funding, projects must be part of the 
financing c6mponent. 

The State Water Facilities Plan identifies those priority projects which 
can be developed within the next two years through the Board of Water and 
Natural Resources' discretionary authority. With sufficient funding, the 
Board can directly finance certain projects; but equally important, the 
Board can significantly influence federal categorical grant decisions. 
To be eligible for funding from the state's water development grant and 
loan programs, a project must be included in the State Water Facilities 
Plan. In addition, any project which needs state support for federal 
categorical program funding should be included· in the State Water 
Facilities Plan. The Board established the following eligibility 
criteria as pri~rity guides for projects seeking inclusion in the State 

·water Facilities Plan: 

* Economic development projects which 
strengthen the economy of the state. 

encourage and 

* Health arid saf~ty projects which correct serious health· 
hazards. 
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* Consolidated or regional projects which stabilize or 
improve the economy of the state through sound fiscal and 
land management. 

Expansion of existing systems which provide an increase in 
services and promote the objectives contained in criteria 
1 through 3 above. 

Projects in the State Water Facilities Plan are authorized by the Board 
of Water and Natural Resources. 

The State Water Resources Management System (SWRMS) identifies typically 
large, costly and often controversial projects that. require specific 
state or federal authorization and financing. Projects which expect 
state support far congressional authorization or. are se~king financial 
support from the state beyond the discretionary authority of the Board of 
Water and Natural Resources must be part.of the State Water Resources 
Management System. These projects are es tab Ii shed .. by. the Governor and 
the Legislature from recommendations made by the Board of Water and 
Natural Resources as necessary priority objectives for water resources 
management in South Dakota. Na project in the. State Water Resources 
Management System may also be in the State Water Facilities Plan .. The 
B6ard has adopted the following as the eligibility criteria foi the 
system: .. 

* Th~ project is necessary for the needs and general welfare 
of the people of South Dakota. 

*. ·The project preserves a free-flowing stream or. river 
possessing such. unique natural scenic beauty, water 
conservation,. fish, wildlife and· outdoor recreational 
v~lues of ~resent and future benefit to the people of the 
state. · 

Annual Review 

Each year, the Board of Water and Natural Resources implements the water 
pla.nning proc;ess to update the State Water Plan. The Board and 
i.nterested local groups reviewed the goals, objectives and. policies for 
wate.r development in the state, delineated responsibi U ties for plan 
development and established the planning process timetable. After a 
drnft document was completed, each of the. interested local groups was 
asked to review and comment on the draft planning process. Soon 
thereafter the Board of Water and Natural Resources met to. review the 
proposed planning process, consider any recommended changes. and give 
final approval to the process. · · · 

The process adopted by the Board placed a heavy responsibility on the 
waJ,er dev~lopment districts to. develop, review and establish project 
priorities w.ithin·their a.reas. Projects outside the water ·development 
districts were rev:iewed and ranked by the Board. using the. same procedures 
the districts use. 
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Applies . 

Local water development district 
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Board of Water & Natural Resources 
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I 
State Water . Mmogernent 
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ttbrd Rescxrces hvmtay -
Rescxrce Dato Base & 
Tedriw ~tcn:e 
waved by B\tR 

I I 

STA TE WATER PLAN 

Figure 2 

Using the eligibility criteria, each water development district reviewed 
ihe projects from its area and priorities were established. Based upon 
the water development district recommendations and the criteria, the 
Board updated the State Water Facilities Plan and the Natural Resources 
Inventory and: makes recommendations for the State Water Resources 
Management System. 
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· State Water Resources Management System recommendations are sent to the 
Governor and Legislature for approval and possible funding. The revised 
State Water'Facilities Plan is the list of projects eligible to apply for 
state funding. The Natural Resources Inventory-Technical Assistance list 
sets forth those projects which may request non-financial assistance. 

Natural Resources Inventory 

The Natural Resources Inventory is the foundation for the financing 
component of the State Water Plan. The two elements of the Inventory 
(the Resource Data Base and the Technical Assistance list) are updated 
e~ch year. The Resource Data Base is extensive and will not be printed 
herein in i.ts entirety. However, the Board of Water and Natural 
Resources has. approved certain additions to the Resource Data Base 
Table 1 and has adopted the Technical Assistance for 1987 list as shown 
in Table 2, 

TABLE 1 

Resource Data Base 

Project Sponsor 

Alexandria 
Belle Fourche 
Bel le Fourche · 
Box Elder Creek Flood Control 
Brant Lake Improvement Assoc 
Brennan Reservoir 
Canyon Lake Equalization Res. 
Centerville 
Clay RIJS 
Cyclone Ditch Irrigation Dist. 
Deadwood 
Edgemont 
Huron 
Ipswich 
Lake Campbell 
Lake Poinsett 
Mellette County RIJS 
Ramona 
Rapid City 
Rapid City 
Rapid;Creek Reservoir 
Sturgis 
Swan Lake 
Vermillion 
\.larner 

8 

Project Description 

Rehab of water distribution system 
Storm sewer along 1 block of 6th Ave 
Seventh.Avenue water line 
Flood.control in Box Elder Creek 
Shoreline stabilization 
Develop reservoir SE on Rapid Crk 
Rehabi l i tat ion of. lake · 
Sewer separation project 
\.later treatment plant modifications 

·Rehab concrete lining of Cyclone Ditch 
Denver Street storage facility 
Geothermal project 
Storm punp station installation 
New storage tank, water mains 
Dredging & watershed improvements 
\.later level control improvements 
New.system construction 
1,11,1 lift pump replacement 
Yater for regional airport 
Small Scale hydro power·project 
Reservoir 
Industrial park water system expansion 
Lake restoration 
Bridge & low-head hydropower dam on Mo. River 
\.later storage & distribution system improvements 
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TABLE 2 

Technical Assistance List 

Project Sponsor 

Bancroft 
Big.Sioux River Cleanout 
Big Sioux-Central/So Brkgs Cnty 
Burke Lake 
Canton 
Centennial Lake 
Crow Creek Development Project 
Custer 
Deadwood 
Fish Lake 
Forestburg 
Geddes 
Hill City 
Howard 
James River at Huron 
James River Economic Dev Proj. 
James River Restoration 
Lake Byre 
Lake Pelican 
Lake Poinsett 
Lake Redfield 
Lane 
Lerrrnon 
Leola 
Lesterville 
Letcher 
Loomis Drainage 
Menno 
Mission Hill 
Onida 
Platte 
Ravine Lake 
Tulare 
Vermillion 
Vermillion 
Wall Lake 
Ward 
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Project Description 

Distribution system rehab 
Big Sioux cleanout improving outflows of Kampeska 
Irrq:irove flow capacity· central/southern Brkgs 
Lake restoration 
Sewer line rehab along Hwy 18 & east 
Dredge existing slough in Ft Pierre 
Crow Creek area development 
5 yr prgm to rehab system 
Water distribution system rehab in east 
Lake restoration · 
Well failure, wellfield imprvmts & distribution 
WW system rehabilitation · 
Water system rehabilitation· phase 2 
New water source 
Study of dredging James R. at Huron. 
Study of using Pick·Sloan revs to finance econ dev 
Cleanup along Jim River by _local districts 
Restoration of Lake Byre dam 
Shoreline stabilization & sediment traps 
Feasibility study of dredging Big Sioux River 
Lake restoration · 
Water storage settling basin rehabilitation 
Storage & phase 2 of 5 yr rehab plan of distr sys 
Water distribution rehab 
Drainage problem around roads, RR & lagoons 
Rehab water tower readying for Davison RWS 
Rehab of tile drain system in unincorp. Loomis 
Water main rehabilitation 
Sewage lagoon riprap 
Two new water storage reservoirs 
Water system rehab· phase 1 of 15 
Diagnostic/feasibility study 
Distribution system rehab 
WW interceptor replacement in lower Vermillion 
Mo. River intake for water supply & lines 
Lake restoration· 
New water source & distribution system 



State Water Facilities Plan 

The State Water Facilities Plan is comprised of priority water 
.development projects which can be implemented using the discretionary 
authority of the Board of Water and Natural Resources and the programs 
administered by the Department of Water and Natural Resources. Unlike 
the larger projects in the State Water Resources Management.System,· water 
facilities· plan projects do not require specific legislative 
authorization. 

During the water planning process, over 121 projects were submitted to 
the state and water development districts for review. To be considered 
fof the plan, projects must have a completed preliminary engineering. 
report and must be ready for construction within two years. The Board of 
Water and Natural Resources .projected that during the next two years 
state funds, together with local and federal funds, could provide 
approximately $32 million for new water development projects. 

Based upon the water development district recommendations and the 
eligibility triteria, the Board included projects totalirig over $26 
millioh in the State Water Facilities Plan (~ee Table 3). Eight of these 
proJects·were included in the plan to support their efforts in .obtaining 
federal or local funds. · · 
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TABLE 3 

STATE WATER FACILITIES PLAN 

Project Sponsor Project Description 

Aberdeen Water transmission Line from well to plant 
Alcester New water source 
Arlington Replace ww treatment facility with ponds 
Armour WW treatment facility improvement 
Aurora~Brule Rws· Water storage reservoirs in service area #2 
Bancroft New water storage 
Brookings-Deuel RWS New well near Clear Lake 
B·Y Water District Phase III in cent. & west. Hutchinson County 
B·Y Water District Phase III in NE Hutchinson County 
Camelot Water Association Hookup to Pierre & distribution system 
Chamberlain WW treatment facility improvements 
Clark Water & WW replace & expansion by Hwy 212 
Clark Water & ww expansion in NE part of town 
Crooks Sanitary District New WW treatment facility 
Custer New well, storage & transmission Line 
Davison Rural Water System System expansion & office building 
Douglas Comm. Rural Water New system construction 
Elkton New water source & facility 
Garretson Five new wells & transmission Lines 
Geddes WW treatment facility 
Hecla New storage tank & pumping system 
Hill City Water system expansion 
Huron Third Street dam refurbishment 
Huron Waterlines to Swift Independent 
Huron Groundwater recharge pilot project 
Iroquois New water source, treatmt & distribution rehab 
Ki ngbrook RWS Improvements, expansion of facility & system 
Lake Poinsett Sanitary Dist New ww collection system & treatment plant 
Lennox New well, storage & lines for So Lincoln RWS 
Leola Lake Restoration-shoreline stabilization & aeration 
Mina Lake Sanitary District Replace ww treatment facility with ponds 
Minnehaha Comm. Water Corp. Expansion of wellfield & treatment plant 
Pickstown Replacement of water intake Line 
Pierre New well & Line to city 
Pierre Additional ww treatment facilities 
Rapid Valley Sanitary Dist WW collection system expansion 
Redfield New well field, treatment & storage facilities 
Rosebud RWS System construction 
Rosholt WW treatment facility expansion 
Salem WW treatment facility improvements 
Seneca Replace WW collection system 
Sioux Falls North Reservoir Addition· Phase I 
Sioux Falls Water supply & ground storage 
Sioux Rural Water System Improvements to Hamlin County portion of sys 
South Lincoln RWS Additional members to present system 
Spearfish New well & 2 storage reservoirs 
Stockade Lake Lake restoration· phase 1 
Tea WW treatment facility expansion 
TM Rural Water District Member expansion within district 
Tripp County Water User Dist Water storage tank 
Tulare New water source 
Valley Springs Water & ww extension to industrial site 
Wessington Springs New water storage reservoir 
Westport New water distribution sys hookup to WEB 
White River Two additional cells to sewage Lagoon 
Willow Lake New WW treatment facility 
Yankton Water improvements to NW & NC portion 
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Total 
..£2.il 

$1,478,400 
382,500 
425,000 
279,676 
420,000 
40,550 
82,520 

6,533,000 
1, 117,000 

120,200 
510,000 
186,000 
385,000 
611,564 
92,500 

137,869 
242,972 
226,200 

74,260 
84,284 

250,000 

575,000 
927,000 
733,200 

10,130 
107,470 

2,240,000 
91,000 

145,000 
500,000 
150,000 

1,083,500 

252,125 

185,400 
1,325,000 

632,025 

135,000 
715,500 
200,000 
416,500 
137,500 
265,000 
290,577 
86,000 

165,000 
75,600 

289,000 
401,000 
537,119 

Stipulations 

Support for fed or local funds 

Limited to system expansion 
Support for fed or local funds 

,Ltd to orig cost of RWS hookup 

Support for fed or local funds 
Install water meters 

support for fed or local funds 
Support for fed or local funds 

Support for fed or local funds 

Support for fed or local funds 

Support for fed or local funds 

Ltd to orig cost of RWS hookup 



State.Wa.tef.Resotirces.Management System 

The State Water Resource Management System (SWRMS) is the priority 
~rojects establ.ished by the Legislature as needed objectives for optimum 
water resources management in South Dakota. These projects are typically 
large and costly. requiring specific state and/or federal authorization 
and financing. Stich projects cannot be developed through the Board of 
Water and Nahiral Resources' discretionary authority or federal 
categorical grant programs. To be included in the System, each project 
fuUst be reviewed by the water development district having Jurisdiction 
9ver it, receive a positive recommendation from the Board and the 
GoVerhor, and be approved by the State Legislature .. 

Recbrnfuehda tions J or SWRMS 

Iri accotdahce with the S.D. Water Resources Management Act, as 
amended, arid.the state water planning process, the Board of '.Water 
ancl Natural Resources oh December 11 and 12, 1986 took action to 
recommend three new projects to the State Water Resources.Management 
Sy"stem and to maihtain all projects currently within the System. 

Thos~ pfojecfs currently authorized and recommended for retention in 
the System are as follows: 

TABLE 4 

STATE WATER RESOURCES MANACEMENT'SYSTEM 

Project 

Belle 'Fourche Irrigation Project 
Big Sfolix Hydrology Study 
Big Stone Lake Restoration Project 
Blac.k Hills Hydrology Study 
CENDAK Irrigation Project 
Forest'City Irrigation Project 
Garrison :Extension Study 
Gregory ~County Pumped Storage Project 
Jarries Rive·r Improvement Program 
L'ake iAndes·IJagner ··1 rri gati on Unit 

'Lal(e Herman 'Restoration 'Project 
Lyman·Jones·Rural IJater System 

1Marty '.f1 unit 
Missouri 'River National Recreational River 

'Mo. River 'Recreation & Fishery'Dev. Plan 
'.st ip·Up 'Creek 
Turkey Clay"IJatershe'd 
Water 'for 'Energy Transport CIJET) :system 

'WEB Pipeline Project 
'IJest RiVer'Aqueduct 
IJest River ·Rural 'IJater System 
IJhetstone Irrigation Project 
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Project Description 

Rehabilitation of :Belle Fourche•projec·t 
Hydrologic study·of Big•Sioux:Aquifer 
Lake restoration:project 
Hydrologic study in.Black,Hills 
Irrigation project in central 'SD 
Irrigation project in Potter,county 
Study of·effects of Garrison uriit in ND 
Hydroel"ectric generl!tion+& i'rrigation 
:study·of improvement program in James·River 
Irrigation·project in'Charles'Mix county 
Lake ·restoration•& watershed :·mgmt :project 
New ·rural ·Water system ·in 'Western .:so 
Yankton Sioux·tribe irrigationrproject 
•Stabilization'& .. ·enhancement .. :of 'Mo, 'R. in .SE 
·oevelopment ,of .. recreation·& 'fisheries 
Reservoir .on Big Sioux "River 'near ,Sioux 'falls 
Flood control & watershed·mgmt ;pro'ject 
\Jater for energy transport system 
C6nstruction·of rural water·system 
Delivery system of water forwesternSD 
New rural .. water system for .. western ·so 
lrrigation·project in Gregory:county 

I 
l 

'I 

1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·t' 
I ,, 
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The three new projects being recommended for inclusion in the System 
are as fo 1 1 ows : 

0 Big Sioux River Basin Study and Improvement Project. 

The unusually high precipitation experienced in eastern 
South Dakota the past few years has caused serious 

·flooding problems for residents of the Big Sioux and 
Vermillion River basins. This has meant mounting economic 
loss.es through . inundation. of lakeside homes and 
businesses, as well as flooding of cropland and of many 
county and 'state···highways. Problems include sediment 
deposition, sandbars, logjams at bridges, · inadequate 
conveyance of water through bridges, and higher 
groundwater levels feeding the rivers. Most of these 
problems can be expected to continue if precipitation 
levels are normal or above normal. 

This proposal would provide for basic hydraulic research 
on the Big Sioux basin including aerial photography work, 
surveying, and development of a computerized water surface 
profile model of the river. This would allow 
identification of specific problems and possible 
alternatives to address those problems. This proposal is 
also aimed at coordinating all of the various local 
efforts being made to relieve high water problems in the 
Big Sioux basin. Some of these efforts include a 
cooperative feasibility study by the Corps of Engineers 
and local entities of possible flood storage on the Big 
Sioux River above Watertown, improved flow capacity below 
the Lake Kampeska and Lake Poinsett outlets, reduction of 
flows into Lake Poinsett, improvement of Big Sioux .flow 
capacity in Brookings County and improvement of flow 
capacity of the existing Corps flood control diversion 
works at Sioux Falls. · 

An eventual solution to flooding problems in the basin 
would involve major efforts, but almost nothing can be 
done until basic technical information· is available, 
specific project proposals are analyzed, and sponsoring 
entities are organized and coordinated with State and 
federal efforts. This proposal is a first step in that 
direction. 

If approved by the Governor and the State Legislature, the 
individual components of the project wi 11 be actively 
pursued by the pertinent local and state government 
entities. 
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Dakota Lakes Irrigation Research Farm 

Dakota Lakes is a nonprofit corporation formed to 
establish an irrigation research farm to provide 
information on reducing irrigation energy costs, 
developing new crops and improving varieties of existing 
crops. More efficient and economical irrigation 
operations will help stabilize the agricultural economy, 
which would improve the tax base and result in a . more 
stable agribusiness environment. 

The Dakota Lakes Research Farm would be located in an area 
with soils similar to the more heavily irrigated areas of 
South Dakota. The project would involve acquisition of 
160 acres of land to be used for an irrigation research 
farm, development of a water delivery system to' the land, 
and construction of a machinery storag~ facility on the 
land to include office and field laboratory space. The 
land wU 1 be leased to the South Dakota State University 
Agricultural Experiment Station, and the Ag Experiment 
Station will operate the farm in coordination with the 
Dakota Lakes 6orporation. 

Pick~Sloan Riverside Irrigation 

This proposal attempts to secure · 1 ow cost Pi ck..;.SI oan 
hydroelectric power for existing ground a.nd surface water 
irrigators in the counties along the Missouri River 
corridor. Pick-Sloan power rates for these irrigators 
would (1) reduce the cost of pumping irrigation'water and 
(2) fix pumping costs at a constant mill rate. Because 
electricity costs are a major irrigation expense, 
accomplishing these tasks may make the difference on 
whether an irrigator can continue operating or be forced 
out of business. There are approximately 120,000 acres of 
existing irrigation in .the Missouri River corridor, and 
this irrigation can account.for as many as 500 jobs in the 
State and can increase farm and nonfarm income by over $50 
mi 11 ion. 

The original 1944 Pick-Sloan program promised nearly 1 
million acres of new irrigation and low cost hydropower to 
pump the irrigation water. As most South Dakotans know 
~he state has yet to receive Pick-Sloan benefits, · even 
though the state sacrificed 500,000 acres of iand Hooded 
by the Pick-Sloan Missouri River dams, and even though the 
downstream states have received all the benefits promised 
to them.· This proposal would provide at least a smal 1 
amount of Pi ck-SI oan related benefits to South Dakota:. 
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Designation of Pick-Sloan pumping authority for Missouri 
River corridor i rrigators ·. would require Congressional 
action. Congress has already authorized Pick-Sloan power 
rates for the Hilltop and Gray Goose Irrigation projects. 
This proposal would make the same arrangement available to 
other irrigators in the Missouri River area. 

Recommendation for Appropriations 

The Board has determined that the following 
Legislative appropriations should be made: 

Dakota Lakes Irrigation Research Farm 
Lake Andes-Wagner Irrigation Unit 
West River/Lyman-Jones RWS 

Total 

15 

recommendations for 

$200,000 
50,000 
50,000 

$300,000 
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ANNUAL REPORT 

An annual report of the Board of Water and Natural 
. statutorily required under SDCL 46A-1-14 and SDCL 46A-2-2. 
presented in six sections: 

Resources is 
The report is 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Board of Water and Natural Resources Report 
1986 Water Development Legislation 
SWRMS - Progress Report 
SWFP - Progress Report 
Lake Restoration - Progress Report 
Water Development Financing Programs 

Each section shows the progress on the state's water development projects 
and in the various financing programs within the Board's purview. 

Board of Water and Natural Resources Report 

Substantial progress was made in 1986 toward accomplishing the state's 
water development goal and objectives. Recognizing the different water 
development needs across the state,· the Board has encouraged lake 
restoration and flood control in the east, riverside irrigation and 
hydropower .generation in the central, and the development of rural water 
systems in the west. Maintenance of the state's quality of life through 
infrastructure development which directly stimulates statewide economic 
development continues to be pursued by the Board. 

Since the demise of the conservancy subdistricts in 1984, the Board has 
been settling all outstanding financial obligations. Three subdistricts 
remain functional in 1986 having longterm contractual commitments until 
the 1990's. Of the three, the Oahe Conservancy Subdistrict is the only 
subdistrict in which the Board must collect taxes to meet the contractual 
commitment for WEB. 

The state's six water development districts have been in operation for 
the past two years. The districts are instrumental in developing and 
coordinating the water development needs within their borders. The Board 
relies heavily upon the districts for input into the State Wa.ter Plan and 
development of the plan's projects. 

In 1985 the Legislature established a new type of single purpose district 
to act as local water project sponsors. To date, the following three 
water project districts have been formed: 

* the Lower James Water Project District in Hutchinson and 
Yankton Counties is doing channel restoration in the lower 
James River; 
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* the Lake Kampeska Water Project District inCodington County is 
working to find ways to reduce flooding in the lake as well as 
restoration work; and 

* the Vermillion Basin Water Project District in Clay, Turner and 
Yankton Counties is working to reduce flooding in the lower 
V~rmillion River basin. 

Each district was formed by an election of local landowners and approved 
by the Board of Water and Natural Resources. At present, several other 
groups are working to form water project districts. 

In August 1986, the Board of Water and Natural Resources adopted policies 
and guidelines for the Lake and River Dredging Program. Included in the 
guidelines are provisions for a "wear element replacement fund". This 
fund was established to allow the fees collected for major repairs on the 
dredges to be accumulated. (Fees were established for each dredge on a 
50/50 match basis.) · 

Additional .Board of Water and Natural Resources' activities are described 
in detail throughout the body of the annual report. 

1986 Water Development Legislation 

This section gives a brief summary of the federal and state legislation 
passed during 1986. 

Federal Legislation 

Several major bills that directly impact South Dakota water resources 
projects have· been approved. The 1986 Omnibus Water Resources Act 
(S.3661 H.R. 6) authorized· construction of the Gregory ·county 
Hydroelectric Project, the James River Flood Control Project, and the 
Lake Herman Dredging Project. As well, one Omnibus Act amendment 
authorized ihe integration of the Hilltop and Gray Goose Irrigation 
Districts as units of the Pick-Sloan program to obtain Pick-Sloan< power 
for iTrigation pumping. CENDAK, Lake Andes-Wagner, and West 
River/Lyman:..Jones project authorization measures remain pending 
~ongressional action. 

One of the last hearings on the 
held by the Senate Subcommittee 
has been taken yet, prospects 
bright. 

Lake Andes-Wagner Irr i gafi on Project was 
on Water and Power. Although no action 
for obtaining approval next year look 

1'he West Ri ver/Lyman-,Jones Rural Water System has started its 
process. The Senate Subcommittee on Water and Power heard 
testimony on the project during the Lake Andes-Wagner hearing. 
House side,· a field hearing was held by the Committee on Interior 
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··Insular Affairs during August. Many people testified in support of the 
rural water system, and favorable attention by Congress is expected in 
the future. 

The CENDAK planning report/draft environmental statement has been 
completed and .is subject to 90 day public review/federal report 
processing. Bureau of Reclamation hearings were held December 2 and 3 on 
the environmental aspects of the project. 

Although the Clean Water Act was vetoed, the Act is expected to be 
reintroduced and acted on by Congress early in 1987. Other bills that 
received positive action are: 

0 S.51 (H.R. 2817) Comprehensive Environmental Response Act 
Amendment to sustain the superfund hazardous waste clea~-up 
program. 

0 S.124 (H.R. 1650) - Safe Drinking Water Act to 
regulations on contaminants and establish 
protection program. 

require EPA 
a well-head 

0 H.R. 1116 - Garrison Diversion Unit authorizing construction 
for 130,940 acres and prohibiting construction of irrigation 
features in James River basin before FY 1991 and before a 
comprehensive EIS of irrigation development on the basin. 

State Legislation 

The 1986 Legislature passed several bills of importance to water 
development in South Dakota. Primary emphasis centered around the bills 
(H.B. 1323 and H.B. 1243) reallocating unused funds already in the Water 
Facilities Construction Fund. Under H.B. 1323 authority was· given to 
spend $353,900 for equipment to be used on lake restoration projects and 
the James River Restoration Program. In addition, the bill authorized 
$1,000,000 for grants under the Consolidated Water Facilities 
Construction Program. H.B. 1243 authorized $1,046,100 to be spent on the 
purchase of a dredge and associated equipment for lake restoration 
projects. 

The Legislature also passed a bill establishing the Consolidated Water 
Facilities Construction Program. The Consolidated Program replaced the 
construction and study loan programs, the rural water system grant 
program, and several smaller programs not funded in recent years. The 
progra~ provides grants and loans to projects on the current State Water 
Facilities Plan. As previously mentioned, the Legislature authorized 
$1.0 million in grant funds for the program. Administration of the 
program was placed with the Board of Water and Natural Resources. 

Other legislation. passed during the 1986 Legislature Session included 
revisions to irrigation district election procedures, the appropriation 
of $50,000 to continue the Hydrologic Unit Studies program, changing the 
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name of the CENDAK Water Development District- to the Mid Dakota Water 
Development District, and mirior revisions to water development districts, 
sanitary. districts, watershed districts and water project districts. 

State Water Resources Management System--Progress Report 

This section reports the progress of the authorized projects in the 1986 
State Water Resources Management System. A brief summary containing 
information on the description and status of each project is presented 
befow. 

Belle Fourche Irrigation Project 

The Belle Fourche Irrigation Project was authorized by the State 
Legislature as part of the State Water Resources Management System in 
1981. The original project was authorized by Congress in 1904 and 
completed in 1914, providing irrigation water for over 57,000 acres in 
Butte County. This project was one of the first Bureau of Reclamation 
projects completed in the nation. Approximately 200,000 acre-feet of 
water is diverted annually from the reservoir for irrigation; however, 
only about 67,000 acre-feet is delivered to the field. This approximate 
two-thirds loss is indicative of the need to modernize and update the 
delivery system. Rehabilitating the facilities will reduce operation and 
maintenance costs, conserve water, provide safety features, lessen risk 
of system failure, reclaim agricultural lands affected by seepage losses, 
and protect the economic welfare of the area. 

Approximately $48.8 million will be needed to rebuild or improve the old 
diversion structure and various canals and laterals. A feasibility 
report for the proJect·has been completed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
The U.S. Congress approved and President Reagan signed Legislation to 
re-authorize the project in 1983. In September, 1984 the local sponsor, 
Belle Fourchi Irrigation District, completed contract negotiations with 
the Bureau of Reclamation which was overwhelmingly approved by the 

· district membership. With the aid of a special $710,000 federal 
appropriation in - 1984, rehabilitation wa~ begun. An additional· $4.7 
million was· appropriated for FY 1986 which allowed the district to 
commence construction on the major features and $3.9 million was 
appropriated in FY 1987 for continual rehabilitation efforts. The 
rehabilitation effort will take approximately 8 to 10 years to complete. 

Big Sioux Hydrology Study 

The· Big Sioux Hydrology Study was authorized by the 1982 State 
Legislature as part of the State Water Resources Management System. The 
study is designed to analyze the long and short term effects of differing 
rates of groundwater recharge, storage and withdrawal of ·ground and 
surface water supplies in the Big Sioux River Basin, which covers an area. 
of 6,700 square miles in eastern South Dakota. The final study will 
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utilize a. digital model of the Big Sioux aquifer systems to determine.the 
potential groundwater yield in the basin. The. study area includes al 1 or 
parts of Codington,Day, Clark, Roberts,.Grant, Hamlin, Deuel, Brookings, 
Kingsbury, Moody; Lake, Minnehaha, Lincoln and Union counties. The study 
is intended to provide. the nece~sary hydrologic information to encourage 
development of municipal, domestic, industrial, rural water and private 
irrigation systems while at the same time providing protection to 
existing water users and sfream flows. 

The Big Sioux Hydrology Study is expected to be a six-year study at an 
estimated. cost of $3.2 million .. The study is being conducted Jointly by 
the Souih·D~kota Geological Survey and U.S. Geological Survey, utilizing 
a combination of federal, state and local funds. Local funds are provided 
from various sources through the East Dakota Water Development District 
and are matched by state funds authorized under House Bill 1247 in 1982. 
Th~se monies comprise 50 percent of the total fundin~ and are distributed 
to the_ Divi_sion. of Geological Survey by t_he Department of Water and 
Natural Resources. The remaining 5_0 percent funding is provided by the 
U.S. Geological Survey. Sufficient state money has been appropriated to 
complete the project and the local funds are essentially in place. 
Federal. funding has been obtained on ·a year-to-year basis, however, 
attempts ar~ ;currently underway to establish the rema1n1ng federal 
funding as a· line item in the U.S. Geological Survey budget to ins~re · 
completion of Jhe federal share of the project. · 

Initial funding from al 1 sources was· realized in 1983. At that time 
required equipment was purchased, additional personnel hired, and a. 
detailed work plan formulated. Field work by the Division of Geological 
Survey and. the U.S. Geological Survey began in the spring of 1984 and· is 
scheduled to be completed in 1989. To date, field work is essentially 
complete in Day, Clark, Hamlin, Deuel, Moody, Lake, and Minnehaha 
counties and is.under way in ~11 other areas of the basin. Figures show 
that 1,792: test holes totalling 190,287 feet of drilling have been 
completed since the project began in early 1984. Four hundred of the 
test holes have been .completed as observation.wells to be used for future 
monitoring of water levels. All information .is entered into a computer 
data bank to maintain an updated set of iecords. 

Big Stone Lake Restoration Project 

Located at. the head of the Minnesota .River, Big.Stone Lake acts as part 
of the northeast bordei between South Dakota and Mirinesota. This long, 
narrow body of-water extends for 35 miles with an approximate width-of 1 
mile and a-surface area of 12,360 acr·es. South Dakota's portion of the 
watershed(~ a confined drainage area of around 850 s~~are mil~s. 

Once a clear, deep recreation and commercial lake, Big Stone Lake began 
to show signs of stress with the advent of intensive.agriculture an"d the 
compounding.effects of point source pollution. Several studies have been 
done since.the mid 1960's to determine what could be done to reverse the 
dee! ine in water quality at Big Stone Lake. The latest was a Phase I 
Diagnostic/Feasibility Study completed in December of 1983 by the 
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Department of Water and Natural Resources - Office of Water 
· None of the past studies resulted in actual implementation of 

abatement measures until grant funds were approved in 1984 
restoration based on the recommendations in the Phase I study. 
preparation of a detailed workplan and pre-implementation 
implementation began in 1985. 

Quality. 
pollution 
to begin 
Fol lowing 
planning, 

South Dakota and Minnesota have made significant progress toward point 
and nonpoint source pollution abatement of Big Stone Lake. First, three 
of the six animal waste management systems in South Dakota have been 
completed. The 9ther three in South Dakota are in· various stages of 
construction. The engineer.ing design process or relocation has begun on 
several others. Second, a no-till drill has been purchased and 
successfully demonstrated in Big Stone County, Minnesota with over 1,000 
acres planted in 1985 and 1986. For the past three years, Roberts County 
in South Dakota has had a no-till demonsttation project, which although 
not directly associated with the lake project, will directly benefit the 
lake. Third, electrically operated gates have been installed providing a 
new lake level control structure to allow increased flows down the 
Minnesota River channel. This structure will decrease the amount of silt 
and nutrient laden flood waters diverted into the lake during spring 
runoff and storms. Fourth, the installation of waterways and other 
conservation practices in targeied watersheds have been accelerated. 
Finally, educational tools and personal contacts to heighten awareness 
among farmers about conservation practices have also been developed. 

The engineering survey on 1,500 feet of severely eroded shoreline has 
been completed and construction is expected to begin in 1987. A 160 acre 
drained wetland to be recovered as a sediment and nutrient control basin 
has been purchased, and construction was completed in 1986. In addition, 
preliminary engineering designs have been developed for Salmonsen Creek 
streambank erosion control, and construction of structures is expected to 
begin in 1987 and 1988. Several sites for erosion. control on access 
roads to the lake have been selected and engineered with bid letting 
expected in the spring of 1987. Finally, preliminary work on sediment 
removal from Lake Farley has been completed. 

As the implementation of pollution abatement measures proceeds in the 
next few years, major activity is expected in the following areas which 
may require additional funding: (1) additional work on feedlots, lake 
shore erosion and streambank erosion control, (2) structures to improve 
control of Whetstone River flood flows, (3) sediment· retention 
structures, and (4) · evaluation of potential pollution from septic tank 
seepage. 

The first grant approved for the Big Stone Lake Restoration Project was a 
CDBG grant to Grant County to begin work on management of lake levels for 
water quality improvement, control of feedlot pollution and removal of a 
sediment hazard from Lake Farley. The · CDBG grant to Grant County . was 
followed by EPA grants to· both states, a second CDBGgrant to Roberts 
County and the approval of local funding from many sources. 
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EPA 
CDBG 
State 
ASCS 
Local 
Total 

South Dakota 
$ 381,500 

200,000 

40,000 
200,000 

$ 821,500 

Minnesota 
$ 501,000 

300,000+ 

$801,000 

Funding support through the Department of Wate~' and Natural Resources has 
been forthcoming early and has been an important factor in obtaining 
funding fro~ other sources in the past. 

Black Hills·Hydrology Study 

The 1982 State Legislature authorized the Black Hills Hydrology Study as 
part of the State Water Resources Management System. The study area 
includes all or parts of Butte, Custer, Fall River, Lawrence, Meade and 
Pennington counties. The objective of the study is to pro~ide 'the 
necessary hydrologic information to encourage development of municipal, 
domestic, .industrial, rural water, and private irrigation systems while 
at the same time providing protection to existing water users and to 
spring _and stream flows. The hydrologic evaluation wi 11 consist of 
establishing a basic data network, acquiring and evaluating necessary 
data, and developing a digital model to serve as ·a managementtool to 
predict the effect of development on the groundwater and surface water 
systems of the study area. ' 

The U.S. Geological Survey and the South Dakota Geological Survey, in 
cooperation with the former Black Hills Conservancy Subdistrict and the 
Black Hi I ls Counc_i I of Local Governments, began the study in the summer 
of 1981. The initial work consisted of conducting literature searches, 
begihning -n inventory of iield data, conducting a pilot study of 
dri I ling and data acquisition in two specific basins, and describing the 

· ·studyto governmental units and the general public: In 1984, USGS 
completed a preliminary hydrologic model of the Black Hills area which 
verified the need -for additional· data to complete the comprehensive 
~tudy. To.finance the state's share of the first-year effort of the 
seven-year, $7.3 million study, the Legislature appropriated $300,000 
:from the Water Facilities Construction Fund. The unspent balance of this 
appropriation ieverted back into the fund at the end of FY 1985 due to 
,i hadequate_. I ocal funding. 

Although the project became inactive at the end -of 1984,, the W~st Dakota 
Water Development District has been ·investigating alternate methods to 
'Complete the study. U.S. Geological Survey and West Dakota Water 
Development District have committed to a multi-year study effort to 
include streamflow monitoring, precipitation monitoring and aigitaL 
modeling .. During the first year, an ·evaluation wi 11 .be made whether ,to 
"further develop an existing ~igital model or to dev~l-0p,~ more site 
specrf ic digi-tal model for a I imited .geographical area. This Joint study 
effo~t wi11 increase the knowledge .of 4he~roundwater sources within the 
the Rapid Creek Basin and specifical-ly within the Rapid City area. 
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CENDAK Irrigation Project 

The CENDAK Irrigation Project was authorized by the State Legislature as 
part of the State Water Resources Management System in 1982. The project 

·will use Missouri River water to irrigate about 474,000 acres in Hughes, 
Hyde, Hand, Spink, Beadle, and Faulk counties. In addition, water will be 
available for municipal and rural domestic use, recreation, fish and 
wildlife enhancement, and stream-flow augmentation purposes. Partially 
constructed features of the uncompleted Oahe irrigation project, 
including theOahe pumping plant and the Pierre canal, are expected to be 
used in the construction of the CENDAK project. Total project cost is 
approximately $1.12 billion. 

The CENDAK Water Supply System, Inc., a six-county group of interested 
landowners established in 1981, has raised over $300,000 in local 
interest fees to partially fund a general feasibility investigation of 
the project. A total of $1.3 million in study loans has been made to 
CENDAK, Inc. by the South Dakota Board of Water and Natural Resources. 
These funds have been used to support project investigation and to 
conduct the project analysis and environmental assessment required by the 
federal reclamation program. To date the U.S. Congress has appropriated 
$5 million to fund the Bureau of Reclamation's involvement in the project 
study. 

In July, 1983 CENDAK, Inc., the State of South Dakota, and the Bureau of 
Reclamation completed a draft Plan Formulation Report which examined 
several project alternatives and concluded that full development of the 
474,000 acre project was feasible. A supplement to. the Plan Formulation 
Report was completed in July, 1984 addressing the· development of the 
CENDAK project on a two-stage basis. Under this proposal, Stage I would 
consist of 300,000 acres and adequate canal capacity to serve Stage II 
lands. Stage II would consist of the remaining 174,000 acres including 
those lands which require further drainage analysis. Stage I development 
would proceed according to previously agreed schedules, while concurrent 
drainage investigations are conducted for Stage II lands; Stage II would 
be constructed upon certification by the U.S. Interior Secretary that 
such lands are suitable for irrigation, or in lieu of this option, 
non-federal interests could construct Stage II facilities utilizing the 
additional canal capacity built into Stage I features. 

In October, 1986, the Bureau of Reclamation completed the Regional 
Di rector's Proposed CENDAK Planning Report/Draft Environmental Statement. 

.~his report represents the conclusion of the general investigation phase 
of the CENDAK project. The U.S. Congress must now take action on CENDAK 
project authorization legislation, while the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
State, and CENDAK, Inc. conduct advanced planning investigations over the 
next few years. These advanced planning studies are required as part· of 
the federal process prior to actual construction activities. 
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Forest City Irrigation Project 

The Forest City Irrigation Project was authorized by the State 
Legislature as part of the State Water Resources Management System in 
1981. Prior to that authorization, the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Soil Conservation Service studied the Forest City irrigation system. The 
proposed project initially consisted of approximately 8,000 acres of land 
to be . irrigated with water diverted from • Lake Oahe through a pipe 
distribution system at an estimated cost of nearly $8 million. 

Continuing Jodal interest resulted in the formation of a non-profit 
corporation called the Forest City Development Corporation in the spring 
of 1984. The purpose of the corporation was to facilitate the 
preparation .of an updated preliminary plan and cost estimate for the 
project area. Based on contacts with interested area landowners, 
approximatefy 26,000 acres of southwest Potter County were designated to 
be included· in the study area. The corporation raised approximately 
$4,000 in landowner fees and received a $25,000 grant from the former 
Oahe Conservancy Subdistrict to pay for the preliminary plan and cost 
estimate. The Forest City Development Corporation contracted with 
DeWild, Grant and Reckert and Associates for a reconnaissance engineering 
study report which was completed in November, 1984. The report examined 
four basic· system alternatives. 

The corporation has filed a Notice of Intent to file an appli~ation for a 
Bureau of Reclamation Small Projects Loan. The corporation also sees two 
other items· that are critical to formation of a feasible project: 1) 
financial assistance from the State of South Dakota in the form of a low 
interest lo.an to cover the.costs not covered by the Small Projects Loan; 
and 2) Pick.;.Sloan power for the project's energy needs. 

The Forest. City Development Corporation successfully formed the West 
Potter Water Project District i.n March 1986. The District is attempting 
to introduce legislation authorizing delivery of Pick-Sloan pumping power 
for its existing irrigation systems. 

Garrison Extension Study 

The 1981 State Legislature authorized the Garrison Extension Study as 
part of the State Water Resources Management System. A conceptual plan 
for the Garrison Extension Project was developed with the goal of 
designing a project that would turn the potential negative aspects of 
North Dakota's Garrison Diversion Unit into a project that could provide 
flood control, deliver additional high quality water for irrigation·, 
industriaf:·a.nd municipal uses in South Dakota and improve recreational 
opportunities in the James River basin. 

In March, 1981, Gov'ernor Jank I ow appointed a five-member Garrison Study 
Management Board to assess the .Garrison Extension concept. The early 
meetings of the study board were held to discuss the idea of using 
additional flows in the James River provided from North Dakota's Garrison 
Diversion Unit togetherwith storage features constructed in South'Dakota 
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to provide water for agricultural, municipal, industrial and recreational 
use. With assistance from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, the study board 
initiated an appraisal level investigation in October, 1981 and co~pleted 
it in January, 1982. 

.Throughout the course of the study, local input has been provided by .the 
former Oahe and Lower James Conservancy Subdistricts and is now being 
provided by the James River Water Development District. Wildlife review 
has been provided by the Department of Game, Fish and Parks and the U.S. 
Fish and Wi ldl i'fe Service. The balance of the study effort was completed 
by the Department of Water a.nd Natural Resources and the Bureau of 
Reclamation. The final report on the appraisal level study was completed 
in March, 1983. Public meetings were held, and in August, 1983, the S.D. 
Garrison Study Management Board made its final recommendations. Those 
recommendations were refined and project costs were incorporated into a 
preliminary findings report in December, 1983. 

During 1984 the Bureau of Reclamation, under sponsorship of the former 
Oahe Conservancy Subdistrict, advanced the feasibility study on the 
Garrison Extension project. Soil classification and environmental 
analysis were completed during the summer of 1984. Preliminary 
investigations on potential storage sites as well as economic analysis of 
the project were also completed. 

To resolve the controversy of North Dakota's Garrison. Division Unit 
Project, Congress established a twelve member commission to study the 
North Dakota project and. to recommend possible modifications. The 
Commission presented its recommendations in late December of 1984. 
Legislation to authorize the Commission's recommendations was drafted and 
introduced; however, .the State of North Dakota and the Audubon Society, 
the principal critic of the project, were unable to reach an agreement on 
the intent of the Commission's recommendations and the legislation was 
tabled in committee. The North Dakota congressional delegation redrafted 
the legislation and reintroduced it in 1985 •. 

This legislation (H.R. 1116) was successfully amended and passed into law 
in April 1986. The bill authorizes a 130,940 acre project, prohibits 
construction of the Lonetree Dam and Reservoir, authorizes construction 
of the Syketon canal, authorizes $200 million for a.North Dakota state 
municipal and industrial water supply system, requires acre-for-acre 
mitigation, ~stablishes a new national wildlife refuge, authorizes use of 
federal hydropower for the state water supply system, requires farmers 
who grow surplus crops to pay 10% of project costs and prohibits 
construction of irrigation features in the· James River basin before 
FY 1991 and,completion of a comprehensive EIS onirrigation in the basin. 

The continued study of South Dakota's Garrison Extension project during 
1986 has been limited to completion of the hydrology model and a 
topographic survey of channel capacity of the James. River in South 
Dakota. Further progress of the South Dakota study depends on·completion 
of the comprehensive EIS by Bureau of Reclamation. 
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Gregory County Pumped Storage Project 

The Gregory County Hydroelectric Pumped Storage Facility was authorized 
by the 1981 State Legislature as part of the State Water Resources 
Management System. This project will use off-peak electricity to pump 
water from Lake Francis Case to an 80,000 acre-foot reservoir on the 
river bluff over 700 feet above the lake. Water from the reservoir will 
be released back.to the lake through turbines'to generate 2,360 megawatts 
of peak-hour electricity .. Project features wil,l consist of a 1,870 acre 
upper· reservoir with an a~tive storage. of 80,000 acre-feet, an 
underground conduit 9,360 feet long and 30 feet in diameter, and a 
powerhouse with six 393 megawitt reversible pump turbine units. Maximum 
discharge into Lake Francis Case during generation periods will be:46,800 
cubic feet per second with an average gross head 724 feet. The unH also 
has the pot~ntial to provide wat~r for rtiral, municipal, and agricultural 
use in the immediate vicinity. · 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, in June 1982, completed an interim 
report and final environmental impact statement for the Gregory County 
project. The Corps' report recommends that the. Gregory. County 
Hydroelectric Pumped Storage Facility be constructed in two stages of 
1,180 megawatts per stage at an estimated cost of $791 million each. The 
proposed project development schedule calls for construction of Stage I 
t6 begin iri 1989, and to be completed (on-line) in 1995. Stage II 

· constructio'n would be initiated dependent on future growth rates and 
energy demands. The project report was returned without.action by the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works to the Omaha District of 
the Corps of Engineers. The Corps did not recommend the project for 
Congressional authorization based on the policy that federal hydropower 
development should occur only when non-federal development is 
impractical. 

Federal legislation.was introduced during the 1985 session of Congress to 
construct the Gregory County project. As passed in 1986, the legislation 
(S. 366) authorized $1.39 billion in federal funding for the project. Of 
this $1.39 billion authorization, $100 million is for construction of the 
water supply and irrigation features. According to the: Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior must certify the feasibility of these 
additional fe~tures in a feasibility report before construction of the 
hydropower unit·can begin. 

James River Improvement Program 

The 1984 State Legislature authorized the James River Improvement Program 
as part of .the State Water Resources Management System. The program is a 
combination of projects along the James River which are intended to 
provide flood , control as wel 1 as municipal, industrial, agricultural, 
recreational and wildlife benefits. Total cost for all projects in the 
program is $75 million. As part of this effort, federal legislation (S. 
366/H.R. 6) was approved in 1986 authorizing $20 million for flood 
control and stream flow improvements on the James River. Under the Act, 
a feasibiljty environmental impact statement report is due by September 
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1989. Individual components of the program have been actively pursued by 
the appropriate local and state governmental entities. Those components 
currently underway are outlined below. 

The 1984 State Legislature appropriated $1 million to begin the channel 
restoration program. .The Department of Water and Natural Resources 
(DWNR) used $600,000 of the appropriation to purchase two hydraulic 
dredges and support equipment, a $475,000 ;grant was provided to the James 
River Watershed District for operational expenses related to a five mile 
channel restoration demonstra.tion program and $150,000 was reserved for 
channel restoration in the lower James. The first dredge was delivered 
to the demonstration site in southern Brown County, near Warner, in 
mid-November of 1984. The disposal site was prepared, the dredge 
assembled, operators trained and an environmental monitoring program was 
developed and initiated. Since 1985, the James River Watershed, in 
cooperation with the Department of Water and Natural Resources, has 
proceeded with dredging activities in the demonstration area. In 
addition to pumping the dredg~d material directly into disposal ponds, a 
large spray gun, similar to those used for irrigation, was used to spray 
the dredged material into a disposal pond and also onto adjacent riparian 
land. 

All dredging activity has been done solely to generate information for 
the environmental impact statement (EIS); no specific projects have been 

·.defined. The draft EIS on the riverside restoration program wi 11 be 
published in 1987. 

With the exception of reclaiming .the disposal ponds, all dredging and 
related activites in the demonstration area has been completed. The 
dredge was-pulled out of the river in December 1986 and was delivered to 
Lake Campbell near Brookings for a restoration project. 

The Lake Byron Association, through the Beadle County Board of 
Commissioners, obtained a $248,000. Community Development Block Grant to 
construct a $423,000 pump station on the James River in 1984. This 
pumping station will move flood flows from the river to Lake Byron in an 
effort to stabilize the level of the lake. A water right for the flood 
flows was .obtained by the lake association in December, 1984. Matching 
furids for construction of the pumping station have been committed by the 
City of Huron and Beadle County. The project received the necessary 
permits from the Corps of Engineers and began construction in the summer 
of 1986. The project is expected to be completed in the fall of 1987. 

During 1984 the Board of Water and Natural Resources provided a $150,000 
loan to the BHC Development Corporation to complete a feasibility study 
on a ring dike storage reservoir in Brown County. The corporation is 
exploring the feasibility of pumping flood flows into a storage reservoir 
for use in irrigation development and limited flood control. A draft 

.feasibility report was completed in January of 1985 and the final report 
was submitted to the Bureau of Reclamation in July of 1986 for review and 
approval. 
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The Lower James Water Project District · ,has been working on channel 
restoration .projects since its formation in 1985. During that year a 
grant of $150,000 was authorized by the Board of Water and Natural 
Resources out of the 1984 $1 million appropriatioi. for channel 
restoration. Through the City of Olivet a $45,000 CDBG grant and a 
$30,000 Lower James Conservancy Subdistrict grant w_ere received for 
removal of flow obstructions. The district has formulated a 
comprehensive work plan and this year started removing old railroad 
pilings near the Izaak Walton Dam north of Yankton. Environmental 
clearances were recently received on the CDBG grant which will allow 
logjam remoyal and bank stabilization work to begin in 1987. 

L'ake Andes-Wagner Irrigation Unit 

In 1975, ·. the State Legislature authorized the Lake Andes-Wagner 
Irrigation Project as part of the State Water Resources Management 
System. Located in Charles Mix County, the project will use Missouri 
River water pumped from Lake Francis Case to irrigate approximately 
45,000 acres. 

During the i970's the Lake Andes-Wagner Irrigation District approved an 
$850,000 bond issue to complete a project master plan and feasibility 
study assessing the potential for nonfederal irrigation development. The 
1977 study identified 78,759 irrigable acres in the District with an 
estimated deve'lopment cost of $48.3 mi I lion. With the additional • costs 
covering interest during design and construction, possible cost . overruns 
and bond reserve funds, the total bond issue required for project 
construction was estimated·. to be $84.7 million. After· holding 
informational meeti~gs, District landowners, on July 27, 1978, rejected 
the proposed $84.7 million revenue bond issue for construction of the 
project. · · 

... 
In 1981, the Lake Andes Irrigation District, the Department of Water and 
Natural Resources and the Bureau of Reclamation began a re-analysis of 
the privately, sponsored feasibility study at the request of a n_umber of 
landowners. Initially the study identified 13,500 acres of irrigable 
land but this was later expanded to 26,700 acres identified as irrigable. 
The study was expanded again to an area east of Choteau Creek where an 
additional 15~000 acres was added to the project. 

Study funds·fot the new analysis were provided in part,. by the. local 
sponsor through a $500,000 loan from the South Dakota Water· Facilities 
Construction Fund. The preconstruction surveying and geoloiical and. 
archeologic~l activities have been performed by contracts b~tween the 
Irrigation District and private consultants. Likewise, the· land 
classification east of Choteau Creek was accomplished by contract between 
the District and the Bureau of Reclamation. The State of South Dakota 
has taken ah active role in the study process, contributing sefvices in 
the area of·public involvement and study coordination as, well as grant 
and loan monies. 
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Federal authorizing legislation for this project was first introduced in 
November, 1983. In July the state and project sponsors testified in favor 
of authorization before the House Committee on Energy and Water. 

The Regional Director's Report/Draft Environmental Statement was 
completed in May, 1985. Thi"s report was submitted to the Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Reclama~ion, issued .for further public review and then 
released as the Commissioner's Final Planning Report/Final Environmental 

. Statement in September 1985. Congressional authorization legislation has 
been introduced and field hearings were held in October and November of 
1985 by both the House and Senate. Final authorization hearings took 
place in July of 1986 in Washington, D.C. It is expected that 
authorization will be received in 1987 with construction scheduled to 
begin in 1988. 

Lake Herman Restoration Project 

Lake Herman is a natural lake located two miles west of the City of 
Madison in Lake County. This 1,350 acre lake has a mean'depth of 5.5 
feet and a maximum depth of 7 feet. Several unnamed tributaries drain 
the lake's 42,000 acre watershed with Silver Creek providing the outflow. 

The original purpose of the Lake Herman Restoration Project was to 
alleviate the degradation of water quality in Lake Herman from non-point 
sources through the application of best management practices in the 
watershed and the construction of sediment control structures on the main 
tributari~s of the lake. Three sediment cont~ol structures have been 
completed and 87% of the watershed has been treated with conservation 
practices. Riprapping of a major portion of the shoreline was completed 
in the early summer of 1982. In 1983, the U.S. Soi 1 Conservation Service 
in conjunction with the Conservation District implemented stream bank 
erosion control in the north tributary adjacent to the lake. 

In-lake restoration in the form of dredging was begun by the City of 
Madison iri July, 1985. This constitutes the beginning of the final phase 
of the Lake Herman restoration effort. Dredging was started in the 
northeast bay of the lake with the intention of clearing silt in spawning 
areas. The spoif ponds are located approximately one-half mile east of 
the lake in an abandoned gravel pit. So far, almost 35 acres i~ the bay 
h~ve beeri dredged to the original bottom. The operation has proceeded 
from north to south toward Lake Herman State Park and the main boat 
launch, On the average, 1,200 cubic yards of sediment were being removed 
daily. The operation was discontinued for the 1986 season in November. 
Start-up· is anticipated in early spring 1987 in the state park's main 
swimming/boating areas of the lake. 

To date, $1,961,000 has been made available for the dredging and· 
wateished treatment portion of the project. The following outlines the 
main funding sources: 
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EPA' 
ACP 
CDBG .. 
STATE 
I.:.OCAL 
OWRC 

$' ao'1 , ooo 
165,000 
245, oo'o' 
325,087 
324,913 
10·0. 00'0 

$1;961,000 

I(n ,1dd\t i dN.tcS ih~ iuWding i iJiJJ. ~bo'v~~ the, 19,86 .Fefie·rai Omni bu·s · Water 
Res;ources Adi iiutii6H zed an ~adii i bnai t5 mii 1 iBn ior the resioi-aii oi:i or take Iierm'ci'n ~· · · 
!.":,.':·-'·:.-{-1···-- ;·_,.",;1. ':"::._ 'i::::\H";.,,~ iY,.1._·11< ,J,~r :;,.,\,}"'' '>it, 

Lyman~ Jc>nes, Rural Water System· 

rtf ~yfu,ar;i~Jci'R,;'s,,,Rt}~i w~{gL _$y~f~ffi,, wa(~~i~~riz~d by ,the 1981 StTah~ee'.'. 
Legislature as part of the State Water Resources Management System. 
system wiU serve ,t~e.tommunities of Reliance,:Kerinebec; Presho, Vivian; 
Draper;,, Murdo; ;i Okafo~, White River,' ari<f .FOrt .P.I~U~; as wei I as 
approximately 400 . farm arid ranch homes, ~09 pasture tap~, and . the 
National. Grasslands ... Tile project area cover;; most of Lyman and Jones 
counties arid a portion ;of Stanley County. Tlle total estimated cost of 
the project is $22,0oo;ooo. 

W ~ H1 , the cangJ Ji at i ori oL Jhe ET~i c6n tract, tlie scope of the project has 
dramatically changed. ,.The Lynian:..Jories system has now joined in a 
coope}at,i v~Jt f qrt ,,wi iti. th~. , West River Riirai Water System to prbvi de 
otable, water in Western South Dakota: Th; 'rojea;, coinbin'ed ~fforts !tfo~rtrn~f;ri~~;.biNfat i~y;lt~~ r~port p tillc!Of thO ti tie ·w~;t 

' M~ r i y I I Uni t 
\~;..\ .. , -. ~-'J:·' ;·-'· :·· .... ~! ,'· ·\t.,:.,.. ,;, .-··,'<-.,~-.,,,~-, .···-~~-- -~ .. ' t-t·-·· ·{(;<:~~; o':c- ,1·'. •. :; . ,,~ ,•;··/ •. f :·' -~ ,- . . 

Th.e Marty lLYpU,i~~ ~~~iiotJ~,~ct,.~~( tn(,.! 9§,~ State., ~'egisra!ure ~,s J,art. of 
the State WaJer, Resour,ces Mana~emerit , System. The. proposed proJecL w111 
irrigate approximately, 3;000~ac.res,iri Charles Mix Cou!}ty~ .. All of.· the 
la~q to. be, fr,riga(ed is either bwn~d outright,by tfieYarikton Sipu~Indiari 
Tribe or .. is al lotted land, i.e., held in joint ownership. by a number of 
fr i bal members.; A pre! iminary repor.t on the Marty II unit was comp I eted 
i}.Jan~a'ry 19.~3 by 'a,, priyat'~ 'engif}e~rin'g . fi'r·m .. Tfr~ results :of the 
preliminary·rep.ort indicate thattlie Mady II .unit is te'chnically 
f ea·s i b I e an·d econ om i ca II y l:,enef i c ia I . 
~i;i\, ~If'; r~,~.'. '".''1', 1.. . ~ ·.':!;.; p-~-_.'f'"ii,·-1''?-'~·;;,,. t, .. • .. /:;,~;. J.! -'"~-:·:1· .,t, - " ., .. r • 

While the, Marty II. unJ,t IS ge,~e{aJ ly,J9,cat~?: *Lt,f:.iin,,tJie same :.ar_~·~.rlS, ... the 
~r()p,os.~d,,Lak~i AiJ,g,es-Wagl}~r Pr;9Je'9it,, ;. t~;efe iw:&. 'pt~je9}i,.,~.UI bt}.~xsi~~!I~ 
independent ofeach other. In add1t1on, the Yankton Sioux Indian Tribe 
;aU,'o owns a ~mall por.t i;o,~ 'of the la'nd Jl I 700 1'cres) to be served 'ii.s 'part 
of the 45, ooo aCr·~ Lake Andes-Wagner proJe'ct. 

~~?bj~c,t i,nv;~tigation's, h~.V~ 'be?il f~iti~l:e'd. :by,. 'the n:s. Bureau of 
Re"clamaticin;. This surrime·rprel imb1ary )'and c,lassifications a'nd d'r·ain'age 
'fie1

ld work were begun. This.'irdtial ·;or·k '~ill l:ie fo·JJ'owed ·1:,y cievel'opment 
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of a planning report and environmental impact statement within the next 
two years. 

In order for the Marty II unit .to become part of the Pick-Sloan program, 
it will be necessary for the U.S. Congress to authorize and appropriate 
funds for. project construction. This is basically the same development 
prncess the State and Bureau of Reclamation are currently fol lowing for 
other SWRMS projects such as Lake Andes-Wagner and CENDAK. 

Missouri River National Recreational River Project 

The Missouri River National Recreational River Project was authorized as 
part of the State Water Resources Management System by the 1981 State 
Legislature. The segment of the Missouri River between Cavins Point Dam 
and Ponca State Park, Nebraska, was designated a national recreational 
river in the 1978 amendment {P.L. 95-625) to the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act {P.L. 90-524). The project involves preservation of visual, cultural 
and fish and wildlife resources; recreation development; and bank 
protection. Union, Clay, and Yankton counties in· South Dakota are 
affected, as are Cedar and Dixon counties in Nebraska. 

By virtue of designation as a national recreational river, a need has 
been recognized to protect for present and future generations the 
outstanding scenic, recreational, ~eological, fish and wildlife, 
historical, cultural, 'or other similar values of this river segment. 
Construction of bank stabilization and other control structures will be 
necessary to achieve this protection. 'Fiscal year 1980 and 1981 
appropriations allowed the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to begin 
inventory studies, but lack of continued funding has prevented completion 
of the work. 

Missouri River Recreation and Fishery Development Plan 

In October 1981, the State of South Dakota, through its Department of 
Game, Fish and Parks, requested the Corps of Engineers to cost-share· in 
the development of recreation and fishery resources at the Missouri River 
main stem lakes in South Dakota. The proposal sought to improve 
recreation opportunities for its citizens and to achieve economic 
development through tourism based on recreation fishing. 

The authority for implementing this plan is ~ontai~ed in: the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, {Public Law 534), and the Federal Water Projects Act 
of 1965, {Public Law 89-72), The 1944 Act authorized the provision of 
facilities in reserved public use while a policy decision made the 1965 
Act applicable to Missouri main stem reservoirs. 

· Cost-shared recreation facilities provided at the 22 existing and 5 new 
areas include boat ramps and docks; camping and picnic facilities; vault 
and flush-type toilets; access and camp roads; parking areas; potable 
water; fish-cleaning stations; playgrounds; changehouses and shelters; 
utilities; and maintenance yards. The state will also provide additional 
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roads and upgrade some existing roads on off-project lands to provide 
better access to the recreation areas. 

Fishery developments at 20 locations are in five basic categories: (1) 
artificial reefs; (2) rearing subimpoundments; (3) hatchery expansion; 
(4) the establishment of spawning and imprint stations for salmon; and 
(5) protected spawning habitat areas. The exact design and function of 
these improvements may vary from one location to another. The spawning 
and imprint stations for the salmon fishery will be used for· salmon and 
other species. Individual parks and fisheries ptojects are nearly 
complete with projects varying from a walleye rearing pond at Blueblanket 
near Mobridge fo a new state park at Platte Creek. 

The approved $7 million cost-share contract with the Corps of. Engineers 
for: the Missouri River Recreation Development Project obligates the 
federal government to contribute $3.5 million matching an equal 
expenditure by the state on cost-sharing facilities. The state has 
proposed an amendment to this contract in the amount of $2.2 million to 
cover the·<scheduled 1985 improvements along Lewis and Clark Lake. 
Expenditures on th~ project through August 31, 1984, qualifying th~ state 
for reimbursement from the Corps of Engineers total over $3.1 million. 
An additional $2.8 milljon of state funds approved for the project are 
not subject to cost sharing. 

Significant progress was made during 1985 toward completing tlie Missouri 
River Recreational Development Program. American Creek Spawning Station 
at Chamberlain and Oahe Subimpoundment. were completed and put into full 
operation. Some ~f the species introduced from these facilities include· 
walleye, paddlef ish, and cutthroat trout. The fish ladder was extended 
at Whitlocks Bay Spawning and Imprint Station and a significant run of 
chinook salmon occurred the fall of 1984 and 1985. The Wildlife Division 
.also has a·warded a contract for the Spring Creek Subimpoundment and plans 
are to have it completed and operational in the spring of 1986. The 
Division plans to construct a warmwater wintering area for forage species 
at Turgeon Wells on Lake Francis Case and build a fish trap and aeration 
system at Lake Poccasse to complete the final stages of the fisheries 
improvements in 1986/87. 

Four major projects were awarded through the S.D. Transportation 
Commission during 1985 including the· road and campground at Lewis and 
Clark Recreation Area in Yankton County and two contracts for the 
extension of nine boat ramps on Lake Oahe. The last .scheduled Department 
of Transportation project in this program, Dodge Draw in Potter County, 
was advertised and awarded in September 1985. -Additionally, the visitor 
center at Lewis ·and Clark Lake is in operation. Only two projects:· in the 
Missouri River program are left to be contracted through the Division of 
Parks and Recreation. Both projects involve new restrooms and shower 
facilities at Lewis and Clark Recreation Area. These projects are 
:scheduled for completion prior . to the beginning of next year's park 
season. 
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Slip-Up Creek Project 

The Slip-Up Creek Project was authorized by the 1981 State Legislature as 
part·of the State Water Resources Management System. The proposed plan 
of development for the Slip-Up Creek project includes a dam, reservoir, 
and pumping plant ·On Slip-Up Creek; a pumping piant on the Big Sioux 
River; and pipelines connecting the river pumping plant to the reservoir 
and to the city's water tre~tment plant. 

Surface water from the Big Sioux River would be pumped by the low-lift 
· pu~ps of the Big Sioux pumping plant through the Sioux diversion pipeline 

to the reservoir for· storage. The pumping plant would be located 
immediately upstream from an existing Corps of Engineers' diversion 
headworks weir on the Big Sioux River diversion channel about two miles 
north of the municipal water treatment plant. When. needed, water stored 
in Slip-Up Creek reservoir would be pumped by the Slip-Up Creek pumping 
plant back through the Sioux diversion pipeline and then through the 
Sioux Falls pipeline to the municipal water treatment plant. The Big 
Sioux pumping plant would also divert Big Sioux water directly to the 
treatment plant~when available. 

Slip-Up Creek reservoir and adjacent land would also· be developed for 
recreation and fish and wildlife activities, providing a water recreation 
area near Sioux Falls. 

The Sioux Falls Unit's feasibility report has been completed by the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, and is now ready for federal project 
construction authorization and funding. The cost of constructing Slip-Up 
Creek is estimated at approximately $45 million. In 1985, Sioux Falls 
hired a private engineering firm to evaluate and develop recommendations 
regarding the city's water supply alternatives. The engineering firm has 
completed its report and recommended development of the Slip-Up Creek 
reservoir alternative. After a public meeting in March 1986, the city 
passed a resolution providing the fol lowing: 1) continue developing the 

· Sioux Falls aquifer; 2) continue planning for a reservoir in the Slip-Up 
Creek Valley; and 3) initiate a water education and conservation program. 

Turkey-Clay Watershed 

The Turkey-Clay Watershed is located in parts of Clay, Turner, Yankton 
and Hutchinson counties with a project area of 252 square miles. The 
project wi 11 'consist of construction of 10.2 mi !es of main channel, 55.3 
miles of· laterals, nine flood water retarding structures, two 
stabilization structures, and 14 sediment basins. Upon completion of the 
project, it is estimated that flood damages will be reduced by 72% and 
that sediment leaving the watershed will be reduced by nearly 50%. 

The environmental impact statement and design studies have been completed 
by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service. Estimated project costs are $10.4 
million of which approximately $8.5 million will be funded through Public 
Law 83-566, the Smal 1 Watershed Program .. Further federal funding wi 11 be 
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delayed until the watershed approves a financial plan. Strong state 
support will be necessary to assure federal funding. 

· In March, 1984 a referendum on the proposed financial plan for the 
Turkey-Clay Watershed project . was held and defeated· when the proposal 
fiiled to receive the required 60% favorable vote. The watershed 
directors revised the proposed financial plan and took steps fo hold 
another referendum. However, a group of landowners in the watershed 
sought an fnjunction to prevent the second referendum on the grounds that 

.~pecific project plans had not been approved by the S.D. Board of Water 
and Natural Resources. The circuit court ruled that the watershed had 

· not violated state law but did require the watershed to have prbject 
plans. approved before the referendum. On September 7., 1984, the Board of 
Water and Natural Resources approved the project plans. ., 

The watershed board spent most ·of 1985 reviewing and reformulatirig 'the 
proposed financial plan. After holding the required hearings, the plan 
was ref erred· to the voters once again on September 24, 1985 .. The revised 
plan failed·,to receive a 60%. favorable vote. ·· 

In 1984 the Legislature appropriated $100,000 from the Water Facilities 
Construction Fund for a loan to the Turkey-Clay ·Watershed District. 
Because of .~he need for further planning, the 1986 Legislature provided 
the Board of Water and Natural Resources with the authority to grant up 
to $30,000 -0f the 1984 appropriation for engineering and planning.· 

Water for Energy Transport (WET) System· 

The Water for Energy Transport System was authorized by the 1981 · State 
Legislature as part of the State Water Resources Management System. The 
WET system proposes to transport treated wastewater from nine Black Hills 
municipalities and industries to Wyoming, via p.ipeline, to be used in a 
co.al slurty pipeline that would carry low sulfur coal to power· plants in 
the mid-south region. The WET system is consid.ered a .viable concept for 
the following reasons: H) municipal wastewater is being treated and 
discharged into surface water courses without any means .of a tangible 
'cost recovery; (2) several communities· are facing exorbitant costs to 
update their. waste treatment plants to meet EPA/State.requirements; (3) 
local water suppl.ies are limited relative to future .demands, especially 
:in energy d.eveloping areas of Wyoming. At least three .slurry. pi:pel'ine 
comJjanies ~~ve expressed an interest in the WET system. 

'.Ouri,hg 1981, the WET ,system was advanced as an alternative sour,ce to the 
:Madison Aquifer as a water supply for the ETSI :coal :slurry pipeline .. · 
,Project costs for WET were :updated :and :several meetings wer·e he:Ld ,wjth 
the :i'nterests involved to ,resolve possible ·.problems .over the dghts of 
downstream water users to :the ,effluent.. The major thrust of ·activities 
concerning ·the WET system· in 1983 :was directed at identifying additional 
,storage locations. 1A .pr.imary ,site, · located ,on :Rapid Creek, would 
;polehtiaHy be ·known as Brennan Reservoi'r. The U.S. ·Army Corps ·Of 
:Engineers conducted addi ti anal .studies. ·to locate .potential 0si tes on .other 
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Black Hills streams. The ultimate goal is storage of an additional 
100,000 acre-feet of water. 

In 1984, a final report was completed on the project. The report 
estimated construction costs for the WET system of $149 million with 
operation and maintenance cost of $47 million annually. The Water for 
Energy Transport (WET) System has been developed to the point that an 
industrial user needs to express a strong interest with a Letter of 
Intent to enter negotiations before any additional specific work is 
completed. The project sponsor (Black Hills Council of Local 
Governments) anticipates completing a Concept Report Update in 1987. An 
important spin off of the WET System effort is the identification of 
potential on-stream and off-stream reservoir .sites. One site in 
particular has bee~ targeted by the West Dakota Water Development 
District for further evaluation. A tentative scope of work for the study 

. was proposed for the reservoir and an interstate water delivery system. 
Before the scope of work can be finalized and adopted, an·analysis of 
potential water quality of the proposed reservoir had to be undertaken. 
The analysis was completed and the only identifiable concern was the 
current phosphorus loading in Rapid Creek. The analysis recommended that 
the cost of phosphorus removal become part of the cost of the entire 
system. Now that the water quality question has been analyzed, it is 
anticipated that the proposed scope of work will be finalized and a 
feasibility study initiated. 

The future of the project will continue to be linked with the development 
of the coal industry of Wyoming and its concomitant water needs. 

WEB Pipeline Project 

The WEB Pipeline Project was authorized by the 1981 State Legislature for 
inclusion. in the State Water Resources Management System.· The project is 
a domestic water pipeline that will supply treated Missouri River water 
for rural domestic, livestock and municipal users in portions of nine 
counties in north central South Dakota. The project area includes all or 
parts of Walworth, Edmunds, Brown, Spink, Day, Campbell, McPherson, 
Faulk, Potter and Hand counties. Domestic drinking water via a system of 
buried pipelines will be provided to 3,000 farm livestock hookups and 44 
small towns with a total population of 30,000 people. The public water 
supplies in most of WEB cities, towns and rural systems that currently 
have public water supply systems violate two or more of the federal Safe 
Drinking Water Act maximum contaminant levels. 

The WEB system includes a raw water intake and a pumping station along 
the east shore of Lake Oahe on the Missouri River, a 3.8 mile raw water 
transmission pipeline, a water treatment plant, a water pumping station, 
a main storage reservoir, 115 miles of main transmission pipeline, 3,400 
miles of diitribution pipeline and 17 reservoirs and storage tanks. The 
system is being integrated as a sinile system with service lines tapping 
both main transmission lines and distribution lines. The total estimated 
tost of the WEB project is approximately $105 million. 
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The WEB project was federally authorized in the Rural Development Policy 
Act of 1980 receiving an appropriation of $1.9 million for federal fiscal 
year 1981. However, the U.S. House Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Interior subsequently rescinded this appropriation for WEB. Following 
this action, the South Dakota Congressional delegation introduced a bill 
to reauthorize WEB and restore construction funds as well as providing 
language to effectuate a resolution to the Oahe Unit authorization issue. 
The bill passed and an appropriation of $1.9 million was provided to WEB. 
The WEB project also received $16 million, $10 milli~n, $18.5 million, 
$17.2 million and $16.4 million appropriations in'1983, 1984, 1985, 
1986, and 1987 respectively. These appropriations and all future federal 
appropriations for WEB are provided on at least a 75% grant basis, with 
the remaining percentage on a loan basis at an interest rate of 5%. The 
state has provided $600,000 in loans for construction of the system. Of 
this $600,000, $300,000 reverted on July 1, 1986, upon the decision of 
the WEB board. The remaining $300,000 is available according to the 
Legislative appropriation until June 30, 1987 when the funds will also 
revert. In addition, the South Dakota Conservancy District, in December 
1983, issued $17.23 million of interim financing notes for the purpose of 
reducing interest costs during the project construction period. 

Construction is complete on the intake structure, pumping plant, raw 
water transmission pipeline, treatment plant and phases 1 and 2 of the 
rural distribution system. Over 1,170 farms and households and 13 towns 
are now being served by WEB. 

West River Aqueduct 

A study report was presented to the 1977 State Legislature proposing to 
include the West River Aqueduct Project in the: State Water Resources 
Management System. As proposed, the project would have delivered 20,000 
acre/feet of Missouri River water to Energy Transportation Systems, Inc. 
(ETSI) for use in a coal slurry pipeline and 10,000 acre/feet to rural 
communities and rural water systems in western South Dakota. The 
Legislature enacted legislation to clear the way for the construction of 
the West River Aqueduct project; however, Governor Richard Kneip vetoed 
the bi 1 I. 

In 1981 Governor Bill Janklow included the project in his presentation of 
the "Big Ten" projects most vital to the State of South Dakota. An 
agreement in principle was reached between the state and ETSI whereby 
ETSI would construct a delivery system and make Missouri River water 
available to users along the aqueduct. A special session of the State 
Legislature· was convened in mid-September of 1981, and enabling 
legislation was passed approving the construction of the West River 
Aqueduct project. By year end, a contract was executed between the Board 
of Water and Natural Resources and ETSI detailing the delivery system and 
payment arrangements previously agreed to in principle. 

The West River and Black Hills Conservancy Subdistricts conducted 
feasibility studies to identify potential projects and users of aqueduct 
water in western South Dakota. In March 1982, the Board of Water and 
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Natural Resources, in cooperation with the two subdistricts, 
ETSI with the size requirements, locations and number. of 
transfer points from which the local projects would draw water. 

provided 
aqueduct 

In August 1982, two suits were filed in U.S. Circuit Court against ETSI, 
U.S. Interior Secretary James Watt and several other federal officials. 
One suit was brought by the states of Iowa, Missouri and Nebraska while 
the other was filed by the Kansas City Southern Railway'Company, the 
Sierra Club, the. Colorado Farmers Union, Nebraska and Iowa. The ultimate 
objective of each suit was to halt the sale of Missouri River water to 
ETSI. The issue on appeal to the Eighth Circuit was whether the 
Department of the Interior or the Department of Army had the authority to 
enter into a water service contract with ETSI to use the stored waters of 
the Oahe Reservoir. South Dakota was involved as amicus curiae, 
supporting the position of the federal defendants and ETSI. The Eighth 
Circuit ruled, in a two-to-one decision, that the lower court was correct 
in holding that the Bureau of Reclamation did not have authority to 
contract and held that the agreement between ETSI and the United States 
was void. On a petition for rehearing filed by the United States and by 
ETSI, the Eighth· Circuit deadlocked at five-to-five and therefore the 
motion was denied. The United States and ETSI have filed a petition for 
certiorar.i with the United States Supreme .Court. 

The State of South Dakota subsequently filed a motion to intervene in the 
case brought by the downstream states; however, the motion was denied. In 
early 1983, the State filed suit against the Kansas City Southern 
Railroad and its associated companies charging conspiracy to monopolize 
Powder River Basin coal traffic and tortious interference with the S.D. 
Conservancy District's ETSI contract. Discovery is continuing in this 
case and .the trial is expected to be held during the fall of 1987. To 
date, the litigation team working on this case has reviewed more than 
half a million documents and has participated in the depositions of more 
than 100 witnesses in order to prepare the case for trial. A similar 
lawsuit was brought by ETSI against five railroads in Beaumont, Texas, in 
October of 1984 and a sixth railroad was added to ETSl's lawsuit in 1985. 
Arkansas Power and Light has moved to join the lawsuit in Texas as a 
party plaintiff. Recently, Houston Lighting and Power has brought its 
own lawsuit against the six railroads in Houston, Texas, alleging, in 

· additiori to the antitrust claims, a violation of the Racketeer Influenced 
and Corrupt Organizations Act. 

In May 1985, Judge Warren K: Urbom of the U.S. District Court in Lincoln, 
Nebraska granted a permanent injunction blocking South Dakota's proposed 
sale of Missouri River water to ETSI. On August 1, 1985, ETSI cancelled 
its proposed $3 billion coal slurry pipeline and its plans to buy 
Missouri River water from South Dakota. As a result, South Dakota only 
received $5.2 million of the projected $1.4 billion in payments from 
ETSI. 

I 

lri a related legal matter, on August 16, 1985, South Dakota filed suit 
. against the states of Nebraska; Iowa, and Missouri in the United States 

Supreme Court. The action grew out of the consistent opposition by the 
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downstream states to this State's reasonable use of Missouri River water. 
South Dakota is asking the Court to affirm that the Missouri River water 
stored behind South Dakota's mainstem reservo1rs for reclamation and 
irrigation purposes under the authority of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
may be used without interference from the downstream states. The amount 
of w~ter involved is substantial: urider the Flood Control Act, more than 
700,000 acres were· to have been used for federal irrigation projects. 
This action was previously dismissed by the Supreme Court, although the 
court allows for refiling: 'In September 1986 the State refiled the case, 
noting that the Department of Justice had earlier indicated to the Court 
that South Dakota had a Justifiable controversy with the downstream 
states. This matter is now awaiting action by the U.S. Supreme Court. 

West River/Lyman-Jones Ru·ral Water Systems 

The Lyman-Jones Water Development Association, Inc., was organized as a 
non-profit corporation in 1971.. The sole purpose of the organization has 
been to develop the Lyman-Jones Rural Water Sy~tem. Originally, a water 
source on Lake Sharpe was proposed for·the system. The present proposal 
for a Lake Oahe water source, shared with the West River Rural Water 
System, i~ more cost effective. 

West River. Rural Water System, Inc., was organized. as a non-profit 
corporation in 1981. Initial development of the West River system was 
sponscired by the West River Conservancy Subdistrict. The proposed West 
River Aqueduct would have been particularly beneficial to the West River 
Rural Water System as a water source. The cancellation of the ETSI 
project has resulted in a revision of the West River Rural Water System 
Project. · 

The two proJects are now cooperating under the leadership of the West 
River Water DevelopmentDistrict whose boundaries are nearly contiguous 
to the boundaries of the combined water systems .. The water systems are 
cooperating because combined source and treatment facilities are more 
economical and because the water systems share common goals for water 
development. 

The proposed water source is Lake Oahe near Ft. Pierre. Negotiations 
were begun in 1984 .with the U.S. Army Corps of-,Engineers to obtain water 
within the powerhouse at the Oahe Dam. Use of the powerhouse source, as 
compared to construction of a new intake, wi II provide significant cost 
and operational advantages.· The Corps has agreed to the concept of 
tapping into the dam by the systems. Writteri verification is expected 
soon. From the Oahe .powerhouse, raw water pipeline will be run across 
the dam face over to the.treatment plant by Ft. Pierre. 

The West River/Lyman-Jones Rural Water Systems were authorized by the 
1981 State Legislature as part of the State Water Resources Management 
System. The systems would serve approximately 720 rural households, ·405 
taps and up to 13 communities in seven counties. The area covered by 
these systems lies in western South Dakota between the White and Cheyenne 
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Rivers, and consists of Stanley, Haakon, northern Jackson,, eastern 
Pennington, Jones, Lyman and a portion of Mellette counties. 

With $100,000 Water Facilities Construction Fund loans provided by the 
state to each system, engineering design reports were completed in 1982. 
The total estimated cost of the projects is $59 million. Public meetings 

, were held in 1982 to sign up potential users and interest in the projects 
· remains high. 

Authorization legislation (S.1471/H.R. 3079) was introduced in 1985 and 
has been through initial subcommittee hearings. The Senate field hearing 
in August 1986 was attended by approximately 400 people in support of the 
projects. The House Subcommittee hearing in July 1986 was held in 
Washington, D.C. and gave its approval of the project in September 1986. 
Support for the project has been received from the Dacotah Chapter of the 
Sierra Club, the Audubon Society, United Family Farmers, S.D. Water 
Congress and the Upper Missouri Water Users Association. With this 
active support and the positive action from the House.Subcommittee, a 
good possibility exists of authorization during 1987. 

Whetstone Irrigation Unit 

The Whetstone Irrigation project was authorized by the 1977 State 
Legislature as part of the State Water Resources Management System. The 
1977 State Legislature also approved bonding authority in the amount of 
$15 million for the project. 

The landowners in the Whetstone pipeline project area formed an 
irrigation district and elected directors for the district. The 
irrigation district has 10,870 acres of ir~igable · land within its 
boundaries. A reconnaissance level study was completed during 1978, with 
an update in May, 1980. This study concluded that under present 
conditions the Whetstone project is not feasible although local interest 
remains strong. 
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State Water Facilities Plan--Progress Report 

In December 1985, the Board of Water and Natural Resources reviewed over 
120 water projects for possible inclusion in the 1986 State Water Plan. 
From this group, the Board selected 70 projects to be included in the 
State Water Faci Ii ties Plan. Four additional projects were included 
during the year as amendments. The State Water Facilities Plan 
represents those. priority projects which can be implemented using the 
discretionary authority of the Board of Water and Natural Resources. 

In 1986,,34 rural and municipal projects received direct state funding. 
In addition, the two regional studies were completed using state and 
federal funds. Seven of the lake restoration projects received state 

.funds in 1986, with the balance being implemented using previous state 
and federal awards. 

Of the projects in the State Water Facilities Plan, 46% received direct 
· state funding. In addition to the state funding,' federal and local funds 

were used to complete the projects' financial packages. These other 
financing sources include the Farmers Home Administration, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, water development districts and local 
bond issues. The tables on the following pages display the progress of 
each of. the projects in the 1986 State Water Facilities Plan. 
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TABLE 5 

RURAL WATER SYSTEMS 

CONSOLIDATED TOTAL 
WATER FACILITIES PROJECT 

PRO ECT TITLE CDBG GRANT COST 

Aurora/Brule $ 345,000 

Butte Meade 272,300 

B-Y $101,000 1,598,000 

Clay $100,000 255,100 

Davison* 3,470,466 

Douglas 1,443,000 

Kingbrook 575,000 

Mellette 3,750,000 

Rosebud 6,202,000 

Siou~ 300,000 

T-M* 8,495,000 

Tripp 80,000 170,000 

Tri 1 700 000 

TOTAL $180,000 $101,000 $28,575,866 

*State.funds for these projects have been·committed and.are included 
to support efforts in obtaining federal or local funds. 
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TABLE 6 

MUNICIPAL WATER PROJECTS 

CONSOL IDA TED 
WATER FACILITIES 

PROJECT TITLE COBG GRANT 
Belle Fourche-Relocate facility $ 25,000 

Columbia-New System & Storage 76,000 

Custer-Supply, Storage & System 

Dell Rapids-Connect to RWS 1,300,000 

Oelmont~New Storage 60,000 

DeSmet·System Expansion 20,000 

'Elkton·New Water Source 

Hecla-New Storage & System 42,000 

Hill City-System Expansion 15,000 

Howard-New Water Source 

·Huron-Lines for Swift Independent 

Ipswich-New Storage & System 133,400 

·Iroquois-New Source, Treatment Facility & System 231,000 

Lake Andes-System Improvements 

Lake Preston-New Well 50,000 

Lerrrnon·New Well, Storage & System 100,000 

, Lerrrnon·System Improvements 41,300 

Lennox-New Well, Storage & System 

Menno-System Improvements 

Milbank-New Water Source & System 

Minnehaha County-Water Supply Needs Projects 

*Mitchelt·Industrial ,Park/Airport Water Lines 

Rapid City-System Expansion to Airport $250,000 

Redfield-New Well, Storage & Treatment Facilities 

Scotland-System Improvements 20,000 

*Sioux Falls·New Wells & Storage 

Spearfish-New Well & Storage 75,000 

Tulare-New Water, Source & System 

Wagner-System Improvements 10,000 

Wall ·New Wet l 77,500 

Warner-New Storage &·system 25,000 100,000 

Yankton-Lines for Alumax 50 000 

TOTAL $2,273,700 $427,500 

TOTAL 
PROJECT 

COST 
$ 118,800 

127,339 

627,550 

2,240,000 

160,000 

52,000 

137,869 

213,665 

41,215 

75,000 

250,000 

266,757 

462,000 

56,000 

139,800 

255,300 

143,100 

733,200 

15,590 

2,074,000 

3,000,000 

614,000 

1,083,500 

90,720 

715,000 

292,497 

50,000 

155,000 

246,370 

139 350 

$15,575,622 

* State funds for these projects have been corrrnitted and are included·to support efforts in obtaining 
federal or local funds. 
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TABLE" 7 

MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER PROJECTS 

CONSOLIDATED TOTAL 
YATER FACILITIES PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE CDBG GRANT EPA COST 

Arlington-Replace Treatment Facility $ 550,000 

Armour-Lagoon Improvement 427,000 

Centerville-Sewer Separation $26,000 - 103,000 

Crooks Sanitary Dist.· New Treatment 
Facility 435,000 

Freeman-Sewer Interceptor & Lines 350,000 700,000 

Hitchcock-Treatment Facility & System. 
Extension - $299,562 380,000 

Hoven-Treatment Facility Expansion 325,100 

Milbank-Lift Station Pumps for 
New Industry 2,074,000 

*Mitchell-Sewer Main to Industrial Park 

Ramona-Lift Station Replacement 74,000 

Rel iance·System Expansion .258,000 

Vermillion-Interceptor Replacement 250,00_0 

Yagner·New Treatment Facility 262,000 

.\,/all-System Expansion 154,100 

Yebster·System Expansion .131,000 

Yhite·River·Lagoon.Expansion 75;000 

Yillow Lake-New Treatment Facility 401,140 

i.\,/oonsocket·Stabilization Pond 
·ex ansion 20 000 115 000 210 000 

TOTAL $396,000 $414;562 >$6,809,940 

·*state funds :for these -projects •have .been .conmi.tted ,and .are ,included .to -support-·effor.ts·,in obtaining 
federal ,or local funds. 

46 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I TABLE 8 

LAKE RESTORATION PROJECTS 

I CONSOLIDATED LAKE AND 
WATER RIVER TOTAL . 

I 
FACILITIES DREDGING PROJECT 

PRO ECT TITLE CDBG GRANT GRANT COST 
Brant Lake-Shoreline 

Stabilization $ 60,600 $101,000 

I Capitol Lake-
Restoration 291;400 

I **Lake Byron-
Restoration 

I **Lake Campbell-
Restoration $117,000 234,000 

I 
Lake Corsica-Dam 

Spillway Repairs 26,000 44,000 

**Lake Mitchell-

I Restoration 255,000 510,000 

Lake Poinsett-

I 
Flood Control 54,480 .. 95,800 

Leola Lake-
Restoration 28,000 51,530 

I Stockade Lake-
Res tor a ti on 473,703 

I Swan Lake-
Restoration 31,000 62,000 

I' Wal I Lake-
Restoration 570 000 

I 
TOTAL $57,000 $115,080 $400,000 $2,483,433 

I **Th~se projects were included to support efforts in obtaining federal or 
state funds which are restricted to lake restoration projects or 

I special ·studies. 
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TABLE g . 

FLOOD CONTROL/EROSION CONTROL/WATERSHEDS· 

PROJECT 'InTLE STATE FEDERAL TOTAL 

Jame~River Improvement $1,178,000 

TOTAL $0 $0 $1,178,000 

TABLE 10 : 

REGIONAL STUDIES 
I 

PROJECT TITLE STATE FEDERAL TOTAL 
.· 

Eastern and Western $ 42,900 $416,952 
S.D. Supply Studi~s 

TOTAL $ 42,900 $0 $416,952 
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ta"ke Resto'i·aii oh ._::~.:r.r:oiiresLRepcfrt 
The Board of wa'ter and Na"thrat Res'ouF2~·s ana'fn;e ·oepartmen:i of waler - arid 
Natu'ril ie'sbur'ce·s, .. Di visi"on of Pi-'oject ancICoirununi ty. Development is 
'cu'rrently 'i:>a'rti'cipating i'n a va'rie}y c>f lake res'foraticm projects.rahging 
frommaJo'i-Ymi>l'eme'i1'ta'tian .a·c-tiv'ifre's, ·su'ch; ... a·s \vho.Ie. Iake ar·eagrr1g,_ to 
t,'r'~1ttiiF11'a"ry ·contacfs 'with rake ·associat{ons rn1'eres'tea in ·re"s'tori'ng ·their 
ra1<'et, . !'11 '?·n effor't \o ·i>'r~vri:fe 'a ·gu(ck, "g«fn'eraI sJa'tus of iiidJviduat 
'pr'o'.l'ecfs ·an·d 'p(epa'r'e 'rfporfs_ comiiierisur'a'te with 'the vOlume c>f acti v i'ty .J:in 
'each.'.p'io-Je'c't, .. th·r·ee 'pr'oJect ac·nvity revers have'EHteh 'aeHnecL ·The 
·1'~v~rs :c:10 Ilot }lefi'iie how ·much activity :can be 'aevc,tea 'to 'a 'proJec·t·, ·bu·t 
r'aihtir h'dw much ·ac'ti vi ty 'h',fa 'been ·deVc,fea: . . 
r11e 't'f1r~e !(eve.rs YMlt h'aVe 'been ·se'fec'te~ 1tre '.cret iHea 'as 'r of rows·: 

;reVEit Ylf1 

·'* Ongoing 'iiripl'ementation p"rojects. 

•·* ip/o]ec'fl, that are funded and/or ready. tb ;beg.in ; 
impleniehta'tion during 'the next consfrtictfoh cycl'e. 

* .ProJecfs ;thii't are cur·rent'ty .in ·the b'ia/inostTc'! 
Fea's i bfl'(ty ;s't.uc:ly 'j:,'r'ocess. ·. 

·* 'prOJec'ts '{hit ··have ,·compretea :oragO:<fst:i::CJFe·a~ibtfrty . 
'lifodies,::a'i:ici "finplemenfafion :rs :pehciing ~fina't 'Cles'Fg"n 
0~Ht1 'r uric1 i ng. 

'"* ir[aJec't"s \h~lt /'a're!iJnt:1er',fo'rng rsped(r'rc cstucires ·ro 
"ai:tctr'ess 'cri'tical '.probt'ems. ' 

r.:e..:;;1 :1 

\ :New }raj ects th~ t 1Ha've 'r'eqifesfed ~feclfri i ca 1. :,fa's isfance 
1fo :begin r'esforatfo'n an'd have, :be'en ,pr'ovfaed .. 
pre! iminary information. Further ·actjon~periding. 

:* ;'Pro'f~~·es tfw.h ~re 'coni'pret'ed 'an'd ·1af'e :,15e ihg ;mah H·ored 
'fo :deternii'ne, ef feet i ven'ess. . 

* Pr'oJects 'that 'wi 11 '.be '·cfos~d-~6ut pex{airig f{ihal 
'reports. 

>i'he·projects ·on the f~lfowing pages are''sumrila;i·es;of 'the ·individual lake 
r'estorati'bn projeGts in'which the Board and the Department ·are ·cufreritly 
participants. :summaries are in alphabeti'ca:r order by level. 
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Level III Lakes 

Brant Lake 

Brant Lake is a 1,000 acre, moderately shallow, eutrophic lake located in 
southeastern Lake County near the town of Chester. It has a direct 
watershed of approximately 7,700 acres, 93% of which is cropland with the 
remaining 7% pastureland or other uses., In.addition to the direct runoff 
from the adjacent watershed, Brant Lake also receives the overflow from 
Lakes Herman and Madison since it is the last in a three lake chain. The 
Jake's outlet is Skunk Creek which flows out of the county toward the 
southeast and eventually connects with the Big Sioux River near Sioux 
Fa! ls. 

Brant Lake is a state owned lake with approximately 3,000 feet of public 
access area maintained by the South Dakota Department of Game Fish and 
Parks. The lake is classified for the following beneficial uses: 1) 
Warm water semipermanent fish life propagation; 2) Immersion recreation; 
3) Limited contact recreation; and 4) Wildlife propagation and stock 
watering. 

In a 1979 study conducted by the Department of Water and :Natural 
Resources, it was concluded that algal blooms may cause some recreational 
impairments and that shoreline erosion was estimated to be slight. Since 
then significant changes have occurred in the status of the lake. Recent 
(1985) surveys have shown that over 7,000 feet of shoreline is exhibiting 
moderate to severe erosion and that algal blooms have increased 
significantly. The primary cause appears to be the excessive water 
levels the lake has experienced over the last four years. These high 
water levels have caused the severe shoreline erosion and subsequent 
deposition of nutrients leading to the excessive algal blooms. Another 
contributor to the problem may be the limited capacity of the outlet 
spillway and channel. 

In the spring of 1985 the Brant Lake Development Association contacted 
the Department of Water and Natural Resources. Since that time the 
Depar~~ent has provided technical assistance in surveying the shoreline 
to determine the magnitude of the problem and preparing plans to .. 
st~bilize the critical shoreline areas. As a result of this survey and 
pl~nning, the association prepared a project with a budget within its 
financial capabilities and submitted the project for State Water Plan 
approval. 

Lake Campbe 11 

Lake Campbell is a 1,000 acre lake located south and west of Brookings in 
Moody and Brookings Counties. Lake Campbell is fed from a 103,762 acre 
watershed which feeds Battle Creek and eventually drains i~to Lake 
Campbell. The watershed has been under study for several years by· the 
Department of Water and Natural Resources, South Dakota State University, 
and the Soil Conservation Service. A non-point sources model has been 
developed by South Dakota State University while the SCS has undertaken a 
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~~st Manag~ment Practice program throughout the watershed. In October 
19861 the Board of Water and Natural Resources entered into a contract 
with toe Lake . Campbel I Improvement Association to dredge 471,000 cubic 
yards of material from the. south end of the lake. The Board awarded a 
·$11},obb iir·anl to the Association with the condition that the Association 
p~rovJaes ·a_n equal sum in ei lher cash or in-kind match. In December 1986, 
the South l)akota National Guard delivered the dredge "Restoration"' from 
lh'e James River to Lake Campbel I. The dredge was unloaded and assembled 
al 'the ·1?u'flch ·srte at_the lake, dredging activities will begin in the 
~spring of .1987. 

t~Bol't take 
[;a,Bo'lt take is localed in Grant County 11 miles south and :2 mnes :west ,of 
'Micfbank. -It is. 'a ·7 •acre lake constructed in 1936-37 by the WPA ,as· :a 
Yec·r'eationa.'l 'faci fity. The 1-ake :served :area residents well .until 
_c,onlFn_ual he·avy silting rendered the lake useless in the early 197.0's. 
f.he '8.3 'square mile ·watershed which feeds the lake is 75% ,pasture -and 
na'fud:i l 'grass. 

In -July 1'985, the -Board of Water and Natural Resources entered into an 
·agreement ·with the LaBoTt 'Parks and Recreation Board to award ·a '$50, 000 
grant ·for dredging as part of the ove.ral l restoration plan to. reclaim the 
lake as·'a. r·ec·reational :faCility. This grant was matched by a !$10,000 
grant lrom {he East :Dakota Water 'Development ·Di-strict :and '$2,500 from the 
'La.Bon Parks '~md Rec'rea'tion 'Board as matching funds for the dredging 
:e}Jor't .. :breag}ng q,egah on 'the lake in ~uly ,and ,was completed in 'November 
_ 198_5. -:cran·t :coun·ty 'donated '.labor,, "machinery 0and fuel 'to construct :a 
!'seaimerit :{e'teri'tToh ·srructure 'up·stream ·:of '.the 1l'ake :in fOtder ;to :prevent 
7f ufure '.s:H1fatTon, _ 'The (County ,also 'provided tabor,, :equipment iand ff uel '.to 
'cohst'ri.ict :the hcffdihg 'ponds :for the (dredged ,sediment ,and restored ,these 

. ::-once ·ar-eagi rig :was 'c'ompJ-ete'd, 1Area iI I Minnesota ·River :Basin :Project I 'Inc. 
·:aria '(lie 'Mi'rfnes·ora :sort 'an'd .;Water ,·conservation i'Board £donated ~$30)000 ,to 
irisfa1l l 'a '"drawdbWn ttube ca:nd ;to repai'r ,the 1 exisfing ,:sp'Ht:lway cof 'the -dam. 

:other '.gfoups ?~:ind 1inaivi'duals 'providing dn.;.kirid "services:'and mater:ia:ls to 
the 'restoratfon ef for't were 'Aid Association for Lutherans which donated 

:$2,3()0 f~r •materials .;forra -new ,:picnic sheUer,;. Pete':s ;Lumber 1which 
r.·aoriated $500 iin 1materials for repair ·of ;the bathhouse; ·Whetstone 
'sportsman Club. which donated 7 picnic tables costing $875; ;the ·S.D. 
National- Guard which·donated,$1,500 worth of transportation to.return ·the 

•dredge ·to fpre'r're; ico1mtl ess :hours tof it ocal ~crt izen ! s .time •;who 1Pai nted ::the 
~·or-d Fpicnic ·shelter, ;restored 'and -·painted :the -outdoor ,toilets ·and 
Xgeneral ly :refurbished the park; :and the ·s.D. '.Department ,of ::came,·:Fish.and 
:Parks :wn i ch -stocked ·the •lake ,with ·2 jOOO ,.pan sized ~trout and .300 '.,bl uegi I ls 
~and intends to-continue stocking the ,lake .in ·the future. 

£of tlie :'$62?,·oo cash ·appr<?priated '.by ,the ·Board, ··East 'Dakota iWater 
:.:sevelopmerit··District and LaBolt, :$674 remains unspent. .A.breakdown ·of 
·'expenditures. follows: 
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Personal Services (Labor) 
Employee Benefits 
Travel (Per Diem) 
Fuel 
Supplies 
Misc. 
Dragl ine 

Total 

Leola Lake 

$31,776 
2,428 
4,918 
7,341 
3,062 
8,806 
3,495 

$61,826 

Leola Lake is a 20 acre lake located on the northeast edge of the town of 
Leola in central McPherson County. Leola was built as a WPA project in 
1936-37 and has served as a popular recreational area for Leola and a 15 
mile radius. The lake is fed by an artesian well which produces about 70 
gpm, and has a drainage area of about 6,400 acres. The McPherson County 
Soil Conservation Service has adopted an excellent soil conservation 
program for the existing watershed, and consequently most watershed land 
not in pasture or native grass has grassed waterways where minimum or. no 
till planting methods are practiced. This, coupled with the use of an 
upstream dam as a sediment trap, will help keep the lake from resitting 
once dredging activity is completed as part of the restoration effort. 

In May 1986, the Board of Water and Natural Resources entered into an 
agreement with the Leola Development Corporation for a $25,400 grant to 
dredge 48,000 cubic yards of sediment from Leola Lake. The grant was 
contingent upon Leola Development Corporation providing an equal amount 
in either hard cash or in-kind match. Dredging activity began in June 
1986. The Board of Water and Natural Resources amended the Leola contract 
in November for an additional $2,600 bringing the total grant award to 
$28,000 and in December further amended the agreement to extend the 
contract from December 31, 1986 to July 31, 1987, because an early winter 
storm shut down operations two weeks before completion. The dredge 
"Muckrakerllhas been extracted from Leola Lake and winterized; upon 
ice-out in the spring, the dredge will be relaunched and the project 
completed. So far, about 50,000 cubic yards of sediment have been 
removed from Leo I a Lake with about 6,000 additional cubic yards .to be 
removed. In addition to the $5,000 from the Leola Development 

· Corporation; the City of Leola has provided one tender (labor), a front 
end loader, and a truck to haul pipe; McPherson County has provided 
trucks to haul pipe, maintenance of the dredge (welding, etc.), a 
caterpi I tar. to launch the dredge, and equipment to construct the holding 
pond for the removed sediment; •nd members of_ the Leola Development 
Corporation have also donated labor to the project. 

Leola was recently added to the State Water Plan for shoreline 
stabilization (rip-rap) and construction of an air entrainment fountain 
to add DO (dissolved oxygen) to the artesian water feeding the lake. The 
Department of Game, Fish and Parks plans to stock the lake with fish once 

·· the restoration project is complete. Once restoration efforts are 
complete, Leola Lake wi 11 again serve as a fishing,· swimming and· 
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picnicking area for residents of Leola and the surrounding 15 mile 
radius. 

Of the $33,000 cash appropriated by all involved parties, $130 remains 
unspent. A breakdown of expenditures fol lows: 

Personal Services (Labor) 
Employee Benefits 
Travel (Per Diem} 
Contractual Services 
Hardware Supply 
Vehfole Maintenance & Repairs 
~s . 
Lubricants 
Fuel 

Total 

Lake Mitchel 1 

$19,177 
1,442 
2,779 
3,818 

764 
187 

1,540 
309 

2,854 
$32,870 

Lake Mitchell is located in Davison County on the north edge of the· City 
of Mitchell. Lake Mitchell Dam was constructed in 1928 on Firesteel 
Creek to serve as the water supply for the City of Mitchell. The lake 
has not only served as a water supply, but a boating, fishing, .swimming, 
and picnicking recreational facility for the city and a large surrounding 
area. The surface area of Lake Mitchel 1 is 671 acres and is. fed by'· 
Firesteel Creek with a drainage area of 229,911 acres. Silt entering the 
lake from the watershed has been accumulating in the west end since the 
dam. was closed in 1928. Over the years this siltation has reduced the 
capacity of the lake to store water for the city and has impaired the 
lake as a recreation facility. · · ~, 

Mitchell's dredging project will remove 850,000 cubic yards of silt from· 
the lake by the close of the 1987 dredging season. In September ,1986, 
the.Board of Water and Natural Resources entered into·a contract with the 
City of Mitchell a warding i.t a $255,000 grant for dredging Lake Mitchell 
provided that the city. match the amount in either hard cash or in-kind · 
matc_h. · Subsequently, the city deposited $255,000 in a dredging account 
as its match for the contract. 

The 1986 Legislature~ade an appropriation for a large 14" take dred~~ 
and associated equipment. This dredge 11Dakotah11 was purchased and 

. delivered to Lake.Mitchell in October 1986. Dredging activity officially 
began on Lake Mitchell No·vember 3, 1986, with approximately 22,000 cubic 
yards of material being removed before shut down from cold weather. The 
"Dakotah" has been extracted from Lake Mitchell and winterized for the 
season, and will .be relaunched at ice-out next spring to· continue 
dredging operations. 

To date, $110,091 has been spent or encumbered from the $510,000 required 
for completion· of the project. This leaves a remaining balance of· 

· $399,909. Expenditures break down as follows: 
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Personal Services (Labor) 
Benefits 
Travel (Per, Diem) 
Construction of Holding Pond* 
Fuel and Related Petroleum Products 
Easement (Encumbered) 
Misc. Expenses 

Total 

Lake Poinsett 

$16,025 
1,210 
2,167 

72,487 
9,936 

750 
7,516 

$110 I 091 

Lake Poinsett is a 7,868 acre lake located in Hamlin County, northwest of 
Brookihgs. The lake has an average depth of 9.5 feet and a maximum depth 
of 19.5 feet. The watershed encompasses over 198,000 acres of land .. The· 
state has classified Lake Poinsett for warm water semipermanent fish life 
propagation, immersion and limited contact recreation, wildlife 
propagation, and stock watering. 

. Lake_ Poinsett experienced severe f 1 ood i ng this spring with a surf ace 
water elevation nearly six feet over the established ordinary high water 
mark of 1650.5 feet msl. This elevation is the highest recorded water 
surface elevation in Lake Poinsett's history. An estimated $2,000,000 
worth of damage was incurred to businesses and permanent residential 
homes around the lake. 

The Department o'f Water and Natural Resources, the Corps of Engineers, 
and State and Federal Emergency and Disaster agencies have been working 
with the home owners and landowners around Lake Poinsett to identify 
potential projects that could relieve flooding problems in the future. 
The Department has evaluated many possibilities such as building a new 
outlet, cleaning out the existing outlet, removing roads and bridges, 
dredging the Big Sioux, etc. A hydrologic evaluation of Lake Poinsett 
revealed. that it receives flood water from two major sources, the Big· 
Sioux River and the chain of lakes to the west of Poinsett. No 
acceptable method could be found to reduce inflows·from the chain of 
lakes west of Poinsett. Two potential projects to reduce flood waters 

'from the' Big Sioux River. are being pursued by the Lake Poinsett 
Development Association. One project involves putting some type of 
control stru6ture on the outlet of Lake Poinsett tri ~top Big Sioux. River 
water from running up the outlet into Lake Poinsett. The other project 
involves an existing diversion canal from the Big Sioux River to Dry 
Lake. Dry Lake and Lake Poinsett are connected and form basically one 
lake. This past spring Big Sioux River flows were so high that water ran 
over .the control gates and into Poinsett via Dry Lake. The proposal is 
to extend the control gates in the diversion canal to prevent the 'Big 
Sioux River from overtopping the gates. The Board of Water and Natu_ral 

· Resources awarded the Lake Poinsett Area Development Corporation a 
$54,480 Consolidated Water Facilities Construction grant for the control 
gate extension work provided that al _I necessary permits are obtained, 
local match money is in place, and an operating. plan is approved by the 
Department of Game, Fish and Parks and the Department of Water and 
Natural Resources. 
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Future work wi 11 · involve a cross sectional survey of the 5 - 10 mi le 
stretch on the Big Sioux River to determfoe if dredging would lower the 
Big Sioux River sufficiently to reduce inflows of· Big Sioux water into 
Lake Poinsett and to provide increased outflows through the outlet. 

Stockade Lake 

Stockade Lake is a 130 acre impoundment located four miles east of the 
City of Custer just within the western boundary of Custer State Park. 
Its mean depth is 19 feet and maximum·depth is 42 feet. French Creek, 
the main tributary to and outlet from the lake, drains a 42,880 acre 
watershed. The beneficial ·use classifications · are as follows:· cold 
waformarginai fish life propagation, immersion recreation,• limited 
contact recreation and wildl.ife propagation and stock watering. 

' . ! 

In 11980 1 the Department of Water and Natural Resources conducted a 
program of water sampling and analysis to determine the causes of water 
quality degradation to Stockade Lake. Personnel from Custer State Park 
col)ected the samples through a contract with the Department. The study 
concluded that the Custer Waste Water Treatment Plant wa~ the major cause 
of excessive nutrient loads entering. the lake. These loads caused 
massive macrophyte and algal growths throughout Stockade Lake. The City 
of 'Custer has recently completed construction on a new wastewater 
treatment plant which will no longer discharge effluent to French Creek. 
However, the nutrients currently in the lake are resuspended twice a year 
during the spring and fall turnover ~o the degrad~tion problem still 
exists. 

To correct this problem, the Department of Water and Natural Resources is 
working.with the Department of Game, Fish and Parks to develop a dredging 
program that will· remove most of the sediment from the lake. Dredging is 
felt to be the most cost effective restoration alternative to eliminate 
the nutrients in Stockade Lake. Personnel from both departments have 
inspected and surveyed disposal sites near the lake that will be used to 
deposit sediment. Costs for this activity have been formulated and. are 
under review by both agencies. One obstacle that may delay dredging is 
the recent classification of the Stockade Lake Dam as a high hazard dam. 
The ,dam will need to be upgraded before dredging can commence. 

Swan Lake 

Swan lake is a natural lake located in.Turner County, three miles north 
of the City of Viborg. This 180 acre lake has a mean depth of 4.5 feet 
and maximum depth , of 6 feet. The lake is supplied with', water from a 
diversion on Turkey Ridge Creek.· The drainage area of Swan Lake covers 
81,913 acres. Beneficial use classifications are as follows: warm water 
semi-permanent fish life propagation, immersion recreation, limited 
contact recreation and wildlife propagation and stock watering: 

In October 1985, personnel from the Department of Water and Natural 
Resources:.. Division of Project and Community Development met w.ith 
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members of the Swan Lake Improvement Association to discuss the· state 
lake restoration program. Subsequently, the lake was , inspected to 
identify cost effective restoration alternatives. The major concern to 
the Association was the deteriorated condition of the inlet structure on 
Turkey Ridge Creek. ·, ' 

A report was submitted to the Association from the Department outlining a 
viable restoration plan including costs. Specifically, the report 
outlined the need to repair the inlet, replace an inlet culvert under a 
lakeshore road with a culvert and riser pipe, riprap shorel,ine areas and, 
ultimately, dredge the lake. The total package would cost 'approximately 
$935,000. 

The Swan Lake Improvement Association reviewed the report and prioritized 
its needs. In June 1986, Turner County, on behalf of the Association, 
was awarded a Community Development Block Grant in the amount .of $31,000 
to be matched with $31,000 in local funds to begin restoration on Swan 
Lake. . The project consists of.·. controlling bank erosion and lake 
sedimentation by reconstructing the inlet structure, riprapping shoreline 
areas, raising the level of a lake access r.oad and building a s.ediment 
basin b~tween the inlet structure and the lake. 

Level II Lakes 

Lake Byre 

Lake Byre was a 125 acre man-made lake located in Lyman County near the 
Town of Kennebec. The lake had a maximum.depth of 26 feet, a mean depth 
of 7.1 feet and drained a 22,400.acre watershed. The beneficial uses of 

. the lake were: domestic water supply, warm water permanent fish life 
propagation, immersion recreation, limited contact recreation and 
wildlife propagation and stock watering. 

·Prio~ to May 1986, Lake Byre was the. sole. water supply .source for 
Kennebec. On that date an intense rainfal 1 in the watershed above' the 
lake caused the dam to overtop and finally fail. In response to this and 
other disasters, Lyman County. received a Presidential Major Disaster 
Declaration for flood damages. 

' 

The Department of Water and Natural Resources, South Dakota Emergency and 
Disaster Service, Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) and 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have provided technical ass.istance to 
.the town t.o reestablish a permanent water supply. After the failure, a 
well was developed to.· temporarily supply water to the town. The 
Departmen( of Water and Natural Resources has been monitoring the water 
quality of the well and assisted Kennebec in the process of developing a 
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permanent,. sat i s·factory water Supply. · _- The Dep~rtment has recommended 
tha't Byre Dam be reconstructed to meet st.ate · and f edera I ,dam safety 
regulations and that FEMA provide the funding ·necessary to do · the 
co.ns.truction·. Approval of the recommendation is sti 11 pending. 

East Vermi 11 fon Lake 

East Vermillion Lake is a 550 acre man-made· lake located 1n McCook 
County,8 mil.es south of the Town of Montrose . .The.lake has an average 
depth to 12 feet and a watershed of 264,800 acres. The main drainage in 
and out of the lake i's the East Fork of the Vermillion River. 

The Department of Water aod Natural Resources' has conducted a flood 
analysis on m~~t of the major drainage basins in eastern South'' Dakota 
including an analysis of potential f loading · from Lake Thompson· through 
the, Lake Vermi 11 ion impoundment. The purpose· for this analysis was to 
prepare landowners and homeowners in the basin for potentially severe 
flooding in·thespring of 1987. The flood analysis indicated that a _wet 
spririg would result in high outflows from Lake Thompson. The runoff·· in 
the drainage basin above Lake Vermillion, combined with the outflows from 
Lake Thompson could cause the Lake Vermillion impoundment ·to fail: 
P(edictions are that even an average rainfall in the spring of 1987 could 
result in severe erosion and very high runoff through both of the 
spillways on the Vermillion.Dam. 

Lake Kampeska 

Ka~peska is ~·4;800 acre lake located in Codington County near Watertown. 
The Jake has a maximum depth of 14.5 feet and an average depth of 10 
feet.' The watershed,·encompasses over 210,000 acres of 'diversified lands. 
It.has been classified by the state for domestic water supply, warm water 
permanent fish life propagation, immersion and limited contact 
rec,reation, wildlife propagation;-and stock watering. 

Th'e Department of Water and Natural Resources has worked extensively with 
Lake· Kampeska since the serious flooding this past spring. The 
Department has worked Jointly with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
identify are~s that may contribut~ to flooding in· the Kampe~ka area. 
Ctirrently, cleanout of the· inlet/outlet and flood retention dams· are 
being .considered. ' 

The-landowners and· homeowners around- Lake Kampeska have worked with the 
Department' to form a water project district. Fol·lowing an election at 
the end of October, the Lake Kampeska Water Project District was 
es-tabrished and is working to find ways to reduce f loading in the future. 

Leg i on· Lake 

Legion is an 8.8 acre man-made lake located in Custer State Park in the 
Black'Hills. The lake has a maximum depth of 20 feet and a watershed of 
approximately 5,632 acres. It has been classified by the:State·for cold 
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water marginal fish life propagation, immersion recreation, 
contact recreation and wildlife propagation and stock watering. 

.drainage in and out of the lake is Galena Creek. 

I imi ted 
The main 

During the past 18 months the Department of Water and Natural Resources 
in conjunction with the Department of Game Fish and Parks has conducted a 
biological survey to document the effect of rotenone on Legion lake 
phytoplankton and zooplankton communities. The survey al so·,studi ed the 
effect on planktonic biota of a reduced fish population and .the 
subsequent.influence of these altered aquatic communities on selecte'd 
water quality parameters. The biomanipulation process .was begun in 
September 1985 and a biological sampling program was initiated at the 
same time and.were collected through September 1986. The water quality 
sampling program that began in 1983 was also continued. 

Preliminary results published by the Department in November 1986 indicate 
a positive effect ·on the zooplankton and potentially the phytoplankton 
communities. The one contradiction that warrants further investigation, 
however, is the predicted decrease in the phytoplankton population which 
usually occurs when the zooplankton increases was not evident. Continued 
monitoring will be required to determine the causati~e factors and the 
total effect of the biomanipulation process. 

Mina Lake 

Mina Lake is a man-made impoundment located in Edmunds County 
approximately 15 mile~ w~st of the City of· Aberdeen. The lake 
encompasses 800 surf ace acres and drains a 153,600 acre watersli"ed. 
Average depth of the lake is 9 feet with a maximum depth of. 27 feet. The 
lake is classified for the beneficial uses of: warm water permanent. fish 
life propagation, immersion recreation, limited contact recreation and 
wildlife pro~~gation and stock watering. 

Within the last 18 months a partial sewage collection system was 
installed around the lake with additional hookups pending. However, 
other sources of pollution appear to be affecting the quality of the 
lake. As recently as the spring of 1986, high coliform bacteria counts 
near the· swimming beach have caused a closure of the beach. These 
violations.prompted an in:..lake survey by the Department of Water and 
Natural R.esources in the· late spring. Results of the survey were 

· inconclusive in that a specific source of the bacteria was not 
identified. However, elevated counts occurring early each week indicated 
that bacteria may have been released from sediments disturbed by weekend 
recreation activities. Speculation is that the source of the bacteria is 
non-point source runoff. 

In order to answer the remaining questions, a complete 
diagnostic/feasibility study will be required. Recent contacts with 
member~ of ~he local sanitary district have indicated a willingness to 
begin this process. Assuming a continued willingness, a study plan will 
be prepared in the riear future for consideration by the distfict. 
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Lake Pelican 

Lake Pelican is a 2,800 acre natural lake located in Codington County 
adjacent to the City of Watertown. The lake has a maximum depth of 8 
feet; an average depth of 5.5 feet and drains a 15,700 acre watershed. 
Beneficial use classifications include: warm water semipermanent fish 
life propagation, immersion recreation, limited contact recreation and 
wildlife'propagation and stock watering. 

! ' . 

Technical assistance by the Department of Water and Natural :Resources to 
Lake Pelican began as far back as 1980 under the federal 208 water 
qua Ii ty assessment program. . At t_hat time a moni taring program was 
established to determine sources of the problems being experienced. 
Since then,: the local lake association, with continued technical 

· assistance f~om the Department, has prepared a preliminary project plan 
fo reduce siltation from· the watershed and the shoreline. · Included in 
the plans are general shoreline stabilization.and a series of towhead 
structures in the drainage area to reduce runoff ~elocity and prom9te 
s_ilt deposition. 

To expedite implementation of the proposed project, the lake association 
'is currently in the process of forming a water project district. The 
Board of Water and Natural Resources recently approved the association'.s 
petition to hold an election to form a district. The election will be 
held iri February 1987. The formation of a district by the association 
will lend. considerable credibility to the project and provide for a 
source of funding. Technical assistance will be provided by the 
Department to support the district's efforts to finalize its plani and 

· secure financing; 

Ravine Lake 

Ravine Lake' is an 83 acre man-made impoundment located within the city 
limits of Huron. The lake has·a maximum depth of 13 feet, a mean depth 
of 6.7 feet and drains a watershed of 77,000 acres. Beneficial use 
classifications include: warm water semipermanent fish life propagation, 

. immersion recreation, limited contact recreation, and wildlife 
propagation and stock watering. · 

In August 1985, the City of Huron contacted the Department of Water and· 
Natural Resources - Division of Project and Community Development with .a 
request to restore· Ravine Lake. Staff members from the Division 
conducted a preliminary survey of the lake and watershed shortly 
thereafter to identify potential problem areas and monitoring sites. 
Following the survey, the City applied for and was approved for inclusion 
on the Natural Resources Inventory-Technical Assistance section of the 
State Water Plan. Division staff then continued in their technical 
assistance role by providing a preliminary Diagnostic/Feasibil}ty Study 
Plan· to the city. After a thorough review and negotiations with the 
State, the plan was finalized and a contract was signed to initiate a 
portion of the study. 
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Currently the city has completed data collection for the Agricultural 
Non-Point Source section of the study on about a third of the watershed. 
Division staff are in the process of evaluating the data to determine 
critical areas in the subwatershed. Data collection for the remainder of 
the watershed should be completed by the second quarter of 1987. 

Recently, the City requested assistance in beginning the water quality 
portion of the study. This will entail establishing the in-lake and 
tributary monitoring sites, setting up the sample collection equipment 
and training a local technician in the collection process. The process 
will begin in the spring of 1987 and continue for approximately one year, 
after which the data collected will be evaluated by the Division staff. 
A final report will be provided after completion of the evaluation. 

Lake Redfield 

Lake Redfield is a man-made impoundment located on the west side of the 
City of Redfield. The 170 acre lake has a mean depth of 6 feet and a 
maximum depth of 12 feet. The watershed is comprised of 1,414 square 
miles. The main tributary for the lake is Turtle Creek. Beneficial use 
classifications are: warm water marginal fish life propagation, 
immersion recreation, limited contact recreation and wildlife propagation 
and stock watering. 

The Department of Water and Natural Resources became involved with the 
restoration of Lake Redfield in mid 1976 with the initiation of a 
preliminary water sampling effort. The intent was to pinpoint problem 
areas using minimal sample collection. Since that time, the Department 
has contracted with the city to conduct further water sampling and 
analysis. Preliminary indications from this sampling effort revealed 
that the lake degradation problems stemmed from excessive sediment loads 
from the watershed. This sedimentation is causing abundant cattail 
growth and decreasing the lake's volume. 

In 1985, the city and the James River Water Development District 
requested that the Department of Water and Natural Resources - Division 
of Project and Community Development provide additional technical 
assistance to formulate a viable, cost effective restoration project for 
Lake Redfield. Staff members from the Division have since prepared a 
Diagnostic/Feasibility study plan to determine the critical areas in the 
watershed as well as the water quality in the lake and have recently 
conducted a sediment survey on 52 acres of the lake. From this initial 
survey, the estimated costs for mechanical, hydraulic sediment and 
cattail removal have been calculated and submitted to the city for 
review. Further study and subsequent restoration efforts will be 
contingent upon commitments from the city and resolution of the problems 
with the structure impounding Lake Redfield. 

Richmond Lake 

Richmond Lake is a 830 acre man-made impoundment located in Brown County 
approximately 10 miles northwest of the City of Aberdeen. The lake has a 
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maximum depth of 29 feet, a mean depth of 15 feet and drains a watershed 
of 103,000 acres. Beneficial use classifications for the lake are: warm 
water permanent fish, life propagation, immersion recreation, limited 
contact recreation and wildlife propagation and stock watering. 

In 1986, Richmond Lake was plagued by a series of excessive fecal 
coliform levels causing closure of· the state park's swimming beach'. 
Concern by .the.residents prompted a request for action to solve the 
problem. A meeting was held in May 1986, with the Department of Water 
and Natural Resources and the Department of Game, Fish and Parks to 
discuss the issue and plan a course of action. 

In June 1986, a staff limnologist from the Department of Water and 
Natural Resources - Division of Project and Community Development 
conducted a preliminary survey in an attempt to find ·· an immediate 
solution. As with Mina Lake, no distinct source of the problem was 
apparent. Subsequent investigation indicated that non-point source 
runoff may have deposited coliform bacteria in the sediments, and the 
bacteria were released when the sediments were disturbed. A 
diagnostic/feasibility study will be necessary to confirm the 
indications. 

The Richmond Lake Association has requested that a study plan be prepared 
for, its review. A meeting will be scheduled in early 1987 to discuss the 
plan and a timeframe for conducting the study. 

~ake Thompson 

Lake Thompson is located in Kingsbury County, southeast of DeSmet. The 
"lake" is best described as unique in that up until 3 years ago it was 
merely a slough. Today Lake Thompson is South Dakota's largest natural 
lake covering over 16,000 acres and janging in depths of over 25 feet. 
At no time in recorded history has Lake Thompson flowed through its 
outlet and down the East Fork of the Vermillion River as it is currently 
doing. The rise of the lake has been a phenomenal, disastrous occurrence 
resulting in millions of dollars worth of damages. 

The Department of Water and Natural Resources has been extensively 
involved in the monitoring of lake levels. Additionally, the Department 
has modelled the lake to estimate inflows and outflows. The spring of 
1987 could be a very critical water period since Lake Thompson is 
currently flowing through its natural outlet. An average or wet spring 
could wash out several roads, bridges, culverts and dams downstream of 
the lake. 

Alternatives considered for lowering water levels on Lake Thompson have 
included pumping, cutting a new outlet and lowering the existing outlet. 
None of these alternatives will provide an acceptable means of lowering 
the levels on Lake Thompson, 
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Wal LLake 

all Lake is a natural lake located in Minnehaha County approximately 12 
west of the City of Sioux Falls. The lake covers 205 acres, has a 
maximum depth bf 13 feet and a mean depth of 8.6 feet. The watershed 
surrounding the lake contains approximately 3,500 acres. Beneficial uses 
include: warm water semimarginal fish life propagation, immersion 
recreation, limited contact ,recreation and wildlife propagation and stock 
watering. 

Wall Lake and its surrounding watershed have been a subject of concern 
for Minnehaha County and the State since about 1978. At that time a 
preliminary watershed· and in-lake survey was conducted to develop an 
implementation plan for the restoration of the lake. This early survey 
indicated that the watershed was not in need of extensive treatment and 
that efforts should be concentrated in-lake. Usirig this information, an 
application for federal funding was prepared to implement a sediment 
removal project. Subsequent investigations during the grant review 
process revealed. that contradictions existed in the preliminary data. 
Since th~ time of the original surveys and evaluations, several other 
investigations have been completed shedding new light on the potential 
problem sources. 

In 1983, the Department of Water and Natural Resources in conjunction 
;with Augustana Research Institute, conducted an in-lake survey to 
determine the rate of nutrient release from the sediments. General 
conclusions were that the sediments were acting as a sink rather than 
releasing nutrients, in direct conflict with earlier studies. Further, 
in 1985, the Department, in conjunction with Minnehaha County and East 
Dakota Water Development District, conducted a septic tank survey to 
determine if sewage leachate was a problem. Although leachate from 
septic tanks did not turn out to be a serious problem, the survey 
pinpointed excessive nutrient inflow problems at the main tributaries 
leading to the lake. 

Currently the County, in conjunction with the Department, is in the 
process of implementing an agricultural non-point source survey to 
determine the critical loading areas within the watershed. This survey 
will be followed, if necessary, by a water quality survey to determine 
actual nutrient loadings to the lake. After all the data is compiled, an 
evaluation will.be made to develop alternatives for restoring the lake. 

Level I Lakes 

Of the thirteen projects that comprise this level of activity, four 
projects - Capitol Lake, McCook Lake, Sylvan Lake and Lake Byron - are 
completed. Tracking continues on these projects for the following 
reasons: 

The Capitol Lake Project, which consisted mainly 
control, water level management for aquatic weed 
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removal, is being kept open to allow utilization of the unspent federal 
funds on an existing federally funded lake restoration project. 
Specifically, the funds .have been transferred to the Lake Herman 
Restoration Project where they will be used to acquire additional 
equipment. The Capitol Lake files will be kept open until·December 31, 
1987. 

McCook Lake conducted a state supported dredging project from 1982 to 
1984. Dredging continued through 1985 using local funds only. The files 
are being kept open pending approval of the final report and audit. 

The Sylvan Lake Project, which was a multi-faceted project conducted in 
conjunction with the Department of Came, Fish and Parks, was actually 
completed in· 1984. Included in the project was sediment removal, 
shoreline stabi I ization, sediment control in the watershed and recreation 
area development. The final report is· in'draft form and is expected to 
be completed early in 1987. Approval of the report will officially close 
the files on the project. 

The Lake Byron project was designed to move James River water .into the 
lake to maintain an acceptable water level in the lake. All phases of 
the project are complete and a final report is pending. 

The remaining projects on this level: Lakes Burke, Centennial, 
Cottonwood, Madison, Punished Woman's, Traverse, Twin, Wagner and 
Waggoner are included as projects that have requested,assistance from the 
Department of Water and Natural Resources - Division of Project and 
Community Development. Each has been provided preliminary information on 
how to proceed with a lake restoration project. Any further action will 
depend on approval of these projects for inclusion on. the ·Natural 
Resources Inventory - . Technical Assistance portion of the State Water 
Plan. · 
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Water Development Financing Programs -- Progress Report 

The Board of Water and Natural Resources administers the Water Faci 1 i ties 
Construction Fund into which al 1 legislative appropriations and funds 
accruing fo the South Dakota Conservancy District are deposited. From 
this fund, the Board is legislatively authorized to administer several 
programs including the Consolidated Water Facilities Construction 
Program, the Interim Financing Program; the Lake and River Dredging 
Program, and all monies appropriated to SWRMS projects. During 1986, the 
Board and Depaartment awarded over $11.4 million in grants and loans to 
water development projects in South Dakota .. 

The Board also has authority to issue tax-exempt bonds in connection with 
its water resources management duties. Under SDCL 46A-1-29 to 30, the 
Board may issue long-term bonds, upon Legislative approval, for the 
construction of projects within the State Water Resources Management 
System. As well, the Board has discretionary bonding authority for small 
bond issues under $5 million. These means for long-term permanent 
financing have not yet been used. Under 46A-1~17 to 27, the Board has 
authority to issue short-term (interim) notes for water resources 
projects'within the State Water Resources Management System and the State 
Water Facilities Plan. 

In addition to the programs the Board administers, the Department of 
Water and Natural Resources administers two federal water development 
grant programs: the Environmental Protection Agency Wastewater 
Facilities Construction Program and the Housing and Urban Development 
Community Development Block Grant Program. 

The following reports are detailed accounts of all expenditures made in 
1986 in each program. 
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Water Facilities Construction Fund 

Legislative appropriations, , interest on investments, principal and 
interest on loans, and funds accruing to .the conservancy district 
pursuant SDCL 46A-l-60 are deposited in this special capital project fund 
to be used for the projects in the State Water Resources Management 
System or for ongoing programs. The following balance sheet and related 
schedules outline the funds position from its creation in 1982 to the 
present. 

TABLE 11 

WATER FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION FUND 

BALANCE.SHEET 

ACTUAL DEPOSITS TO 12/31/86 

ETSI PAYMENTS 
INTEREST EARNED ON WFCF 
GENERAL FUND APPROPRIATION 
INTERIM BOND ISSUE DEFEASANCE 
LOAN REPAYMENTS (P&I) 

TOTAL ACTUAL DEPOSITS 

$5,263,339 
$1,866,217 
SS,000,000 

$786,757 
$611,629 

LEGISLATIVE EXPENDITURE AUTHORIZATIONS 

STUDY LOAN PROGRAM (SCHEDULE A) 
CONTRACTED $1,900,000 

. RESERVED $0 
TOTAL $1,900,000 

CONSTRUCTION LOAN PROGRAM (SCHEDULE B) 
CONTRACTED $2,650,000 
RESERVED $100,000 
TOTAL .· . $2,750,000 

CONSOLIDATED PROGRAM (SCHEDULE C) 
CONTRACTED $643,580 
RESERVED $356,420 
TOTAL $1,000,000 

LEGISLATIVE LINE ITEM AUTHORIZATIONS (SCHEDULED) 
CONTRACTED $4,975,322 
RESERVED $2,525,000 
TOTAL $7,500,322 

~====================== ================================= 
$13,527,942 TOTAL AUTHORIZATIONS 

AVAILABLE FOR AUTHORIZATION 
$13,150,322 

$377,620 
========================================•=z=•===•========================================================= 

TOTAL $13,527,942 TOTAL $13,527,942 

66 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 

SCHEDULE A 
STUDY LOAN PROGRAM 

BHC 
CENDAK 
LAKE ANDES/WAGNER 
LYMAN·JONES RWS 
WEST RIVER RWS 

TOTAL 

SCHEDULE B 
CONSTRUCTION LOAN PROGRAM 

BDM RWS 
B·Y. R\JS . 
CLARK R\JS 
DAVISON R\JS 
DEAD\JOOD 
DOUGLAS R\JS 
EAST GREGORY 
KEYSTONE 
LAKE BYRON 
MCINTOSH 

· MINNEHAHA R\JS 
SOUTH LINCOLN RWS , 
TM R\JS 

TOTAL 

AMOUNT 
AUTHORIZED 

BY BWNR 
S150,DOD 

S1,3DD,DOD 
S250,00D 
S100,DDD 
S1DO,DDD 

CONTRACTED 
S150,DOO s, ,300,000' 
S250,DDD 
s100;000 
S1DO,DDO 

RESERVED 
SD 
so 
so 
SD 

==================================================== 
S1;900,00D 

AMOUNT 
AUTHORIZED 

BY B\JNR 
SS00,000 
$200,000 
$380,000 
$200,000 
$400,000 
$100,000 
$30,000 

S120,DOD 
$100,000 
S100,DDO 
S120,DDO 
S1DO,DOO 
S400,000 

S1,9DO,goo 

CONTRACTED 
$500,000 
$200,000 
$380,000 
$200,000 
$400,000· 

$0 
S30,000 

$120,000 
S100,DDO 
$100,000 
S120,000 
S100,DOO 
$400,000 

so 

RESERVED 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0. 

$100,000 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
SD. 

==================================================== 
$2,750,000 $2,650,000 . $100,000 
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SCHEDULE. C 
CONSOLIDATED WATER FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

BRANT LAKE ' 
B·Y RWS 
LAKE POINSETT 
RAPID CITY 
WALL 
WARNER 
UNOBLI GATED 

TOTAL 

SCHEDULED 
LEGISLATIVE LINE ITEM.AUTHORIZATIONS:· 

BIG SIOUX HYDROLOGY STUDY· 
BLACK, HILLS HYDROLOGY STUDY 
CENDAK. PRECONSTRUCTION 
DREDGE PURCHASE/EQUIPMT. (SCHED 0·1) 
DREDGE EQUIPMENT (SCHED 0·2) 
LAKE/RIVER DREDGE PRGM (SCHED 0·3) 
LAKE DREDGE & EQUIPMENT (SCHED 0·4) 
GREGORY'COUNTY PUMPED STORAGE 
LAKE:ANDES·WAGNER 
LAKE ANDES·WAGNER PRECONSTRUCTION 
ATTORNEY GENERAL • WATER LITIGATION 
TURKEY CLAY WATERSHED 
WEB RWS 
WOO REVOLVING LOAN FUND 

AMOUNT 
AUTHORIZED 

BY BWNR 
$60,600 

$101,000 
S54,480 

$250,000 
sn,soo 

S100,000 
$356,420 

s1,ooo,ooo 

AMOUNT 
AUTHORIZED 

BY 
LEGISLATURE 
$827,425 
S56,875 

SS00,000 
$600,000 
S353,900 

S1,500,000. 
S1,046, 100 

S16,022 
S300,000 

s1,200,ooo 
SS00,000 
$100,000' 
$300,000 
S200,000 

a 

CONTRACTED 
$60,600 

$101,000 
$54,480 

$250,000 
sn,soo 

S100,000 
$0 

CONTRACTED 
$827;425 
$56,875 

so 
$600,000 
S353,900 

S1,075,000 
$1,046,100 

S16,022 
S300,000 

so 
$500,000 

so 
so 

S200,000 

RESERVED 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
so 

RESERVED 
so 
so 

SS00,000 
so 
so 

$425,000 
so 
so 
so 

s1,200,ooo 
$0 

S100,000 
$300,000 

$0 
==================================================== TOTAL $7,500,322 $4,975,322 $2,525,000 
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SCHEDULE D· 1 
DREDGE PURCHASE/EQUIPMENT 

1984 LEGISLATIVE AUTHORIZATION 
DREDGES(Purchase) 
DISCHARGE PIPE 
TENDER BOATS, MOTORS & RELATED 

EQUIPMENT,-TOOLS & PARTS 
SPARE PARTS '(Encunbered) 
UNOBLIGATED 

TOTAL 

SCHEDULE D·2 
DREDGE EQUIPMENT 

1986 LEGISLATIVE AUTHORIZATION 
LAKE HERMAN ($155,000) 

10 11 BOOSTER PUMP 
10 11 DISCHARGE PIPE 
PIPE CUTTING SAW 
TENDER BOAT 
MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES 
UNOBLI GATED 

TOTAL FOR LAKE HERMAN EQUIPMENT 

DIAGNOSTIC EQUIPMENT ($29;400) 
WATER LEVEL RECORDER 
FLOW METER_. MODEL 201D 
QUARTZ MUL Tl SPEED TI MER 
TOP·SETTING WADING ROD 
KEMMERER WATER SAMPLING BOTTLE 
SUSPENSION CABLE KIT 
WISCONSIN PLANKTON SAMPLER 
FLOAT PULLEY· 1811 CIRC. 
BEADED FLOAT LINE· 20 FT. 
FABRIC CARRYING CASE 
FLOW TABLES 
ENCUMBERED EQUIPMENT 
UNOBLIGATED 

' TOTAL FOR DIAGNOSTIC EQUIPMENT 

AUTHORIZATION 
$600,000 

EXPENDITURES 

$379,952 
$108,968 

s95,m 
$10,837 
$4,470 

=============================== 
$600,000 

AUTHORIZATION 
$353,900 

$600,000 

EXPENDITURES 

$78,650 
$53,568 

S559 
$15,888 
$1,043 
S5,292 

================= 
$155,000 

S2, 140 
$1,895 
$1,340 

$475 
$290 
$275 
$245 
$176 
$97 
$50 
$30 

$21,445 
. $942 

================= 
$29,400 

JAMES RIVER SPRAY EQUIP ($150,000) 
811 BOOSTER PUMP $62,750 

$78,650 
- $328 
$8,272 _ 

, SPRAY GUN ASSEMBLY 
MOUNTING BOOSTER PUMP ON TRUCK 
UNOBLI GATED 

TOTAL-JAMES RIVER SPRAY EQUIPMENT 

UNOBLIGATED 

TOTAL DREDGE EQUIPMENT 

.. · 
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================= 
$150,000 

$19,500 
=============================== 

$353,900 $353,900 



SCHEDULE D·3 
AK 

JAMES RIVER llATERSHED DISTRICT 
LABOLT LAKE 
LAKE CAMPBELL 
LAKE MITCHELL 
LEOLA LAKE 
LOllER JAMES llATER PROJECT DISTRICT 
UNOBLIGATED 

AMOUNT 
AUTHORIZED 

BY BllNR 
$475,000 
$50,000 

$117,000 
$255,000 
$28,000 

$150,000 
$425,000 

CONTRACTED 
$475,000 
S50,000 

S117,000 
$255,000 
$28,000 

S150,000 
so 

RESERVED 
so 
so 
so 
so . so 
.SO 

$425,000 
===================================================== 

TOTAL S1,500,000 S1,075,000 

1? rl/.), yi) C lr:J1~ L 

,5-rr,;ct-<lTOl l R1.1.. e. 

SCHEDULE 0·4 
LAKE DREDGE & EQUIPMENT 

<j OD 0 
,; 

17 .. 7 ;SD 0 
I 

1986 LEGISLATIVE AUTHORIZATION 
LEASE OF DREDGE (Encl.lllbered) 

.. DISCHARGE PIPE 
TENDER BOAT 
SHIPMENT OF TENDER BOAT 
FUSION MACHINE 
PARTS FOR FUSION MACHINE 
SAFETY LIGHTS 
lllNCH FOR TENDER BOAT & INSTALL 
ELECTRIC TOOLS 
FLEX HOSE 
SAFETY BUOYS 
LAUNCH EQUIPMENT 
EQUIPMENT MODIFICATIONS 
MISCELLANEOUS .SUPPLIES 
FUEL TANK SUPPLIES 
YELDING SERVICES 
ENCUMBERED MISCELLANEOUS 

. UNOBLIGATED . 

6. a o o 

17-9f.>00 
I 

AUTHORIZATION 
S1,046,100 

EXPENDITURES 

S796,422 
$116,830 
S35,000 
S2,289 

S23,995 
S668 
S124 

. S3, 154 
S5, 161 
SB,666 
S3,900 
$2,560 
.$3,048 
$2,171 

$649 
.$456 
$939 

S40,068 
=============================== 

TOTAL FOR LAKE DREDGE & EQUIPMENT S1,046,100 S1,046,100 

70 

$425,000 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Community Development Block•Grants. 
Water and Wastewater Portion 

. . - - . . 

The program was established .to provide grant assistance to cities,and 
counties for coinmuni ty. development projects; Funds .are targeted . to 
projec~s which benefit low and moderate':incorrie persons and solve serious 
deficiencies in public facilities which affect the public health, safety 
or:w.elfare •. :During. 1986 .funds were distributed ~o·."the following 
projects: 

TABLE 12 

1986 CRANI' AWARDS · 
., 

Award Total 
Name ' Activit Amount Pro·.· Cost 

Alcester' Water source improvement 200,000· 382,500 
Bel le Fourche Water supply improvement 25,000 118,000 
Centerville . Sewer separation project 26,000 103,000 

· . Clay County Clay Rural Water System 100,000 255,100 
· Columbia Water System Improvements .. 76,000 127,339 
Dell Rapids Rural Water Connection 1,300,000 2~240;000 · 
Delmont Water Storage Project . 60,000 160,000 
Desmet Water Main Extension . 20,000 52,000 
Douglas Co. Lake.Corsica Dam Spillway 26,000 44,000 
Freeman Interceptor Sewer Project 350,000 700,000 
Gregory Co. Tripp County RWS 80,000 170;000 
Hecla Water System ,Improvements 42,000 .. 213;665 
Hi LL 'city Water Line Improvements 15,000. 41,215 
Ipswich Water Storage/Dist. System . 133,400 266,757 
Iroquois Water Source/System Imp. 231',000 462,000 
Lake Preston Water Source/System Imp. 50,000 139,800 
Lell'l11on Water System Improvements 100,000 255,300 
Lell'l11on Water System Improvements 43~000 143,100 
Lincoln Co. So. Lincoln Rural Water System 59,400 148,500 
Scotland Water Main Replacement 20,000 90,720 
Spearfish Water Supply and Storage . 75,000 715,000 

·Turner Co. Swan Lake Restoration 31,000 62,000 
·wagner Water Main Replacement 10,000 50,000 
Warner Water Storage ·25,000 246,370 
Woonsocket Wastewater Pond Addition . 20,000 210,000 
Yankton Water lines to Alunax 50 000 139 350 

TOTAL $3,167,900 $7,535,716 
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Consolidated Water Paci l ities Construction Program 

. The 1986 State Legislature e~tabl ished the Co~sol idated Water Paci l i ties 
Construction Program to provide· grants·. or 1 oans · for wate'r development 

_projects included in· the StateWater Facilitiest.Plan. 'As well,the 
Legislature appropriated.$1 'million to the' program·fo be given in the 
form of grants. The loan portion. of 0 the program. received no'· funding. 
The Consolidated Program, replaced the· construction and study' loan 
programs, , the . rural water system· grant program, and several smaller· 
programs not funded ,in recent years in an effort to simplify the state's. 
financing proce~s fo_r smal I' water projects. 

'The Board of Water and Natural Resources established program rules to 
govern the program. ·Under these rules, projects on the current State 
Water Facilities Plan are eligible. to.apply for ;available.funds: , The 
application cycle has been set up on a quarterly basis with· applications 
due .on the first day of June, September, •· December. and March. A factor 
'system was adopted in the rules to help.the Board in its decision making 
process~ :The Board has had three award cycles and the'results are shown 
bel~w. · · · 

TABLE 13 · 

1986 GRANT AWARDS 

Award Total 
Name Acti vi t Amount Pro·. Co 

Brant Lake Shore I ine Stabi 1 ization · $ 60,600 $ 101,000 

B-Y RWS System.in SE Hutchinson 
County ·· 101,000 1,598,000 

Lake Poinsett Flood Control 54,480 95,800 

Rapid City Wat~r to-Regl.-Airport 250,000 614,000 

Wal I New Wei 1 77,500 155,000 

Warner s·tor~ge' and System 
Im rovement 100 000 246 370 

TOTAL $643,580 $2,810,170 
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EPA-Construction Grants Program 
Wastewater Facilities 

The program was established to provide grants to municipalities, sewer 
and sanitary districts, and other political subdivisions to assist them 
in the planning, design and/or construction of wastewater treatment 
facilities which quality for federal grants under the provisions of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

TABLE 14 

1986 GRANT AWARDS 

,' Award 
Name Activitv Amount 

Aberdeen New Treatment Facility $1,106,210 

Alcester New Treatment Facility 229,886 

Beresford , New Treatment Facility 522,000 

Herried Riprap Treatment Facility 39,105 

Hitchcock New Collection and Treatment Facility 299,562 

Lake Madison Sewage Collection and Treatment Facility 423,905 
Sanitary District 

Pol lock New Treatment Facility 45,650 

Sioux Falls Various Interceptors 1,594,340 

Waubav New Treatment Facilitv 164.860 

TOTAL $4,425,518 
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Interim Financing 

The South Dakota Conservancy District is authorized by state law to issue 
tax-exempt bonds in connection with its water resources management 
duties. Under · these laws, the ,District may borrow money to provide 
long-term (permanent) financing . or· short-term (interim) loans to water 
projects. The District has not yet used its permanent financing 
authority. 

The Interim Financing Program was established to provide low interest 
financing to municipalities, rural water systems and other eligible 
sponsors during the construction phase of their projects. The need for 
upfront financing resulted when FmHA began requiring projects to complete 
construction before releasing permanent financing. This change meant 
that project sponsors had to borrow money on the open market to carry 

.them through construction. ' 

To accomplish the program, the South Dakota Conservancy District sells 
iflterim notes, backed by a federal loan or grant commitment, to private 
investors and loans the proceeds to the eligible projects, which .. usually 
reinvest the loaned money, thereby reducing the overall costs of interim 
financing. The interim financing program has been· in operation since 
1979. The early issues were used primarily for rural water systems with 
FmHA construction loans. Between 1979 and 1982, the eight rural water 
systems using the program realized over $348,000 in savings. 

In 1983, the first multiproJect issue of $15,585,000 was ~uthorized· by 
the District wherein 53 specific cities, towns, water user districts, and 
nonprofit corporations were eligible to borrow funds. The District 
approved loans for two rural water systems. However, FmHA changed its 
policy and would not issue the previously agreed to financial commitment 
letters: This change in policy effectively froze any further activity on 
th,is issue. The issue was defeased in 1985, and the proceeds were placed 
in. escrow. The arbitrage of $786,757 was deposited in the Water 
Facilities Construction Fund and appropriated for use during 1986. · The 
bonds were paid off November 1, 1986. 

An additional $17,230,000 issue was placed in 1983 for the benefit of WEB 
Rural Water System. This issue 'has not been used so far because the 
Bureau of Reclamation has developed a different financial arrangement 
with WEB than was anticipated. WEB has been able to directly draw upon 
the federal appropriation. The Conservancy District discussed whether to 
defease the issue in September of this year. However, the Board agreed 

·th~t until WE~ states that it does not need the funds, the issue will be 
kept available. 

In November, 1985, a second multiproject issue was placed by the 
District.· This issue made $9,800,000 available to eligible projects on 
the current State Water Facilities Plan. Three interim loans have been 
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approved by the Conservancy District: 1) Lake Madison Sanitary District. 
for $795,000 and 2) B-Y Water User'District for $415,000 and $1,450,000. 
Lake Madison expects to start drawdowns in the spring of 1987. B-Y has 
drawn down funds on the first loan for its most recent construction. 

Project Financed 

. WEB RWS 
1985 Multi-project 

TABLE 15 

1986 INTERIM FINANCING 

Amount Financed 

$17,230,000 
9,800,000 

75 

Period Financed 

12/15/85-12/15/88 
ll/15/85-5/15/89 


