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GREAT FACES. GREAT PLACES. 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER & NATURAL RESOURCES 
Joe Foss Building 
523 East Capitol 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501-3181 

Governor Georges. Mickelson 
and Members of the Legislature 
Sixty-sixth Legislative Session 

Transmitted herewith is the 1991 State Water Plan and the 
1990 Annual Report of the Board of Water and Natural Resources. 
The State Water Plan outlines the projects in the State Water 
Facilities Plan and Groundwater Research and Education Fund and 
givesthe recommendations concerning projects for the State Water 
Resources Management system. The Annual Report describes the 
past year's water resources management activities throughout the 
state. 

During this first year of my appointment as the Secretary of 
the Department of Water and Natural Resources, I have seen many 
water management issues raised in our state. It is a privilege 
to be a part of this professional staff and our citizen boards as 
we work through the myriad of issues and programs. 

In 1990 we have strived to focus our efforts to protect the 
public's health and enhance our environment both· from the 
standpoint of ''quality-of-life" and economic benefit. Water 
development, infrastructure financing, non-point source pollution 
control and lake restoration are just some of the major areas 
that were pursued. 

With regard to major water project development, the Mni 
Wiconi rural water system received a congressional appropriation 
of · $1. 5 million. Belle Fourche Irrigation received over $6. 7 
million for rehabilitation efforts, and WEB rural water received 
its last major construction appropriation of $12.8 million. 

Mid-Dakota rural water and Lake Andes-Wa~ner/Marty II 
irrigation introduced revised federal legislation in 1990. 
Congressional hearings were held on both projects in June of 
1990. The Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II legislation passed the u.s. 
Senate in October of 1990 but was unsuccessful in the House of 
Representatives. 

The. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers began an Environmental 
Initiative Reconnaissance study on the James River Restoration 
project. This project represents one of the first environmental 
projects being pursued by the corps of Engineers. 



The Board of Water and Natural Resources received the results 
of the feasibility analyses conducted on Gregory County Pumped 
Storage and Hydropower Upgrading of Oahe and Ft. Randall dams. 
The analyses are being reviewed to determine if further 
consideration is warranted. 

In addition to the major project accomplishments, 72 water 
and wastewater projects were built for a total of $35,172,621 
with state, federal and local funds. 

The lake restoration and dredging programs advanced five 
pro~ects by investing $1,405,895 of state, local and federal 
monies. The final specific program I would like to mention is 
the new Groundwater Research and Education Fund. In 1990 you 
funded this program with $530, ooo, and to date 13 projects have 
been awarded contracts totaling $462,411. 

With your help, we a·re J?repared to continue working on the 
successful programs we have in place and vigorously pursue other 
opportunities to protect and enhance. our natural resources. 

Sincerely, 

V\ AX <... v\./\;J:; 
Robert E. Roberts 
Secretary 
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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 
(BWNR). These requirements are generally 
outlined as follows: 

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

* SDCL 46A-1-10 To make recommenda­
tions to the Governor and Legislature con­
cerning projects for the State Water 
Resources Management System 

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

The report consists of two principal 
sections: the 1991 State Water Plan and the 
1990 Annual Report. The first section sets 
forth the state water planning process and 
those projects enumerated within the process .. 
Also it sets forth recommendations for the 
State Water Resources Management System 
and 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 Board activities 
during· 1990. 



PARTI 

1991 STATE WATER PLAN 



,·;F1~2STATEIWATER,FLANi ',+{;•.r,•l 

Overview 
··-,:rr-~~-;/ -"Fi-~ t:::'.;\:::~::·1!;:-·:r:.t/) ':;.>{[ . ": f 

· i,i'L<:/.lqs,J:<!}7;:the,,s$!a..txr L,.~gisla.J1.ge 
e!}tf1.1~!~.d: ,~h~d S.Q:11J9:Jp,~k,ol~:)~9'1~t?r:va.ncy­
Qi_~Jr.tct '.;wH.ll 'Jlle,,;, 4,yy~!opig~pJ: qf.}1 ~~fil.7 
prehensive State.Water Plan. /The plan was .to . 
b.e_b~~~·i>A ~ sJ11~y:ot i>os~fbiJitie.~J9~cre,a,ifv~ 
~nd1itinoyative,utilizatjo,t1;9f SpµJltR:1lc,ota.)~ 
water resources. At the sarqetimeJheLegis-. 
lature passed the ~ouih D~lrnta \Vatef 
Resources Management; Actfo serve ··as~the 
V~\~1i1:!ef9f i~~l~l.Y,~!i~~g th~fg~pr:pensive 

-~~f!,st1fi[J~vihlltt1:Jt~f~.f ~~~[ft1\H~ 
£l~.nt~·~.?,~sJy{;'st~J<(}V~~r ,J>lan/''.'.(i) 
categorical· granfaritl.loan·prdgrams; .. ·and dis;. cretiona f'bo"ndin' ·!authoti. Jor"smallwater 
~~YtiJo.i!Ji'.¥bt: 2l<>J~ ftA{~a# d.,: (~f. -~-fat~ 
ii~!li.cfr.i~;.ifH>1!5inci. Ji<>~_di1}gfor large Water oevelo''nienf 'fo'ects/1 ' ,. . ,• .r. 

'.'.'nl 1.1:R: .:c,:',fl,rt·,";r · . 
In 1980, the South Dakota Conservan:: 

· 'ii 1,)is.~x!~ ~1?.~11,d9p.7~)ts :ffor,ts t<> ~reate a 
geii~r,a~:tjl_aQ~g~III;11tpJ~nJn .favor.Rf am<?re 
ftirictionaI ·t tannin , ·a roach1 thac em,;; 
''iilliiiiel{; e~ific· ,, 1ro~ecl'cf eveio''hlent. ~· The P ... ''"··· ,,.P ..... ,,.,J~., .t ... , .. , ... P ......... , ... . 
State' Water Plan 'continues to' evolve' as the 
srntefHeeas·evo1ve;or cEartg~: .· · · 
Hcl?l\".;:tJ :J::::.1 }L} ~'.'..lfl?-,;._c.J~.>ir.~.1 n,;; 1 "'::>:-· 

Purpose; 
fi{H?lFlHf~:: -{· -., . ~ ' '",,._,,, _____ ·::: . ~-· __ .. : ,-.. , 
"' ... ·· ,The ,State •. Water. Plan .is .intended t<> 

impl ~m~rit 1,~t~te;.:pqlj~ i ·on. »'.~fo.r r.~s<>~r,~e.s 
man{lg~,Dl~,nt,;to s.~r,ve:~s.tlie.prin~ip~!:g\li.d..e. 

r~~i¥ciP~}61Jada&tc:j1i!'..an~Jo iden-
\ ~::~_i.:?;·: _J·\!1;,,,_:: ~?";·-~,:,.r.: .,'..:i:.i ·:;\_1 ;· :1;~··:1_,'.: 

The South Dakota Legislature estab­
lished'the 'State1 Water Plariirr',i982. ·At·-that 
tiID~,the Legislature .. in SDCL .46A-1-1 
gJnerally. define'cl tlie'pHm's 'statewide goal: 
_.,'>,C;'\\".\ '·--"·:' ',i"',.·.··,-;/·-,,,,-,. ';-,-.,,.~,.-.·-~ --~,-~. ~·- < ''"''' 

:-':.:,,.:~::,·/;,Statewide.Goal 

,·~Fi~r;c':c'J[J!0 rJ.Ch!~-~e,) h~, gpli111;Ul[t ;OVie,r7Clf ~ 
. ,;:3,}1,e,~e/i~; of ,th(!'., $tatr:!s, -.}JfJ.t.er. re,sp,u,rc~ 

,',J''=, 't;:.·fort1Je, .. ger,z.£!t'¥·•./Jt!alth, .iye,lfClre,,:s..aff!:'Y. 
i},j:fl!l:<J.e,co1J.9.niicJye{l~,bi#11gpft~epegple., 
t,,,,i.9f.$_g1J.!~._1?0J,otqth1puglt.the,,conse,ya-:, 

l 

···t'''i;";tl,ev 1, ''· ;·,i;•·y· ·\. ;,«<·,, •.. , ... ~; t'·t· '~ 
.,·,. (.!!,: :3lt1,h:S~fI:j~;ceT.~:~~7~:r: './!!/ ·' 

'.' :,.· ·,;rb~·-:Legi~latur;: ,p!aceJ ... ,Jli;~::,: I'~S.PQif: 
sillility upQn tlle .Bparcl qfSY ;:ite,rr.;:inctN .aJµraj 
Resources to develop a state;w<:lt~r p!a.n whic;h 
would further; this.goa.l; 1:SPGLt~6A:,2,2, ... es~ 
tablished objectives:'to:assist theBoardin-i~ 
efforts to develop this plan. 
<}]E;:irt i;\f.t ::~~-~::~~·r~:..rt·.,·.;{~-,)':,: i~}Jtt '// 

·. ,1 As, required (lly;;SJ)Gh ftQA"l~ 7, cJq~ 
Boal'd.cif WateranclNaturnJReso.urces estab\ 
lished statewide·. policies for1wafer;reso11.r9e,s 
management;, :.The Bpard,;r:ecogni.fes ,Jluit 
water resourc~s :.managementcencoinpasse& 
many areasindudingeconomk,d~velppment, 
irl'iga.tion,· .. rwa.tel'; c9nse.1':v,ation,;,c,lpm,estic 
water~ tourism,; rural.wa.ter syste_II1S,-Jake_ re~.:1 
toration, recreation, flood control,.waterslled 
wa11age,I11e11t, ... e,rosio.11 .. c,2ntr<>l, . clr;iinage, 
w~ter qiia.ljty, anc,l iat~f supply·. ·~ 'gf these 
are~·~.·.~fe;;:ir1terr~l~tecI·jvid1.11fa,riy.(>tpei 
~CQ11Q1J1J~ <P1Q SOCi~l'factgrsriec.~s~~!)'tOJJuild 
a.healthy rural and business· eco11oiny/-'' . 
,:--:C; r_:: :C~t;r~:: 1-D:::~::; :· ~: ~. ·;'\ :.,::-_,_;,_.~; .>·~ 1L:'IU -~-: J. >\ 1)': ~ t\; 

Structure' 
' :-.. ~.,,J?;Tr~~ d 

.,, ,The State Water Rian cQnsists,of four 
prog~~Il!S=1 ftt.e ·. sfat~ :W~te.rf~i:t~ciHtJ~s::rJati 
(~\\TEP)~ ;tl,l~Stat~ "'vjate.r:R~sgµ,rc:~s ,M~n,t1ge~ 
ment:i~YS!~tn:r(SWJ,lM.~),':!!AY,;,Gn~u11c.I,~at~i­
R~s~arch.,a,t1A.- Pgb,li,c: J3,clric~ti1J11cf;rogi-a.II1 
( QRI?EP), ,a11d th,e §91icl 1Waste}vfanageIIle11t 
frngraillJSWMJ?). · · ·· · · · · · · · · ·· · · · 

The State Water Facilities Plan ,iden~ 
tifies:th9se,pfiodtyprojectss1:1ch.;a§.rural and 
nmnic:ipa!,,wµter, sµpply,:Aµ<:lqstriµl iwatf!.f: 
supply, .storI11 .water,water, c:ons.(?f'{pti<;>n,-.lf.lk.e 
re~tornt~omg<>µp9.f nt . HQ1\!1#0Ik;~Q.Ilit9!t:: fil1.4 
wastewater,.Jaciliti.es! ,/fh~se.,, ~r:~) ,pr<>Jec:,ts 
)Ybicpca11 IJ.~r,tnal,ly;J,e dpy~l()pe~ ,~~hi,11 ,-Wo 
years, tl:trpugh·. tll.e,::e9Jlrq;~ :cliscretio,nary 
auth<>rity. With sufficient funding, t}I~·Board 
can:, directIY, finance certaipJ proj~tts; bu! 
equally fmppttant, the Boata can significantly 
influence fedefaI ,~ategoncaFgrant 'decisfons: 
Projects in':ih~ ·waietFacmfies)'Piarl?are 
authorized by the Boarffof.WaterariONatriraI 
Resources. · 



To be eligible for the Consolidated 
Water Facilities Construction Program, the 
State Revolving Fund, or Nonpoint · Source 
(319) funds or ground water research and 
education funds a project must be included in 
the State Water Plan. In addition, any project 
which needs state support for categorical 
grant and loan funding should be included in 
the State Water Facilities Plan. 

The State Water Resources Manage­
ment· System (SWRMS) identifies typically 
large, costly water projects t~at !equire 
specific state or fed~ral authonzat!on and 
financing. These projects are established by 
the · Governor and · the Legislature from 
recommendations made by the Board of 
Water and Natural Resources as necessary 
goals for water resource management in 
South Dakota. 

SWRMS projects are those which 
need State support for Congressional 
authorization or are seeking significant finan-: 
cial support from the State. The Board of 
Water and Natural Resources recommends 
to the Governor and the Legislature those 
portions of the State Water Plan necessary for 
the general needs and welfare of the people 
of the State and requests that the Legislature . 
establish these needs as the State Water 
Resources Management system according to 
SDCL 46A-1-10. The system will serve as the 
preferred priority objectives to acco~plis.h 
optimum water resources management m this 
State. 

The purpose of the Groundwater Re­
search and Public Education Program is to 
study groundwater contamination, provide 
information on sound groundwater manage­
ment, and develop methods for gro1;1ndwater 
pollution prevention. The program 1s funded 
through the Groundwater Protection fund. 

The purpose of the Solid Waste 
Management Program is to provide assis­
tance to cities and counties for the develop­
ment of comprehensive solid waste planning 
and management programs. Public agencies 
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working in cooperation with cities and coun­
ties are eligible to apply. · 

In order to be considered for the State 
Water Plan, projects must meet certain 
eligibility criteria established by the Board of 
Water and Natural Resources for each ele­
ment of the plan. These eligibility criteria are 
used as guidelines for the water development 
districts and the State to follow when ranking 
projects in the plah. 

State Water Planning Process 

· In 1988, the Department of W~ter and 
Natural Resources (DWNR) established a 
Division of·Water Resources Management. 
The goal of the Division is to improve the 
quality of the waters of the State, meet water 
supply needs of the citizens of the State, and 
to effectively manage the water resources of 
the State in order to protect and enhance the 
public health, the environment, and the 
economic vitality of the State. 

One way to achieve these goals is to 
continually update the planning process to 
meet the.needs of the State, the local project 
sponsors, and the planning and water 
development districts and to incorpor~t7 !he 
goals and mission statements .o~ the D1vis~on 
into the process. The umf1ed plann~ng 
process is designed to eliminate confusion 
about the program and to allow the Depart­
ment staff to more closely communicate with 
sponsors prior to placement on the plan. 

The State water planning process is 
comprised of four stages: (see figure 1) . 

1. Stage I - The Formulation. Component 

· · This is . the _ beginning stage for most 
projects. At this phase a project may be a prob­
lem, a need, or an idea. Projects may approach 
either their water development districts or plan­
ning districts to obtain assistance i1; addr~ssing 
preliminary iequirements; They H;i~l advise the 
sponsor regarding waterplan policies and pre­
requisites. Once the project has addressed the 
preliminary· criteria, · the local sponsor and the 



water development · district will submit the 
project concept plan to DWNR. 

· . If the local project is not located in a 
water development district, the sponsor. may 
bring the conceptual idea directly to the State. 

2. Stage II - Planning/Feasibility Component 

After the project has been submitted to 
the Department, it will be assigne~ an ap­
propriate staff contact person w_h_o wzll analyze 
the feasibility and need, local ~bzlzty to compl~te 
the project, and alternatives zn order to ~v'?e 
the sponsor and the water development <ijstnct 
what will be needed in order to proceed with the 
project. 

An evaluation of the project is sent to 
the water development district, the planning 
district and the project sponsor. If needed, 
changes or further necessary action will accom­
pany that evaluation along with suggestions for 
preparing a plan of action. 

The loccil sponsor or the preparing entity 
and the water development district will propose 
a plan of action an~ comp~ete a f~~iminary 
engineering plan or dzagnostzclf easzbilz!J study. 
All projects will submit '! cost analyszs </ the 
project with the appropnate plan of actzon to 
DWNR. The Department will complete the 
technical screening of the plan and the cost 
analysis. When there is agreement between 
DWNR and the local sponsor on the plan, the 
project will proceed to the third stage. 

3. Stage Ill - State Water Plan Selection Com­
ponent 

DWNR submits those projects to be 
placed on the SWFP that have met the rf!quire­
ments of the first two stages of the planning 
process to the water development districts .. At 
this point, the Department staJJ have exczn:imed 
the project for technical ment and applicable 
state water plan criteria. The local sponsor and 
the water development district hav_e providfd all 
the information to meet the technical ment and 
state waterplan criteria. 
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The water development districts review 
and rank the projects for funding priority based 
on district need and project readiness. The 
water development districts submit these 
priority rankings to the Board of Water and 
Natural Resources. The Board will review and 
approve those eligible projects to be placed on 
the State water plan. 

4. Stage W - Implementation Component 

Once the Board has approved a project 
for inclusion, the proje~t will attempt to secure 
funding from the applicable funding sources. 
Once funded, the projects will complete. the 
final engineering and formulate final designs, 
plans and specifications. 

The Department reviews the plans and 
specifications, suggests changes if necessary, 
and presents the plans and specifications to the 
Board ofWaterandNaturalResources. Upon 
the approval of the Board, the project sponsor 
can cause the project to be constructed. 

State Water Resource Management 
System projects do not follow the normal Stafe 
Water Planning Process. With the unusual cir­
cumstances and size of the projects in. most 
instances, the Department staff, . the local 
project sponsor, and the appropnate water 
development district will coordinate efforts and 
create a strategy to secure federal or State 
authorization and appropriations for project 
construction. 

Amendments 

The water planning process is an orderly 
system established to annually identify water 
resource problems and implement the neces­
sary solutions. During the year, howt;Ver, so.me 
problems and projects may need an immediate 
response. An amendmentprocess is included 
in the State Water Plan to meet that immediate 
need. On a quarterly basis, amendments will ~e 
accepted following the normal pro<;es~ and wzll 
not have to meet the emergency cntena. 

Project sponsors may submit an emer­
gency application amendment onto the water 
plan during any Board of Water and Natural 



Res,cn;r<:f!S;IJ!:f!_<!ti,ig if}];z,e,,p!,9po_s,l!4 pr.oject will 
al!e.;ia(e,- q,r:, ,pf t,igczte,, iJ, <ji,;_e physlcp:{1 /J.e,a!(lt:,Pr 
s.afety tl).1~erg,qf.is,11~fes:;qry\!°' tg}fe ~v.cmtag(! 
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Groundwater Research and Education· Pro­
gram 

The Groundwater Research and 
Public Education Program was established by 
Governor Mickelson's Centennial Environ­
mental Protection Act. The Groundwater 
Research and Public Education Program will 
consist of groundwater· research and public 
education proposals which meet the 
guidelines established in the Groundwater 
Research and Public .Education Grants rules, 
and have been approved by the Board· of 
Water and Natural Resources. The State 
water planning process for the Groundwater 
Research and Public Education Program is 
comprised of four stages: 

1. Stage 1 - The FormulationComponent 

This is the beginning stage of a proposal. 
At this phase, a proposal may be a problem, a 
need, or an idea. The Department will provide 
an applicant with the rules that must be met 
before the proposal is submitted to the depart­
ment for a completeness review .. An applicant 
may approach its water development district to 
obtain assistance in addressing preliminary re­
quirements. The water development district 
may advise the sponsor regarding water plan 
policies and prerequisites. 

The Department will assign the 
proposal to the appropriate staff member. 

2. Stage II - Planning and Feasibility Com­
ponent 

After the proposals have been deter­
mined to be complete, the Department submits 
the proposals to the Groundwater -Research 
and Information Advisory Group and to the 
water· development districtsfor review and 
recommendations. · · 

If needed, suggested changes or further · 
necessary action will be sent to the applicant by 
the assigned staff member. · 
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3. Stage III - Selection Process 

The Department. will rank the project 
for funding priority based on need, the ability 
to meet goals, match effort, technical merit, and 
program f actol"S. The · Department will then 
make a recommendation on the project to the 
Groundwater Research and Information Ad­
visory Group and notify the applicant. If the 
Department's recommendation is for Board 
denial, it must contain the reasons for denial. 

After receiving. the recommendations 
and rankings from the· Advisory Group, the 
Department submits the projectto the Board of 
Water and Natural Resources. The Board then 
reviews and approves/disapproves the project to 
be funded and placed in the State WaterPlan. 

4.Stage W - Implementation 

Once the Board has funded a project, 
the project is placed on· the Groundwater.Re­
search and Pu.blic Education Program portion 
of the State Water Plan, and the applicant must 
secure funding from the applicable source(s). 
The Department reviews · the final plans and 
suggests ·changes. When the Department has 
approved the final plans, the applicant may 
proceed with.the project. 

Solid Waste Management Program' 

The Solid Waste Management Pro­
gram was established by Governor's 
Mickelson's Centennial Environmental 
Protection Act~ The Solid Waste Manage­
ment Program will provide grant assistance to 
cities and counties for the development of 
comprehensive solid waste planning and 
management programs. Preference will be 
given to solid waste management programs 
which: are high on the waste. management 
policy hierarchy; reduce the cost and number 
of landfills through shared facilities or use of 
innovative or alternative techniques; involve 
areas which are. subject to groundwater or 
surface water contamination; · or will reduce 
long-term operating, closure, or postclosure 
costs. The rules for the Solid Waste Manage­
ment Program have been approved by the 



Board of Water and Natural Resources. The 
state water planning process for the Solid 
Waste Management Program comprises four 
stages and is part of the State water planning 
process, with a few additions, as follows: 

1.Stage 1 "' The Formulation Component 

This is the beginning stage of a proposal. 
At this phase, a proposal may be a problem, a 
need or an idea. The Department will provide 
an applicant. with the rules that must be met 
before the proposal is submitted to the Depart-

. ment for apfocedural completeness review. 

The Department will assign the 
proposal to the appropriate staff member. The 
Department has 30 days to respond to the ap­
plicant as to the completeness of the proposal 
plans submitted. 

2.Stage II - Planning and Feasibility Com­
ponent 

. After the proposal has been determined 
to be procedurally complete, the assigned staff 
memberwill continue to technically screen the 
project,· and advise tlie applicant on what will 
be needed in order to proceed with the proposal. 

3.Stage1II - SelectingProcess 

The Department must send the 
Secretary's recommendation to the applicant 
after the project has been determined proce­
durally complete. If the recomme11dation is for 
Board denial, the recommendation must con­
tain the·reasonsforthe denial. 

At this point, the Department has ex­
amined the project for procedural complete­
ness,. technical· merit,·the ability to meet the 
goals established in the Centennial Environ­
mental Protection Act of 1989, and other ap­
plicable State water plan criteria. 

The Department will rank the projects 
for funding priority based on the need, the 
ability to meet the goals, match effort, technical 
merit and program factors. The Department 
submits procedurally complete applications 
with recommendations and the Department 
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priority ranking to the Board of Water and 
Natural Resources. The Board will review and 
approve those projects eligible to be placed on 
the State Water Plan. 

4.Stage W - Implementation 

Once the Board has funded a project, 
the project ·is placed on the Solid Waste 
Management Program portion of the State 
Water Plan, and the applicant must secure 
funding from the applicable source(s). The 
Department reviews the final proposal and sug-, 
gests changes. When the Department has 
reviewed the final proposal, the project begins 
and funding program closeout requirements are 
completed. 

State Water Facilities Plan 

The State Water Facilities Plan is 
comprised of priority water development 
projects which can be implemented using the 
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. 

To be considered for the plan, projects 
must meet the State Water Plan criteria, have 
a completed preliminary engineering report, 
and must be ready for construction within two 
years. Based upon the water development 
district recommendations and the eligibility 
criteria, the Board included 65 projects total­
ing over $43 million in the State Water 
Facilities Plan (see Table 1). The State 
Water Facilities Plan currently has 63 projects 
which have received funding from either the 
Consolidated Water Facilities Construction 
Program (CWFCP) or from Community 
Development Block Grants or both. These 
projects are maintained on the StateWater 
Plan for two years from date of funding unless 
an extension is granted {see Table 2). 



Project Sponsor 

Alpena 
Arlesian 
Auror~-Brule RWS 
Bad River/Stan Co 
Big Stone 
Bison 
Brandon 
Bristol 
Britton 
Brookirrgs 
Brook-rreuel RWS 
Bruce 
Burke 
B-Y Water Dist. 
Chamberlain 
ClarkRWS 
ClayRWS 
Clear Lake 
Colton 
DavisonRWS 
Estelline 
Faulkton 
Fort Pierre 
Garretson 
HansonRWS 
Howard 
Howes 
Kingbrook RWS 
Lak:e Madison 
Lake Norden 
Lead 
Lennox 
Leola 
Madison 
McCook Lake SD 
Milbank 
Milbank 
Mina Lake 
Mina Lake 
Mobridge 
New Underwood 
Pennington County 
Philip 
Pierre 
Punished Woman 
Rapid City 
RaP,id City 
Richmond Lake 
SDACD 
Sioux Falls 
SiouxRWS 
Sisseton 
Sturgis 
S. Spmk - N. Beadle. 
TC&GWA 
Tea 
Timber Lake 
Tripp Co. RWUD 
Vef:Jfen 
Wagner 
Wall Lake 
Watertown 
Waubay 
Wentworth 
White River 

Total 

-Table 1 

1991 State Water Facilities Plan (Planning Stage) 
Project Description 

Water Rehabilitation 
Wastewater 
Water Reservoir 
Watershed 
Lake Restoration 
Water 
Storm Sewer 
Sewer 
Water Treatment 
Sewer Interceptor 
Added Users 
RWSHookup 
Well 
Water Tank . 
Water and Sewerline 
Water 
Water 
Wastewater 
Wastewater 
S_ystem Improve 
Water 
Water 
Water Storage 
Rural Water 
Water 
Water 
Water 
Rural Water 
Wastewater Refmc 
Sewer 
Sewer 
Water 
Sewer 
Dredging 
Wastewater 
Sewer . 
Lake Farley Spill 
Wastewater 
Wastewater 
Wastewater 
Water Storage 
Drainage Improve 
Sewer· 
Sewer 
Drec,igirrg 
Rapid Creek Equalization 
Wastewater 
LakeRestor 
Animal Waste 
Sewer 
Added Users 
Water Improvements 
Water 
E~ansion 
Water 
Storm Drainage 
Sewer 
Water Improvement 
Sewer 
Utilit 
Lake iestoration 
Water 
Sewer and Water 
Sewer Dept 
Sewer and Water 
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Total 

$ 442250 
230:000 
284500 
260;000 
299497 
190:000 
160,692 
319,575 
145044 
310)60 

·1,443,000 
90250 
34:950 

413,000 
672,000 
645000 
413;000 
855000 
621;000 
381,100 
288,000 
23663 

513)00 
1286 000 

'438'700 
453;000 
750,000 

4,100,000 
3 015 000 
1'209'100 
'225'000 
968:600 
137,200 
344,878 

1,260,114 
315,000 
312000 
103;501 
546,423 
320,000 
75392 

300:000 
1,184,396 
1,893,600 

250,000 
855,000 

3,116,700 
712,502 

1,350,590 
2,045,500 

800,000 
259075 
969:ooo 
454,397 
250,000 
459,398 
150 280 
610:000 
308,129 

80,000 
408,750 
726,000 

1,122,890 
127,000 
134,073 

$43,469,169 



TABLE2 

State Water Facilities Plan (Funded Stage) 

Pr~ect CWFCP CDBG 
Project S12onsor • Project Descri12tion _Q!!, Awards Awards 

Alexandria Water $ 423,249 $ $232,787 
Amherst RWSHookufi 11930 

3~:~ Ashton Wastewater reatment 251:047 
Aurora Water 263000 100,000 
Belle Fourche Geothermal Well 370:000 50,000 92,500 
Belle Fourche Wastewater Treatment 1,205,745 95,000 
Brandon Well 64,445 10,000 
Brant Lake IA Shoreline Repair 140300 33000 
Butte-Meade RWS Expansion 965:soo 79:480 
B-YRWS Douglas Co. Ext. 1664000 50,000 
Camelot Water SufePI.f '211'200 20,000 
Canistoha Wastewa er reatment 294:145 ~·~ Chance or Wastewater Treatment 215040 
Custer Water 761:252 50:000 ~·~ Dolton RWS-TM 163,440 
Douglas Councy RWS - Randall 825,200 300'~ 
D8uglas County RWS-B"-Y 1,m,S'lJ 400' 
E en _ - Wastewater Treatment 26,500 ' 
·Ethan WW Improvement 157'100 50,000 
Eurj;'t Wastewater Treatment 912;511 60,000 
Fre 'ck Wastewater Treatment 201,803 30,000 
Gettysburd Water 234388 100000 
Greito~ ounty RWS-TrifP 310:000 

50,000 
us:ooo 

Har or RWSHoo up 1,832,000 650,000 

ffM~ity 
Water-Wastewater 345,550 110,000 
Watertstem 151 770 -30,000 

Hudson RWS- V 125:010 60,000 
Humboldt Wastewater Treatment 258,760 ~·~ ~oo-Provo Water - 799,020 

va - - Wastewater Treatment 266164 5iooo 
Kennebec Lake Byre Dam 275'000 20,000 52,182 
Kimball Sewer 593:158 

158·~ Kin.lflbrook RWS EMJansion 3,778,000 
La olt -Wastewater Treatment 304,735 10'000 
Lake Andes Wastewater ~ansion 208,170 30'000 
Lake Preston Wastewater Treatment 1,250,000 10:000 
Lemmon Water 474300 100,000 
Letcher Wastewater 214:916 ~·~ 30,000 
Madison Water/Wastewater 250000 
Miller Water & Sewer Si610 15'000 
Mina Lake Wastewater System 546423 65:ooo 
Minnehaha Co. - Water-Wastewater 789:537 218,017 
Mission Ripra:R, Lagoon 118,000 18,000 
Mitchell Dam eparr 148,200 21,000 
Montrose Water Tank 15iooo 18·~ Oacoma Water 535000 
Platte Water 135:soo ' 66,000 
RandallRWS Water 932000 50,000 

· Roberts County ~Stone 295:819 60,000 
Roslyn stewater Treatment 180,022 28,000 
S. Brown Con Dist Lake Restoration 239,076 fo:I S. Lincoln RWS Expansion 418,000 
South Shore Dre~ 250,000 
Stanl~y Co. Con. Dist. River ehab. ~·~ 30'000 
Sturgis Wastewater Treatment 55'000 
Tea Water 273'800 30'000 
TripfJo,WUD m:P.ansion 29s:ooo 30:000 

1~~ Thfca Water 306,700 
Water 72,300 

Wakonda Wastewater Treatment 166925 10,000 
Wall Lake Wastewater Treatment 779:155 50,000 
Watertown Water Treatment 

2,1~:m 
100000 

Whitewood Wastewater Treatment 40;945 

Total $33,233,255 $2,048,925 $3,196,786 
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State Water Resources Management System 

The State Water·Resources·Manage­
ment System (SWRMS) is the priority system 
established by the Legislature and the Gover­
nor to achieve needed objectives for optimum 
water resources development in South 
Dakota. These projects may require specific 
federal or State authorization and financing 
and may be developed in phases or take 
several years because of their design or cost. 
Each project must be reviewed by the water 
development. district having jurisdiction over 
it, receive a positive recommendation from 
the Board, and be approved by the Legisla­
ture and the Governor before it may be in­
cluded in the System.· 

Recommendations for SWRMS 

In accordance with the South Dakota 
Water Resources Management Act, as 
amended, and the State water planning 
process, the Board of Water and Natural 
Resources on November 8 took · action to 
recommend one new: project for the State 
Water Resources Management System, to 
delete one project and to maintain all other 
projects that are currently on the SWRMS 
component of the State Water Plan. 

The one project being recommended 
for inclusion in the system is: 

BRENNAN RESERVOIR 

The Brennan Reservoir site is located 
on Dry Creek approximately 9 miles 
southeast of Rapid City. The reservoir could 
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be used to manage flows in Rapid Creek by 
storing . unused flows for use during peak 
demands.· Winter releases from Pactola 
Reservoir for fishery purposes could be 
stored and reused. Portions of storm flows 
could be routed into the reservoir to provide 
limited flood control· downstream. Water in 
Brennan could irrigate·about 5,000 acres lo­
cated in the Rapid Valley Water Conserva­
tion District (RVWCD). This would supply 
over half of the current demands for the 
RVWCD. This additional storage would 
allow existing storage in Pactola Reservoir to 
be reallocated for other purposes. 

The project being recommended for 
deletion· from SWRMS is: 

TURKEYCIAYWATERSHED 

The Turkey Clay Watershed project 
was to consist of construction of 10.2 miles of 
main channel, 55.3•·miles of ·laterals, nine 
flood water retarding structures, two 
stabilization structures and 14 sediment 
basins for the purpose of reducing flood 
damages by 72% and reducing sediment leav­
ing the watershed by50%. Due to the lack of 
funding by the Soil Conservation Service; the 
Department recommends that the Turkey 
Clay Watershed project be deleted from the 
SWRMS component of the State Water Plan. 

Those projects . currently authorized 
and recommended for retention in the System 
are shown on Table 3. 



TABLE3 

Project 

STATE WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
Project Description 

Belle Fourche Irrigation Project 
Big Sioux Flood Control Study 
Black Hills Hydrology Study 
Brennan Reservoir 
CENDAK Irrigation Project 
Dakota Dunes 
Dakota Lakes Irrigation Research Farm 
Garrison Extension Study 
Gregory County Pumped Storage Site 
James River Improvement Program 
Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II Irrigation Unit 
Lake Herman Restoration Project 
Mid-Dakota Rural Water System 
Missouri River National Recreational River 
Mni Wiconi Rural Water System 
Pick-Sloan Riverside Irrigation 
Sioux Falls Flood Control Project 
Slip-Up Creek 
Southeastern South Dakota Water Supply System 
Vermillion Flood Control Project 
Water for Energy Transport (WET) System 
WEB Pipeline Project 
West River Aqueduct 

Rehabilitation of Belle Fourche project 
Watertown Flood Control Dam 
Hydrologic study in Black Hills 
Management of water flows in Rapid Creek 
Irrigation project in central SD 
Planned community in Union County 
Irrigation research project 
Study of effects of Garrison unit in ND 
Multi purpose water utilization 
Study of improvement program in James River 
Irrigation projects in Charles Mix county 
Lake re.:;t<:lration and watershed management project 
Proposed rural water system in central South Dakota 
Stabilization & enhancement of Mo. R. in SE 
New rural water system for western South Dakota 
Pick-Sloan integration of irrigation 
Increased Flood Protection 
Reservoir on Big Sioux River near Sioux Falls 
Water Supply 
Flood control study on Vermillion River 
Water for energy transport system 
Construction of rural water system 
Rural water system for western South Dakota 
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ANNUAL REPORT 
. An annual report of the Board of 

Water and Natural Resources is statutorily 
required under SDCL 46A-1-14 and 
SDCL 46A-2-2. The report is presented in 
four sections: 

Board of Water and Natural Resources 
Report 

1990 Water Development Legislation Report 

Water Facilities Construction Fund -
Progress Report 

0 

0 

0 

0 

State Water Facilities Plan 

- Consolidated Water Facilities Con­
struction Program 

- State Revolving Fund 

- Lake Restoration/Nonpoint Source 
Pollution Control Program 

State Water Resources Management Sys­
tem 

Groundwater Research and Public 
Education Program 

ing the different water needs, the Board 
focused its efforts on providing quality of life 
in the funding of projects that were in viola­
tion of the Clean Water or Safe Drinking 
Water Acts, and also addressing the nonpoint 
source pollution and pollution of the State's 
lakes and groundwater resources. 

The BWNR, since the appointment of 
the Governor's Cost Recovery Authority, has 
played an active role in the investigation of 
hydropower opportunities in South Dakota. 
This past year the BWNR entered into con­
tracts with consultants to investigate the 
potential development of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) permit and 
analyze the opportunities for upgrading the 
Fort Randall and Oahe facilities. The reports 
on these features will be completed by 
December 31, 1990. · 

The BWNR completed the ad­
ministration of Conservancy Subdistrict ac­
counts this year. The process was completed 
by meeting the contractual obligations re­
lated to the Oahe Conservancy Subdistrict 
account. 

0 

Solid Waste Management The BWNR approved the formation of two 
Drought Disaster Water Supply Assis- new water project districts this year. The dis-
tance Program tricts formed were: 

Environmental Protection Agency Was­
tewater Facilities Construction Program 

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 

Although a substantial portion of the 
Water Development goals and objectives 
were accomplished in 1990, efforts to address 
the needs of the State's infrastructure are 
being offset by the additional financial and 
regulatory burden that is being placed on the 
State by the federal government. Recogniz-
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* Howes Water Project District, incor­
porated. to expand the. boundaries of the 
Tri-County Rural Water System and hook 
up approximately 30 ranches in· Eastern 
Meade County that have insufficient or 
unsafe water supplies. 

* Davison-Hanson Water Project District, 
established to assist in the James River 
Restoration in portions of Davison and , 
Hanson Counties. 

The BWNR also passed and estab­
lished the Groundwater Education Research 
Fund Rules as well as the Solid Waste Grant 
Rules during the year. Passage of these rules 
was mandated by the . Centennial Environ­
mental Act. 



Coordination and cooperation with· 
the State's six water development districts 1 

continued to assure the protection of the or­
derly development of the State's water 
resources. Additionally, the BWNR estab­
lished the director areas for the newly formed 
Vermillion Water Development District and 
the modification of the expanded West River 
Water Development District. 

Additional activities undertaken by 
the BWNR are presented in detail 
throughout the context of the Annual Report. 

1990 WATER DEVELOPMENT LEGISLA­
TION --

This section gives a brief summary of 
the federal and state legislation passed during 
1990. 

Federal Legislation 

The federal fiscal year 1991 energy and water 
appropriations bill (H.R. 5019) was approved 
by Congress in October 1990. The funding 
levels for South Dakota water projects are 
listed at bottom of this page. 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Construction 
WEBrural water development project 
Belle Fourche rehabilitation project 
Mni Wiconi rural water supply project 

On June 19, 1990, the Senate Water 
and Power Subcommittee heard testimony on 
the Mid-Dakota Rural Water System 
(S.1765) and the Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty 
II unit legislation (S.2710). OnJune 21, 1990, 
the House Water, Power and Offshore Ener­
gy Resources Subcommittee heard testimony 
on Mid.,.Dakota (H.3174) and Lake Andes­
Wagner/Marty II (H.5012). 

, On September 19, 1990, the Senate 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
incorporated legislative language authorizing 
the $200 million Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty 
II irrigation project contingent on the finding 
ofa $30 million research demonstration pro­
gram. The demonstration program will ad­
dress drainage needs in glacial · till soils, 
selenium management techniques, and the 
development of best management practices 
for irrigation. · In October, the full Senate ap­
proved the authorization, but . the House 
failed to concur. 

State Legislation 

The 1990 Legislature enacted several 
bills affecting water development in South 

$ 945,000 
$ 8,024,000 
$ . 500,000 

Operation and Maintenance South Dakota facilities 
Gen~ral.Investigations 
Black HiUs hydrology study 

$ 

$ 

471,000. 

100,000 
Southeastern SD water supply project 
Corps of Engineer 
Construction 
Missouri National Recreation River 
Operation and Maintenance 
Missouri Mainstem Dams 
Other SD facilities 
General Investigations 
James River flood control study 
Big Sioux flood control study 
Sioux Falls flood control study .. 
Vermillion basin flood control study 
Section 22, Assistance to South Dakota 
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$ 100,000 

$ 1,060,000 

$27,135,000 
$ 621,000 

$ 186,000 
$ 148,000 
$ 94,000 
$ 100,000 
$ 85,000 

>-

.) 



Southeastern South Dakota WaterSupply 
System - $50,000 grant to initiate a 
feasibility study of a southeastern South 
Dakota water supply system; and 

Drought Assistance Program ,- $100,000 
to provide emergency water supply assis­
tance to landowners impacted by the ef­
fects of a 1990 drought. 

Dakota. The Omnibus Water Development 0 

BiU (SB 341 with technical amendments in 
HB 1387) authorized the expenditure of 
funds from the Water Facilities Construction 
Fund (WFCF) and the Groundwater Protec- o 

tion Fund (GPF). SB 341 authorized the ex­
penditure of $530,000 from the GPF to 
provide grants under the state Groundwater 
Research and Education Program. Funding 
from the WFCF was provided for the follow­ SB 341 added the Dakota Du11es water 

supply system project and deleted the Big 
Sioux Hydrology Study, Big Sioux Basin 
Study, and the Missouri River Recreation and 
Fishery Development plan from·. the State 
Water Resources Management System.· SB 
71 added the Southeastern South Dakota 
Water Supply System to South Dakota's Pick­
Sloan settlement framework~ SDCL46A-15-
6. 

ing programs and projects: 
0 

· Consolidated Water Facilities Construc­
tion Program - $1,130,000 to provide 
grants for public water and wastewater 
facilities, lake improvement, and rural 
water supply projects; 

0 Gregory County Pumped Storage project 
-' $15,000 grant to complete the 
feasibility study of the multipurpose water 
supply features; · 

0 James River Restoration project -
$260,000 grant for implementation of 
limited· channel clean-out and tributary 
drainage control activities and for 
feasibility study efforts; 

0 Mid-Dakota RWS project - $75,000 
· grant for feasibility · study and congres­
sional authorization activities; 

0 Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II Irrigation 
project - $70,000 increase in the loan to 
support congressional authorization ef­
forts; 

0 Big Sioux Flood Control project -
$50,000 grant to provide non-federal cost 
share for an ongoing Corps of Engineers 
feasibility study of proposed flood control 
structures in the Watertown area; 

0 Sioux Falls Flood Control project -
$50,000 grant to provide non-federal cost 
share for a Corps of Engineers feasibility 
study to upgrade flood control structures 
in Sioux Falls; 

0 Black Hills Hydrology Study - $50,000 
grant to conduct hydrologic studies in the 
Black Hills; 
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SB 3 authorized the expenditure of 
$100,000 from the WFCF for the preparation 
of a statewide Solid Waste Management Plan; 
SB 234 revised the purposes for .. which an 
existing WFCF appropriation for the Turkey­
Clay watershed project may be spent. 

HB 1205 established the Vermillion 
Basin Water Development District and ex­
panded the West River Water Development 
District to include Mellette County. Addi­
tionally, HB 1205 reduced to 50 percent from 
60 percent the general election majority re­
quired to dissolve a water development dis­
trict. HB 1232 ·revised· several provisions 
relating to water project districts. 

HB 1055 permits the segregation of 
utility income o_r revenue for the purpose of 
paying off utility bonds, including State 
Revolving Fund loans, without an election to 
authorize the issuance of the bonds. 

WATER FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION 
FUND (WFCF) - PROGRESS REPORT 

The Board of Water and Natural 
Resources administers the Water Facilities 
Construction Fund into which all legislative 
appropriations, interest on investments, prin­
cipal and interest on loans, and funds accruing 



to the South Dakota Conservancy District are 
deposited; From ·this .·fund, the .. BWNRis 
legislatively authorized to administer several 
programs including the Consolidated Water 
Facilities Construction Program (CWFCP), 
the State Revolving Fund (SRF), the State 
Water Resources Management System 
(SWRMS);/ the Groundwater Research and· 
Public Education Program (GRPEP), the 
Drought Disaster Water Supply Assistance 
Program (DDWSAP), and the Solid Waste 
Management Program (SWMP). Table 4 
describes the breakdown of the funds ap­
propriated by the 1990 Legislature to be used 
for these programs. 

The BWNR also has authority to issue 
tax-exempt bonds in connection with its water 
resources management duties. Under SDCL 
46A-1-29 to 30, the BWNR may issue long­
term bonds, upon Legislative approval, for 
the· construction of projects within the State 
Water Resources Management System or for 
the purpose of funding a revolving fund pro­
gram under the federal Clean Water Act. As 
well, the BWNR has discretionary bonding 
authority for small bond issues under $8 mil­
lion. Under SDCL 46A-1-17 to 27, the 
BWNR has authority to issue short-term (in­
terim) notes for water resources projects 
within the State WaterResources Manage­
ment System and the State Water Facilities 
Plan. . 

In addition to the programs the 
BWNR administers,the DWNR administers 

16 

one federal water development grant pro­
gram - the Environmental Protection Agency 
Wastewater Facilities Construction Program. 

The following reports are detailed ac­
counts of all expenditures made in 1990 in 
each program. 

Consolidated Water Facilities Construction 
Program· (CWFCP) 

The 1986 State Legislature estab­
lished the Consolidated Water Facilities Con­
struction Program to provide grants or loans 
for water development projects included in 
the State Water Facilities Plan. The Con­
solidated Program replaced the construction 
and study.loan programs and·several smaller 
programs, in an effort to simplify the State's 
financingprocess for small.water projects. 

The BWNR established program rules 
to gc,vern 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. 

· During 1990, the BWNR approved 
$1,130,000 in.CWFCP grants for 29 projects 
with total project costs of $13,034,360. Table 
5 provides a breakdown of these grants by 
project · 



TABLE4 

1990 WATER FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION FUND 

Amount 

SoHd Waste Management 
Consolidated Water Facilities 
Construction Prog_~~ . · 
Drqught Disaster-Water Supply 
Assistance Program 
Groundwater Research and Public 
Education Program 
State Water Resources 
Management System 

TOTAL 

Authorized 
by 

Legislature 
$ 100,000 

1,130,000 

100,000 

530,000 

620,000 

$2,480,000 

TABLES 

SPONSOR 
Amherst 
Belle Fourche 
Brandon · 
B-YRWS · 
Custer 
Ethan 
Hartford 
Hill Ci 
Humb~dt 
Java 
Kennebec 
Lake Andes 
Letcher 
Madison 
Miller 
Mina Lake 
Mission 
Mitchell 
Montrose 
Oacoma 
RandallRWS 
Roberts County 
S Brown Con Dist 
South Shore 
Stanley Co Con Dist 
Tea 
Wakonda 
Wall Lake 
Watertown 

TOTAL 

1990 CONSOLIDATED GRANT AWARDS 

DESCRIPTION 
RWSHookup 
Geothermal Well 
Well 
Douglas Co Ext 
Water 
WW Improvement 
RWSHookup 
Water System 
WW Treatment 
WW Treatment 
Lake Byre Dam 
WW gipansion 
WW Treatment 
Water/Wastewater 
Water & Sewer 
WWSystem 
Riprap Lagoon 
Dam Repair 
Water Tank 
Water 
Water 
!Jig Stone 
Lake Restoration 
Dredge 
Rive{Rehab 
Water 
WW Treatment 
Dredge 
Water Treatment 
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CWFCP 
FUNDS 

$ 5,000 
50,000 
10,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
30,000 
25,000 
52,000 
20,000 
30,000 

~:~ 
!iooo o:,,000 
18,000 
21,000 
40000 
70'000 

' 50,000 
60,000 
30000 so'ooo 

' 30,000 
30,000 
10,000 
72,000 

100.000 

$1,130,000 

Amount 
Contracted 
$ 100,000 

1,130,000 

100,000 

462,411 

620,000 

$2,412,411 

PROJECT 
COST 

$. 11,930 
370,000 
64,445 

1664000 1

76i252 
15,,100 

1,832,000 
151,770 
258,760 
266164 
21s:ooo 
208,170 
214,906 
250,000 
82,610 

546,423 
118,000 
148,200 
152,000 
535,000 
932,000 
295,819 
239,076 
250,000 
260000 
213:soo 
166,925 
361,000 

2,188,000 

$13,034,360. 



State Revolving Fund servancy District, in 1990. Fifteen loans have 
been made as of November 30, 1990. The 

The South Dakota State Revolving total dollar amount of the loans made is 
Fund (SRF) Loan Program began in 1988. $10,582,419. 
The Legislature authorized a one-time ex-
penditure of. $1,200,000 for program initia- The· Federal Fiscal Year· (FFY) 1992 
tion, which was ultimately used· as. a. reserve .· Intended Use Plan (IUP) hearing was held on 
for the fund. August 22, 1990 at the.Board of Water and 

Natural Resources meeting .. in VermiHion. 
The SRF is designed to provide low.:. · Projects must be on the IUP to be eligible for 

interest loans to municipalities, sanitary dis- a State Revolving Fund Loan. The FFY 1991 
tricts, and watershed districts. The loans are IUP was voted on, and finalized at the public 
to be used to upgrade wastewater treatment hearing held .. · on August 22 in Vermillion. 
facilities or for nonpoint source pollution Table 7 is a list of communities/nonpoint 
control projects. source pollution control project that were ap-

The South Dakota Conservancy Dis- proved for the FFY 1991 IUP. 
trictissued $5,785,000 in municipal revenue Table 6 shows the loans made by the 
bonds for the first three years State match Board of Water and Natural Resources as of 
funds on August 9, 1989. The State SRF Pro- November 30, 1990. Themajorityoftheloans 
gram received its first Capitalization Grant of · made were· at a 3 percent interest rate for a 
$4,577,200 from the Environmental Protec.. term of20 years. Three loans (to the Lead­
tion Agency (EPA) on March 6, 1989. Deadwood Sanitary District, the City of Sioux 

One loan was made in 1989: to the Falls #2, and the City of Pierre) were made 
City of Huron in the amount of $1,656,000 at for.a term of less than 20 years. On October 
a 3% interest rate for a term of 20 years. 11, 1990 the Board of Water and Natural 

Resources voted to change the interest rates 
The South · Dakota State Revolving on loans from the SRF to 3 percent for 10 

Fund Loan Program received its second years; 4 percent for 15 years, ands percent for 
Capitalization Grant of $4,738,000 from EPA 20 years .. 
on March 30, 1990. Fourteen loans were 
made by the Board of Water and Natural 
Resources, acting as the South Dakota Con-

TABLE 6 

STATE REVOLVING FUND LOANS 

SPONSOR 
Huron . 
Rapid Valley 
BoxElder* . 
Custer 
Lake Cochrane* 
Lemmon* 
Sioux Falls 
Lead-Deadwood 
Vermillion 
Custer 
Lead 
Mobridg_~ 
Sioux Falls 
Belle Fourche 
Pierre 

*Refinancing 

PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION 
Additions 
Rehabilitation/Collection 
Additions 
Land A.Pplication 
Collection/I'reatment 
Infiltration/Inflow. Correction 
Rehabilitation/Interceptors 
Equipment 
Interceptor 
Collectors 
Infiltration/Inflow Contection 

. Additions 
Rehabilitation/Equipment 
Interceptor 
Treatment · 

18 

APPROVAL 
DATE 
11-9-89 
1-11-90 
4-11-90 
4-11~90 
4-11-90 
4-11-90 
4-11-90 
6-7-90 
6-7-90 

7-11-90 
7-11-90 
·7-11-90 
7-11-90 
8-22-90 
11-8-90 

Total 

SRFLOAN. 
AMOUNT 
$1,656,000 

614,000 
648,600 
430,000 
80,000 

427,100 
3,316,310 

110,000 
125,000 
182,000 
186,409 

1,500,000 
454,000 
253,000 
600,000 

$10,582,419 



Municipality 
Belle Fourche 
Big Stone City 
Brandon 
Brookings 
Clear Lake 
Colton 
Deadwood 
Highmore 
Lake Madison 
Lake Norden 

.Lead 
Madison 
McCook Lake 
Milbank 
Mina Lake 
N. Sioux City 
Oacoma 
Philip 
Pierre 
Pollock 
Rapid City 

Sioux Falls 
Spearfish 
Tea 
Veblen 
Watertown 
Waubay 
Wentworth 
Whitewood 

TABLE7 

1991 IUP 

WASTEWATER FACILITIES 
Project Description 

Collection/Interceptors 
Interceptors/f reatment 
Storm Sewers 
Collection/Interceptors 
Treatment 
Treatment 
Collection/Rehabilitation/I/I Correction 
Treatment/I/I Correction 
Refinancing 
Treatment 
I/I Correction/Rehabilitation 
Collection 
Interceptors/freatment 
Interceptors 
Collection/f reatment 
Interceptors/f reatment 
Interceptors/f reatment 
Interceptors/f reatment 
Treatment/Interceptors 
Treatment 
Interceptors/Rehabilitation/Storm Sewers/freatment/ 

Refinancing 
Interceptors/Rehabilitation/Storm Sewers/f reatment 
Treatment 
Storm Sewers 
Treatment 
Treatment 
Collection/Interceptors/f reatment 
Refmancing 
Treatment 
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Lake Restoration/Nonpoint Source Pollution 
Program 

The South Dakota Clean Lakes and 
Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution Control 
Programs are designed to assess the status of 
pollution sources and their subsequent effect 
on water bodies throughout the State; provide 
!echnical assistance to local project sponsors 
m the design and implementation of in­
dividual projects; provide financial support to 
individual projects through the management 
of state and federal grants, and provide assis..; · 
tance in monitoring the effectiveness of im­
plementation projects. Each program has 
general statewide responsibilities in the 
management of lakes and NPS problems and 
also focuses on the restoration of specific 
lakes and the prevention of NPS pollution in 
specific watershed areas. · 

. . Five l~ke restoration/nonpoint source 
projects received State Consolidated funding 

totaling $242,000 in 1990. Two of the projects 
involved lake dredging (Punished Woman's 
Lake and Wall Lake), two concentrated on 
watershed· improvements (Big Stone . Lake 
and Richmond Lake) and one project ad­
dressed river rehabilitation (Bad· River). 

Funding for these projects was supple-
. mented with local cash and in-kind contribu­
tions, funding from other State programs, 
local governmental bodies, and by· grants 
from the· ~nvironmental Protection Agency. 
The_ Punished Wo~an's. Lake project 
received· an EPA sectmn 314 Clean Lakes 
grant for $200,000. Wall Lake received 
$368,722 and Big Stone Lake $357 188 in sec­
tion 319 EPA funds for 1989-1990.' The Rich..; 
m~nd. Lake project received funding 
assistance from EPA section 319 for $343,155 
and the Bad River project has received 
$146,916. 

TABLES 

PROJECT 
Bad River 
Big Stone Lake 
Punished Woman 
Richmond Lake 
Wall Lake 
TOTAL 

1990 

LAKE RESTORATION/NONPOINT SOURCE PROJECTS 

DESCRIPTION 
river rehabilitation 
lake restoration 
dredging 
lake restoration 
dredging 
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CWFCP 
FUNDS 

$ 30,000.00 
60,000.00 
50,000.00 
30,000.00 
72,000.00 

$242,000.00 

PROJECT 
COST 

$ · 260,000.00 
295,819.00 
250,000.00 
239,076.00 
361,000.00 

$1,405,895.00 



StateWater,Resources'ManagementSystem 

=ffiil ~6~{m~1
,}~Ji6Kr]4~:Pr6~f ;s of 

tpe. Jmtll,orized projects ·in· t~e 1990 ~tat~ 
Water' Resou'rces,:Maila}te eiifSystem 
(SWRMS). Tables 9, 10, an re provided 
pµ,,page.~~ ,10 ~l!qw:, P}'.9je,~t~~rr,,,!~~1r.es-f?r 
JQ9,Q,:&:b.,jefgu:µma,rypf e~<=foprqJ~CtAAd its 
§l;ttti~.Js pr.e~.~11te,dk:~lQ:'7!,f;, 

:.: Belle' 1Fourch'e~;Ifrigafion1Pr'oj ect 
(SWRM. · S 198. 1)"'. ,: ~,r ·,, ,·c:: ·· · _;_ , ".;, '··'· ,,, ~L.--.,: · .::·1 ,,_.,-, 

* The;: 8Hgiriiff13'~He·'1Fofirche.J Irrigation 
t ,,projt;!~t ,was j ~!Jrh.o~~c;t qy., ~t;>.l}~ySS in 

1~04,, .a,IJ<:l. 1 ~9~I>!~!~9 ·;iI!i;l~J:.4 f; to ,<:leHver 
, .,jrtjgatip11.'Wat~rJo '$7~9QQ(~~res)n1Butte 

County. 

~, ,,,A:,.$48.8, millionr,:reqabJljta.ttpn, pr9ject 
~·71/reteivecf cf:ongressionaLauth6Iization in •., .,,,,,1983.''''·'·'·' .,,,,,,, J,,.;,., ,.,.,.' , •. ,.,,c,'' .. ' ,. 

, R,e.h~l}ilii~µo11 ,<>(J~e. ~eliy<!fY,§Y~t~tn.will 
frre.qll,~C:? op~r~tto11 ~11q;m~~t~11an<;e,, c=osts, 

conserve water, .Pmvi:qe,§~f~cyrJ~.?tures, 
less.en dsk of system failure,, reclaiIIl 

'ff? agricultural laµtls affe~ted,py'se'epage los­
;,,_,, JseWa:'nd· protecfthe economicwelfa:re of 

the area. .,,.,,,, , ' n I ' 

~ _'
5 :F ~def~ ap'p~9pi2ildons'btgiliiJn: 198.4,an~ 

• '
0;'t~e1,p,rojec!' ~~t re~~iye'd_ '.$~?, 799~000 jp 

· ir;;federal'a .. ref riatfori(thfol!,gh FFY91.'c' 
:;,,:c,,r,x .:'Li/ fg.,~::~''C 'f';:,:::;.:!.:-J:1,c: J n :,,:, !i ;: . ,; 

, _. , , ,,Rehabilit~tion, efforts, 0~1. the:O!ver­
sion_dam 'and distribution sy~iem :p~ogr,e§§e,d 
very wea throughput }9?0 9n the Belle Four­
ciie1rrigalioifproject:1 Cotitijµe.d app;r~mria­
tions at the 1991 funding leveF($8,024;000) 
will allow;for ,completion,o~Jhe,·projec.t by 
l995n · -

u;Big,,Sl~mx ::Ffo'od 'Control Study 
(SWRMS 1989}:I'. : '• 

* The federal interest in const~ctip.g a 
-;,';'floodcorifrol'projedwasiiifesti~atedand 

; esfaolished iri 'a:' 198?' Reconnaissance 
. tm·.R~pbh'~Y. tfib.C~orps ofEngine~rs'. . 
g,;;;~'.T:h~'~;r<>ject;wiii p~9yid~ fl~oQ :Pmte,gion 

· ··for W atertowm ·;l;,a,ke .. ~?Il,lpeska,, ;and 
Pelican Lake through the construction of 

21 

,q:ja;c.begkd~~oq ~itJJ~l'j Mahpµei,Grn~.k or 
Still Lake. . 

,~ :; ~ Theproj~c:t is c,ljy.id~clJI!tQ tqr~e:fe~sil)ility 
study ph~es;, · 

, <phase ·,one·J~ffoffs£ mciudefiliyofdiogi­
ca1, h}'cffliufi'c :;aiidlgeOteclfiiical 
studies;i;: 

- phase two consists06Hrivestigating the 
,:social:,ancl;.~enY,irpmu~ntal .aspects of 

:;,.Jh~,prqpCJs,ed d.~.&ites;nJJOI 
- phase three entails dam Aaesign and 

, assessm~nt, of,the .. impac;ts,:,ofrthe 
.. , ... ,r::Jse~~cted.sit~. 
!. ; The(iotar Josi:'for t'Iiil.r~~sil5ilify].strtay is 

istimatea at $824-,23Cfwith'.Ufo cost to be 
1snafo<.l' bif' a i;S0/50' reoeral:.:nonfederal 
,basis/::,,, 

*'· Ph~se ·one stuaies1Were1initfa1ea i11 J98S 
; :r;byt~e~Con,s:of Erigineers:fu 1cooperation 

· witµ,tlie <:::itfof;Watehown,'·J?ast1J?ak.o~~ 
} Wafor, Developifierit;Distijct, Bike Ka1*: 
.. PP§~~,:»7at~( ~f oj¥~t}:~i-~l!i~t(CR<;li,~~f9~ 
• ... County:a11d the'J?epartm~ntofWaterand 

']', NahiraLResoiirces:'· ::; =),:,.:::,, .:'s:' . _· 

* ih~}1§i{L~~iI1;}l!rce \~;~'fgprtatect 
·,$$0,0QQM>.~b~;usecl.in,thejllitialphase~.of 
.,the fea,s,ibility1stucly.,, , · 

'fhe'l9QO:l1gisl~tHre•appr6~riated'an 
addition41 $,~,O;OOO'ttf c:gpip,l~!e·Pfiase Two' of 
the feasibility study. 'Th'e Pna5erJ)vo7anaiysi~ 
was/completed 1bf)fhe'. 'Goips')in; miffl:1990. 
Mahoney Creek has been :aeteimiiied to be 
the most favorable siteJordamrconstruction. 
Construction costs for Mahoµey; €r~e1cDain 
are estimated at $12. million. Phase. Three 
siudy effo,rts·':are un<le~~f''andt)bould be 
g~~~1~trf P~imf;.1?:iti'· "~··,"( i ,?:::,',, 
BlackHillsHydrologyStudy:(SWRMS 1982) 

* y,. The' objective <>( t~elpr6ject;is1 tc{compile 
· ·. · the water res<>urc~',tiata necess'ary to' make 

inforfue'd :fuanagenieni,'de~isions '.con­
cerning the developiiierif ofwatef resour­
ces in the Black Hills area related to the 
expansion of mining, municipal, recrea-



tional, and urban water development 
needs. 

* The 1988 Legislature appropriated 
$50,000 towards funding the estab­
lishment of a groundwater and surface 
water monitoring network: 

- Local sponsors provided · $50,000 for 
this network; 

- US Geological Survey provided 
$100,000 match money for the net­
work. 

* The 1989 Legislature appropriated 
$50,000 to continue monitoring network 
efforts and $75,000 for drilling monitoring 
wells in critical areas. to assist in the 
hydrologic evaluation of the Black Hills. 

Project activities continued in 1990 
with a State funding package totaling 
$185,000. This package included a $50,000 
Legislative appropriation and $135,000 from 
the Department of Water and Natural 
Resources. Local sponsors contributed 
$100,000 to match State funds. These funds 
were then used to· leverage $200,000 from 
U.S. Geological Survey's (USGS) coopera­
tive program. In the summer of 1990, a 
Department of Water and Natural Resources 
staff member was relocated to Rapid City to 
serve as the local liaison between the State, 
local project sponsors, and USGS. Congress 
appropriated $100,000 for FFY91 to the 
Bureau of Reclamationto initiate their invol­
vement in the project. 

· CENDAK Irrigation Project 
(SWRMS 1982) 

* This irrigation project is to supply Mis­
souri River water to 474,000 acres in 
Hughes, Hyde, Hand, Spink, Beadle, and 
Faulk counties in central South Dakota. 

* Additional project purposes include 
municipal and rural domestic use, recrea­
tion, fish and wildlife enhancement, and 
stream flow augmentation. 

* Features of the Oahe Irrigation project 
would be used including. the Oahe pump 
plant and the Pierre canal. 

* Estimated cost of the project is $1.12 bil­
lion. 

Little activity occurred on the project 
in 1989 or 1990. · South Dakota supports 
development of the project and will pursue 
development when federal policies are more 
supportive of large-scale irrigation projects. 

Dakota Dunes (SWRMS 1989) 

* The project is intended to provide water 
and wastewater system construction for 
the development of a master· planned 
community. 

* The project is an 1,800 acre development 
for residential, recreational, and business 
use. 

* Anticipated economic benefits to the 
Union County area are 5,000 jobs and a 
$125,000,000 payroll. · 

* The project received a $250,000 Con­
solidated Water Facilities Construction 
Program grant in 1989. 

In 1990 Dakota Dunes was connected 
to Sioux City for its water source and 
developed its own water storage and distribu­
tion system. Significant progress was made in 
business and residential development and 
· road construction. 
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Dakota Lakes Research Farm 
(SWRMS 1987) 

* The project is a 463 acre research site 
adjacent to the Missouri River near Pierre 
designed to evaluate different farming 
techniques and cropping. practices pn ir­
rigated and dryland crops. · 

* . The project mission is. to research, iden­
tify, and demonstrate the best methods of 
stabilizing the agricultural economy 
through agricultural diversity, increased 
production efficiency, and reduced nega­
tive environmental effects. -



! 

l 

* ·. The 1989 season was spent conducting 
necessary soil sampling, determining farm 
layout, constructing the water delivery 
·system and seeding permanent field bor~ 
ders to grass. · 

. The project began its first year of 
operation in 1990 and included the construc­
tion · of ·a· headquarters building. . Increased 
research operations will beginlate in the year 
and continue in the spring of 1991. 

Garrison Extension Study (SWRMS 
1981) 

* This project is designed to modify North 
Dakota's Garrison Diversion Unit into a 
project that could provide flood control, 

· deliver additional high quality water for 
irrigation, industrial, and municipal uses 
in SouthDakota and improve recreational 
opportunities in the James River basin. 

* In 1981, Governor Janklow appointed a 
five-member Garrison Study Manage­
ment Board to assess the Garrison Exten­
sion concept. 

* In 1983, a preliminary findings report was 
completed by the Garrison Study 
Management Board which identified 
project costs and recommendations. 

* In 1986, H.R. 1116 was amended and 
passed into law and is known as the Gar­
rison Diversion Unit Reformulation Act 
of 1986. 

* In 1989, the 11James River Comprehensive 
Report, Garrison Diversion Unit11

, which 
summarizes all of the Garrison Unit 
James River studies and discusses project 
alternatives, was released to the public. 

Little activity occurred on this project 
in 1990. No activity is an~icipated until the 
comprehensive Environmental Impact Study 
(EIS) on irrigation in the James River basin 
is completed.· This EIS was mandated by H.R. 
1116. 

Gregory County Pumped Storage Site 
. (SWRMS 1981) 

Hydroelectric Component 

* The Gregory County Pumped Storage 
(GCPS) project is a proposed peak 
generation hydroelectric facility located 
in northern Gregory County. 

* The GCPS project will use off-peak 
electricity to pump water from Lake Fran­
cis Case to an upper reservoir onthe Mis­
souri River bluff over 700 feet above the 
lake. Peak power is generated by releas­
ing water from the upper reservoir 
through turbines back to the lake. 

* The Corps of Engineers initiated studies 
on the GCPS project site in the mid 1970's 
with an interim report and an environ­
mental impact statement completed in 
1982. 

* In 1982, the South Dakota Conservancy 
District filed a preliminary Federal Ener­
gy Regulatory Commission (FERC) per­
mit application. 

* In 1986, Congress passed a $1.39 billion 
authorization for construction of the 
project (P.L. 99-662); however, present 
federal policy is to provide no federal 
financing for new hydro development. 

* In 1988, FERC issued to the State a 
preliminary permit for the project. The 
preliminary permit reserves a priority for 
development for three years while the 
necessary economic, environmental, and 
technical studies to support an application 
for a license are conducted. · 

* The 1989 State Legislature appropriated 
$50,000 for a feasibility study of the GCPS 
hydro component with a requirement that 
the state funding be matche~ with private 
funds. The Board of Water and Natural 
Resources entered into a contract with 
Ebasco Services Inc. to conduct the 

. feasibility analysis. 

The GCPS hydro feasibility report was 
completed in December 1990 .. Preliminary 
findings recommend. the· construction of a 
1,200 Megawatt facility with construction 
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costs of $790'million) ::tons'tructichi of as­
socf ated power, tran,~ntl~sjon.Jacilities,.is 1 es~ 
iimaied at:: $11 '4.CmiUion:··:. ArLiidciitioria1 $1 
fuilH9i 9f; i~it~~~iing'.;~~4/ ~p~rtjiimintal 
studies are r<!q11Jf~.d,~0,,;pf,~P~~.rt~~.:f.FrR~ 
applic~Jion for .IJcense .. The ~tfl:t(s pr~!~nu­
nafy pe~~twill 'expirefo.1 August·1~9 Lk., 
,·f:fi."·;:'.~. ~)).~1,J_ rr::C/Yl ~:.~~~:j[3;\i;J (FYJ..(;L~ {i'i ·y--3r:::t 

,, :\¥,~tet~:uppJy ~9ptP0;9,~°:t,F/J 
* d.:Toe projecrHas poteritial·to prd~de·water 
··.'?for itngatioil'faiid imuhicip'al,,'}uraIJi'and 

f:,: iridftst1,1~1 (¥R&i) putp~~es ft!ilizing the 
upper~foteb'ayj Which·is ra 'componerit of 

.. ; ;ti}~. hyqr9elegdc1prpjeft, . "r, /'f 
~ i1;h{ i986,:.:c~ri~t~;s:;;~sed

0

"is1.39;billion 
·fj;)authorizationt·,for21·construction:!ofithe 
· projecr(P.IW 99"'662). l'.0£,tlief$lr39:bil-

lion, $100 million was identified.fof con­
.,.~,,sti;uction ;of,.MR&l:.water, sum~Iy,,and. 
':;';]rrig~tfo~r~,m.~i§Lrt,",·.;i·· ·"·: ,~, · , ·" 
*!'.]:Tiie§i.987 Sta'.teiEegisfature1appropdated 

funds to provide a $150,000::,loan, for 
1, ,,Je,a,sj~ili!Y ,~tuqi~si9f. .. t~e.;~v:a,t~r,~µpply1and 
~;;,l;i~{!g~(!?J~!~¥(~r.{s: · ... ': · · · ' · " 

!,::,The Bureau,: of (Reclamafion's'<.F¥t1989 
'budget, containedi$500,QOO to conduct an 
appraisal) level7analysisi ofithe:potential 

<,qeyelqp,m~.nt, .qL trrig3:.ti9p. ~~(1, ~~&I 
.,,d:;,wat~(supply:I~atiir~s)ind',pofo11ti~l~en­
...... , ·virorimerita1:conse··uences::~1ii'.19S9':the 

Bureau '":sfate"~a'na:1ocai{s''onso1} ex-
.. ~,,,~ ! f, 2 ,;,/ ;~ ,.:_; .r • ·:. •.:'-~-> Jr:.'.; .'" .f :-. -,~ : · -~,I; ,,l~·-·i.'·'-' '-.) .. . ,.! ~)': 

r.,,ecuted .. ;~h,Gr~gory;,l.Jnit,.$pec1a,\,J,eport 
',, l ;'IlY;[~mRr~tj~l#ni.: ,R( p··· 'pcl~rA{~11~Jng;(1v19 U) 

or. cOm ·. etioh 'of a' $638000 stud . WOrkplan:·u::'.'.' Ji.,~?tU.: .. : ·:,: L:., :,:,:, :·'.,,,,. :, ,.,,: y 
:;--~,")2.:-~i_":;{f;\·;·~:)(Yr:; ;\;'li'(J~d.:,,;",;y:.:i_J ~y1r-t? _f:g_(~} '.·';r(f' 

:: .. ;; .;t ·1::~n-1 '1?~;Q,_;~4f i§~.~te:il,,,eg~slat:tfr¢;, ap­
p~pV~9;fl.-$,l~;qQo gf~Il{ t9·:~Qinp~~Je)1ie,11on­
f¢deraf cost"sliafo· \ 'a~ckit 'e:fof .'tffe a',~ raisal 

,:; I·. ,,.: • l ,:;h '> ·•u.,,,,J!,. .',·..$ gL 'Ui•; r, ·2 ! ,.,.J>P,,, 
\nY~l,s,tudy,9f,th~ ?~Sq~1~~<fio/ater.supplffea-
!Hf~s: :,:f<>:A,r:,~;~,df tr.Avf':1?~!~~-, :~{e>.'yjped 
through .. iµ, kim1 ,services, Janclpwnet, interest 
fees, ari~' s1uthem. Mis~:iRtt~~t~fJ~ifeJop­
ment D1stnct, gi:ant~ .. ~PP!.Q?.'!'!1ately 18,000 
acres'lv.ifi~\in£Iµ~,eo ifrLtfie 'igigatiori. system 
desigif'.,aiid:'a:wat~r'~Upply1·sy~fein}Was 
designed :to; P,.rovide1 M~&Trwater?to: five 
rinihlcipalities and two rural 1Watetisystems. 

TJie:Bureau of E,eclamation:is cbmpilirig the 
various: study coinpon'entsrinto~a~ finaL special 
r.eporVfot'submission, fo.;Congress.tdt:is' an­
ticipated.that the report:,wiltbe'completed by 
December 31, · 1990. 

, D,J James :Rlver;lrriprovement.··Program 
(SWRMS :J984)h . ' . . 
~i--,;_·~·~.;·-,,~1·•1:"~·r;--1-} ~'J'.I"·:·:;t;::·:-:·yl' '.'.i'TJ:'.'<"'i'·,;".,_':'~-;,_,:,-->.:', ,:; ,,._-, ,.-

.... ,'Thif 'ro ramis intencled 'to ''fovide flood ,',- ·,·''It ,g " '" '·· "': ''' ... , .,",.' ;I . • P ,; ,. ' l' ,; •. ,·,..' 
· control ;as:well.as mliliici·····a1 ··'industtia.1· 

'·,"··•"' · ... - ' '. 'i "' •" .•• ' p ... ,,,_, ,, ·:' ' ' .. ' 
agricul triral, 'recre'atfonal,' and' wildlife 

?Ji6efiefits;t>tt£/ . 

* In 1986 federal legislation (P.L. 99':.6~2) 
y,a.utliorized c$20.,million:for flood ·control 
arid'sfrearn:flow'. ifuprovenients. ,; •.. ? ; Ci 

~c 
0)\'cirJri1Ekitbrilil1Jt~niJ'£ct si~rnment 
wafc'oin.; l~t~d 'iH; 1987/wHich :: 'resented i!::}ilf ~f:!!"ft~Hf ;et':,§Rhto~ th• 

, 7,. no,action;i , .. . 
u;:;'·' 1iiirlt~d: ~h.~e1 ,c1ean01it;, .. 

- c'6~lrtmFfisthta1io11f'1 

- floodbypass. 
:;;:-;;::t_.?J_.t.O;r_.;~;; :\: t •. _,.;,fi{:_;, .. 

t rl'he ;Jariies::;1:~.iverlJWater: J),ev~lopment 
b::iDistri,ct adopted a thi:ee stage,approach to 

river,restoration as a result ofpublfo input 
''"" _tqJh,e_dr~t ,13.1~. ,The three stag~s are as '··'"''Jonows:'"~; C.d ,,~, i ,.,,,,t ,.,,,; '·'' ... 
,,,+~~·g~:) :::;;n-r, ?f; 

. """. r dimited,phannel :~lean out; cc~. i 

- tributary drainage control;'fr\fc' 
<p::;b~iik'si;biHiJlionTF 1·· 

~:11 !.{r~~~~~i;~~~~ ~~PQTI w~;eqmpleJ~d in 
L; ,:,; 198.9 whJch :estal:>lislled, feeler.al interest in 

-;co.4~u~tjng, f~ct!ii~i)hi~:itµ,qit:i(or,tf.lood 
protection inlower Elm River-Moccasin 

<·,;i~t~eR5;~a_s~ns 1aiid'.'th~"'.Dry:R,im'..<:rC!ek 
f~s,!~,~!Pff9\fi~i()~'f~r}edera1 *1'Hciing.' 
.' ;- -:. .,.; .r:c 0 ·'-Lu,,;, :.;:,:.J Li.~;,:;,_: ft r ,; : .J ·/.1 ~t:I '.;;:_i·;1r>~:J .t .'::=-.u '.d .1 t-~Ii 1 ~ :~,; 

,.r,~:e; ~J~t~t~gislature:·approprlated . 
$200,poo .. ,,iI,I;;J9~a.,·; $~tio.oQ·o?tn:-;:J2~9,',0a_iic1 
$260,000 in· 1990 • for implementation of;es-
!OT,'-1!i.g!l0,~f!!~!?~~,ilJ;~l11?~g, Hn.nted. channel 
cleanout acbV1t1es;·w1Idlife enhanceme,nt and 

. recreationa1 development .. Toe 1 ameS:River 
WDD made major strides during 1990 work-
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ing toward these goals established for the res­
toration project. 

Governor Mickelson hosted a tour for 
U.S. Corps of Engineers Assistant Secretary 

. for Civil Works Robert Page so that he could 
see first hand the· James River Restoration 
Project and its accompHshments. 'Assistant 
Secretary Page introduced an "Environmen­
tal Initiative" for the James River which invol­
ves a reconnaissance level study for 

. environmental enhancement activities· along 
the James River. This study which will cost 
$235,000,JuUyfederallyfunded, isthe first of 
its type ata national level for the Corps. 

The Corps, .in. conjunction with the 
City of Aberdeen and the James River WDD, 
is conducting a· feasibility · study of a · levee 
system Jar flood control. The Aberdeen 
Levee Feasibility Study will cost $332,040 to 
complete and· will have. 50/50 cost share re-
quirements. · 

In 1990 the State contributed $33,150 
towards.the·studyefforts through the James 
River WDD appropriation. 

Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II Irriga­
tion Unit (SWRMS 1975, 1986) 

* The 45,000 acre Lake Andes-Wagner Ir­
rigation project and the 3,000 acre Marty 

. U Irrigation project are proposed Pick­
Sloan Missouri Basin Units located in 
Charles-Mix County. The projects have 
estimated construction costs of $165 mil­
lion and $24 million respectively. 

* During the l970's, the Lake Andes-Wag­
ner Irrigation District approved an 
$850,000 bond issue to study the feasibility 
of non-federal irrigation development. 
However, a bond issue for the develop­
ment of the project was rejected in 1978. 

* In 1981, the Bureau of Reclamation began 
a re-analysis of the privately sponsored 
feasibility study, funded in part by a 
. $500,000 study loan from the South 
Dakota Water Facilities Construction 
Fund. 
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* In 1985 the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
completed a Feasibility Study and Draft 

· Environmental Impact Study on the 
45,000 acre Lake Andes-Wagner Irriga­
tion Project. 

* In. 1986, the State Legislature authorized 
the Marty II Unit project as a SWRMS 
project that would seek authorization 
jointly with Lake.Andes-Wagner. 

* A formal cost sharing package was sub­
mitted to the Bureau of Reclamation and 
to the House and Senate authorization 
committees in 1987 which included 

· $45,950,000 of State and local money. 

* · A Congressional subcommittee hearing 
was held on the projects in 1989, but the 
identification of high levels of the element 
selenium during trace element investiga­
tions on both the.lands and groundwaters 
of the projects·stopped authorizing legis­
lation from moving forward. 

In the spring of 1990, local, state, and 
federal agencies developed a plan for a 5,000 
acre research demonstration program. On 
June 19 and June 21, 1990 Congressional 
authorization hearings were held on the 
projects and the proposed research program. 
The project was approved by the Senate Com­
mittee of Energy and· Natural Resources on 
September 19, 1990. On October26,1990the 
Senate approved the project. Concurrence 
could not be obtained by the House prior to 
adjournment of Congress. 

Lake Herman Restoration Project 
(SWRMS 1984) 

* The purpose of the project was to alleviate 
the degradation of· water. quality · by the 
application of best management practices 
in the watershed (87% treated), the con­
struction of three sediment control struc­
tures on major tributariesto.the lake, and 
riprapping a major portion of· the 
shoreline . 

* In-lake sediment removal began in 1985 
near the City of Madiso.n. 



* Approximately 550,000 cubic yards of 
sediment has been removed from the 
northeast bay, the swimming beach area 
of Lake Herman State Park, and the Her­
man Slough located in the State Park. 

Dredging continued through 1990 
with an additional 120,000 yards being 
removed from the Herman Slough and north­
east bay. The project was funded by a U.S. 
EPA 319 nonpoint source grant with local 
match provided by the City of Madison, Lake 
County, East Dakota Water Development 
District, S.D~ Dept. of Game, Fish, & Parks, 
and the S.D. Dept. of Water and Natural 
Resources. Additional funding was 
authorized by the 1986 federal Omnibus 
Water Resources Act (P.L. 99-662), but the 
State was unsuccessful in securing support for 
the project from the Corps of Engineers. 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System 
(SWRMS 1988) 

* Mid-Dakota is a proposed rural domestic 
water system which will provide high 
quality Missouri River water to 30,000 
people in Beadle, Buffalo, Hand, Hughes, 
Hyde, Jerauld, Potter, Sanborn, Sully, and 
small portions of Spink, Kingsbury, and 
Aurora Counties. 

* Estimated project cost is $108.4 million. 

* In 1989, a detailed feasibility report was 
completed and authorizing legislation was 
introduced. · · 

* Mid'."Dakota received State appropria­
tions of a $100,000 loan in 1988 and a 
$50,000 grant in 1989. 

In 1990, Mid-Dakota received a 
$75,000 grant for authorization activities and 
Congressional subcommittee hearings .were 
held on June 19 and June 21 in the Senate and 
the House of Representatives respectively .. 
Project sponsors will be seeking authorizing 
legislation in 1991. 

Missouri River National Recreation­
al River (SWRMS 1981) 
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* The 59-mile reach of the Missouri River 
between Gavins Point Dam, South 
Dakota, and Ponca State Park, Nebraska, 
was designated a National Recreational 
River in 1978 by Section 707 of P.L. 95-
625, which amended the. Wild and Scenic 
River Act, P.L. 90-542. Authorized 
project costs were limited to $21 million. 

* The MNRR project combines recreation­
al development, wildlife management, 
cultural resource preservation, scenic 
preservation, protection of threatened 
and endangered species, and bank 
stabilization. In a 1981 cooperative agree­
ment with National Park Service, the 
Corps of Engineers agreed to plan, design, 
construct, and operate this project. 

* In June 1986, a 50/50 cost sharing agree­
ment . was signed between the State of 
South Dakota and the Corps for construc­
tion of a river access point at Myron 
Grove. Construction was completed in 
May 1987 at a cost of $60,000. 

* In June 1987, a plan to develop habitat for 
threatened and endangered species by 
clearing sandbars was initiated as a 100 
percent Federal activity. Since November 
1987, two islands have been cleared of 
vegetation using various techniques .. The 
islands will be monitored through Sep­
tember 1992: A Biological Assessment 
addressing the effects · of MNRR bank 
stabilization · and recreation oii the en­
dangered interior least tern and the 
threatened piping plover was initiated as 
part. of an ongoing U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Servi.ce consultation process. 

* In April 1989, a cost sharing agreement 
was signed between the City of Yankton 
and the Corps for recreational develop­
ment of Riverside Park. Construction was 
initiated in September 1989, with total 

. project costs estimated at $1.2 million. 

* MNRR has received $2.75 million in 
federal · funding · for the period of 1980 
through 1989. · 



In 1990, $525,000 of federal funding 
was provided for cost share with Yankton for 
completion of the redevelopment of River­
side Park and $86,000 was utilized for general 
work activities, island clearing, and biological 
assessment. A separate appropriation of 
$95,000 was received for rehabilitation of 
bank stabilization structures. The Biological 
Assessment is scheduled for completion in 
1991. 

Mni Wiconi Rural Water System 
(SWRMS 1981) 

* This project will provide high quality Mis­
souri River water to approximately 20,000 
western South Dakota citizens in an eight 
county. area extending from Ft. Pierre 
through the Pine Ridge Indian Reserva­
tion. 

* Three water supply systems form the 
project cooperative: 

- the West River Rural Water System 
(SWRMS 1981); 

- the Lyman-.Jones Rural Water System 
(SWRMS 1981); 

- Oglala Sioux· Water Supply System 
(SWRMS1988). 

* Proposed projectfacilities include: 

- intake established in Oahe Dam 
powerhouse; 

- treatment plant near Ft. Pierre which 
. would be able to treat 8 million gallons 

of water per day; 

- 2,300 miles of pipeline with 17 pump­
ing stations; 

- 6.7 million gallons of water storage. 

* Project costs: 

- $100 million authorization level (Jan. 
1987 costs); 

- $110.7 million indexed to October 
1990; 
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- 65% of project costs allocated to 
Oglala Sioux · Tribe system as non­
reimbursable federal costs; 

- non-federal cost share of 35% on non­
Indian portion of system which 
amount to $12.5 million·at 1987 costs 
or $13.8 million on 1990 index. 

* Funding recap: 

- $300,00 in loans (1983-1988) to West 
River RWS/Lyman-Jones RWS which 
were converted to grants by the 1989 
State Legislature; 

- $1.5 million grant by 1989 State Legis­
lature; 

- $500,000 federal appropriation for 
FFY 1990. 

In 1990, West River and Lyman-Jones 
formed the Mni Wiconi Cooperative, Inc. 
The Cooperative entered.into an agreement 
with the Bureau of Reclamation to complete 
the needs assessment, design criteria, dis­
tribution plan and cost estimates, water con­
servation plan, and collection of baseline 
environmental data. The Oglala Sioux Tribe 
( OST) entered into a separate ( 638 Indian 
Preference) contract with the Bureau for the 
corresponding study components for the OST 
distribution system. Congress approved $1.5 
million for pre-construction activities in FFY 
1991. The Bureau of Reclamation has indi­
cated that any future contracts will be entered 
into only with the single non-federal entity 
required under the authorization. 

Pick-Sloan Riverside Irrigation 
(SWRMS 1987) 

* This proposal is an attempt to integrate . 
existing irrigators along·. the Missouri 
River corridor into . the Pick-Sloan Mis­
souri Basin Program. 

* The project would provide irrigators with 
an opportunity to utilize Pick-Sloan 
power and the potential to obtain power 
revenue assistance. · · 



* Under this project, irrigators would be 
eligible. for. technical assistance and other 
benefits associated· with an authorized 
federal water project. · 

* Several irrigation. projects that utilize 
water from the Pick.:..SJoan system such as 
Northwest, Central Charles M~ West 
Brule, and New Evarts Irrigation Districts 
and West Potter Water Project District 
have been actively pursuing Congres.:. 
sional authorization. 

No action occurred onthis project in 
1990 and future activities are uncertain. 

Sioux Falls Flood · Control Project 
(SWRMS 1989) 

* The project would ·increase Sioux Falls' 
flood protection from Skunk. Creek and 
the Big Sioux River through modification 
of current flood control features and 
would provide 100-year event protection. 

* The existing project was completed in 
1965 andprovides protection from flood­
ing frequencies of 43 years or less. 

* · The proposed .project would cost 
$6,817,400andwouldmeet100-yearflood 
controlrequirements by: 

- raising the levee from the diversion 
dam to the upstream ·tie~off; 

- raising the diversion channel levee; 

- modifying the chute and stilling basin; 

- raising the diversion dam; 

- providing for some bridge improve-
ments. 

A cost-shared feasibility studyis cur­
rently underway to. determine the most cost­
effective level of protection for the City. The 
feasibility study will be completed in Septem­
ber, 1991. Total cost of the feasibility study is 
$476,850, of which the Oty of Sioux Falls is 
paying 50 percent. . Two grants of $50,000 
have been provided .by the State Legislature 
(one in 1989 and a second·one in·1990) .. Ac­
tual construction is scheduled to begin in mid-
1994 and end in 1996. The project has a 75 
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percent (ederal and 25 percent non-federal 
cost share. ·. 

Slip-Up Creek(SWRMS 1981) 

* This project includes a dam, reservoir, and 
pumping plant on Slip-Up Creek; a pump­
ing plant on the Big Sioux River; and 
pipelines connecting the river pumping 
plantto the reservoir and the city's water 
treatment plant. 

* The purpose of the project is to store Big 
Sioux River waters for municipal use by 
. the City of Sioux Falls and for recreation 
and fish.and wildlife activities. 

* · Big SiouxRiverwater would be pumped 
to the Slip-Up Creek site and, when 
needed, it would be pumped to the Sioux 
Falls water treatment plant. 

* After a public meeting in 1986, the Oty of 
Sioux Falls passed a resolution calling for: 

- continued development of the Sioux 
Falls aquifer; 

- continued planning for a reservoir in 
the Slip-Up Creek Valley; 

- . initiation of a water education and 
conservation program. 

No significant action has taken place 
on the project in 1989 or 1990. 

Southeastern South Dakota Water 
Supply System· (SWRMS 1984) 

* The project will deliver Missouri River 
water for domestic use to rural water sys­
tems and communities in southeastern 
· South Dakota, northwestern Iowa, and 
southwestern Minnesota. 

- ' ~ 1 

* · Various alternatives being studied are: 

- pipeline from Chamberlain to 
Mitchell and Sioux Falls; 

- pipeline from Missouri· River. near 
Vermillion to Sioux Falls/Mitchell and 
points in-between; 

- pipeline from Choteau Creek to 
Mitchell and Sioux Falls. 

... 



A non-profit corporation, 
Southeastern South Dakota Water Supply 
System, Inc. (SSDWSS) was formally or­
ganized in August, 1990 and an engineering 
consultant firm was hired in August to con­
duct a one year feasibility study and environ­

. mental assessment. 

An informational meeting was held 
with Minnesota and Iowa about the project 
and feasibility cost share requirements. Since 
that meeting, 11 Iowa and 4 Minnesota sys­
tems have joined the feasibility study and have 
provided their share of the membership fees 
and feasibility costs. Currently, 36 South 
Dakota entities are included in the project. 

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
(BOR) has been actively involved with 
SSDWSS. The Bureau assisted SSDWSS in 

· assembling a scope of study and provided in­
formation on the requirements to fulfill the 
National Environmental Protection Act 

· (NEPA). Congress has approved a 1991 
BOR budget line item for $100,000 for con­
tinued technical assistance to the project. 
The Bureau will assistin the development of 
the environmental assessment and will pro­
'1de technical review of the feasibility report. 

In 1990, the State Legislature ap­
propriated $50,000 to assist SSDWSS with the 
feasibility study. These funds were matched 
bySSDWSS. 

An aggressive schedule has been set by 
the SSDWSS Board of Directors to complete 
the feasibility study by April 30, 1991 which 
would allow them to introduce authorizing 
legislation to Congress in May. 

Vermillion Flood Control Project 
(SWRMS 1987) 

* The project intends to rectify flooding 
proQlems which have become much tnore 
severe in the Vermillion River Basin area 
over the last 30-40 years. 

* The 1988 State Legislature appropriated 
$50,000 for the Vermillion Water Project 
District to facilitate its efforts in obtaining 
a federal appropriation. 

29 

* In 1989, the Vermillion Water Project 
District began actively pursuing the for­
mation of a water development district. 

The 1990 State Legislature approved 
the formation of the Vermillion River Water 
Development District and director elections 
were held in November. The Vermillion 
Water Project District continued to be active 
in lobbying Congress to appropriate funds for 
a reconnaissance and feasibility study ofthe 
Vermillion River Basin. A federal appropria­
tion for $100,000 was secured for FFY 1991. 

Water for Energy Transport (WET) 
System (SWRMS 1981) 

* This project is a proposal to transport · 
treated municipal wastewater from nine 
Black Hills municipalities to Wyoming for 
use in a coal slurry pipeline. 

* The WET system was advanced as an al­
ternative to the proposal to use the 
Madison Aquifer as a source of water for 
the Energy Transportation Systems, Inc. 
(ETSI) coal slurry pipeline. 

* Estimated 1984 costs were $149 million 
with an annual operation and main­
tenance costs of $4 7 million. 

No activity occurred on this project in 
1988, 1989, or 1990. The future of the project 
is linked to -the development of the coal in­
dustry in Wyoming and the need to transport 
the coal substantial distances. 

WEB Pipeline Project (SWRMS 
1981) 

* This project is a rural, domestic water sys­
tem which will provide Missouri River 
water to 30,000 people in Walworth, Ed­
munds, Brown, Spink, Day, Campbell, 
McPherson, Faulk, Potter, and Hand 
counties. 

* The project, when complete, will serve 46 
towns and 4,435 farms. 

• The project was authorized for construc­
tion in the Rural Development Policy Act 
of 1980. 



* In 1988, Congress authorized an increase 
in the appropriations ceiling to $117mil­
lion for the project. 

* WEB has received $111,013,990 in federal 
funding for the period 1983 through 1990. 

During 1990, the last major construc­
tion effort was undertaken. 

Activities for 1991 will include com­
pletion of the project with the final federal 
appropriation of $945,000. 

West River Aqueduct (SWRMS 1977) 

* The West River Aqueductwasaproposed 
project to deliver 20,000 acre-feet of Mis:. 
souri River water to ETSI for use in a coal 
slurry pipeline and 10,000 acre-feet of 
water for delivery to rural communities 
and water systems in western South 
Dakota. 

* An agreement was reached with ETSI and 
legislation was passed in 1981 approving 
construction of the aqueduct. 

* In 1982, two lawsuits were filed against 
ETSI, the Dept. of the Interior, and 
various federal officials with the objective 
of halting the sale of Missouri River water 
to ETSI. 

* After various court decisions and appeals, 
the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the 
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Corps of Engineers was the proper 
authority to contract with ETSI. and· in 
May, 1985, the U.S.DistrictCourtgranted 
a permanent injunction blocking South 
Dakota's sale of Missouri River water to 
ETSI. 

* In August, 1985, ETSI cancelled its 
proposed $3 billion coal slurry pipeline 
and as a result, South Dakota received 
$5.2 million of the projected $1.4 billion 
in payments from ETSI. 

* In 1983, South Dakota filed a suit against 
Kansas· City Southern Railroad charging 
conspiracy to monopolize Powder River 
coaltraffic and tortuous interference with 
the ETSI contract .. 

* In 1988, the U.S. District Court ruled in 
favor of South Dakota and awarded 
damages of $600 .million, however, this 
decision was overturned by the U.S. 

· Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

* This decision was appealed to the U.S. 
Supreme Court which refused to hear the 
case. 

No action has occurred on the project 
since the U.S. Supreme Court refused to hear 
the case on ETSI. No future action is ex­
pected until new interest develops in coal 
slurry pipelines. 



TABLE9 

1990 

STATE WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PROJECT 
Big Sioux Flood Control 
Black Hills Hydrology 
Gregory County Pumped Storage 
Jrunes·River Restoratmn 
Lake Andes.Wagner/Marty II 
Mid·DakotaRWS . 
Sioux Falls Flood Control 
SoutheastSD Water Supply 
TOTAL 

PROJECT 
BHC 
CENDAK 
Gregory County 
Lake Andes· Wagner 
Mid·Dakota 
TOTAL 

LEGISIATIVE 
APPROPRIATION 

$ 50,000 
50,000 
15,000 

260,000 
70,000 
75,000 
50,000 
50.000 

$620,000 

TABLElO 

STUDY LOAN PROGRAM 
AMOUNT 

AUTHORIZED 
BYBWNR 
$ 150,000 
1,375,000 

150,000 
830,000 
1 

2,60 

AMOUNT 
CONTRACTED 

$ 50,000 
50,000 
15,000 

260,000 
70,000 
75,000 
50,000 
50,000 

$620,000 

AMOUNT 
CONTRACTED 

$ 150,000 
1,375,000 

150,000 
830,000 
100,000 

$2,605,000 

TABLEll 

CONSTRUCTION LOAN PROGRAM 

PROJECT 
BDMRWS 
B·YRWS 
ClarkRWS 
DavisRWS 
Deadwood 
East Gregory 
Keystone 
McIntosh 
Minnehaha RWS 
South Lincoln RWS 
TMRWS 
TOTAL 

AMOUNT 
AUTHORIZED 

BYBWNR 
$ 500,000 

200,000 
380,000 
200,000 
400,000 
30,000 

120,000 
100,000 
120,000 
100,000 
400.000 

$2,550,000 

CURRENT 
LOAN 

BALANCE 
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$ 446,261 
194,518 
346,937 
187,465 
291,776 
23,903 

113,007 
93,765 

114,914 
90,696 

374,930 
$2,278,172 

INTEREST 
PAID 

$172,096 
37,633 

171,996 
57,968 
70,421 
6,315 

36,139 
27,659 
23,903 
38,502 

125.990 
$768,622 



Groundwater Research and Public Educa­
tion Program (GRPEP) 

The Groundwater Research and 
Public Education Program was created to 3) 
study groundwater contamination, to provide 
information on sound groundwater·manage".' 
ment, and to develop methods for preventing 4) 
groundwater pollution. The Groundwater 
Protection Fund, which is used for funding the 
program, has four sources of revenue: 

distributed to nonlicensees in the state. 
The fund receives thirty cents per ton for 
five years. 

The Petroleum Release.· Compensation 
Fund - $100,000 is contributed from this 
fund annually for five years. 

The Surface Mining Chemical Leaching 
Fee - A five year fee of two cents pei; 
pound of cyanide or other chemical 
leaching agent used to mm ore. This fee 
is collected by the Department of 
Revenue on or before June 1 each year. 

1) The Pesticide Groundwater Fee -· For 

2) 

each pesticide that is registered with the 
Department of Agriculture, a fee of $25 · 
will be imposed and deposited to this 
fund for five years by the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The Fertilizer Inspection Fee - This fee 
is collected by the Department of 
Agriculture for all commercial fertilizer 

There are two·. application and grant 
cycles in each fiscal year. The Secretary of the 
Department ofWater and Natural Resources 
must submit complete applications to the 
Board of Water and Natural Resources on 
March 1 and September 1 of each year. 

TABLE12 

1990 GROUNDWATER RESEARCH 

PROJECT 
SPONSOR 

AND PUBLIC EDUCATION FUND 
AMOUNT 

AUTHORIZED 
BYBWNR 

Davis 
Hellickson 
Rahn 
Rice 
Bishoff 
Mell/fodd 
EDWDD 
Mott 
Schaefer 
SDACD 
Kohl 
Rickerl 
Clay/Clay/Schumacher 
TOTAL 

Solid Waste Management Program (SWMP) 

The 1989 State Legislature established the 
Solid Waste Management Programto pro­
vide grant assistance to cities and counties for 
the development of comprehensive solid 
waste planning and management programs. 
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$16,498 
46,512 
50,130 
16,087 
37,304 
36,000 
48,500 
55,221 
53,604 
20,000 
34,555 
35,000 
13,000 

$462,411 

The Board ofWater and Natural Resources 
established rules to govern the program. 
Under these rules, proposals must be in­
cluded in the SWMP section of the State 
Water Plan in order to be eligible to apply for 
available funds. The application cycle has 
been set up on a biannual basis with applica-



tions due on the first day of May and Novem­
ber. 

The 1990 Legislature appropriated 
$100,000for the preparation of a statewide 
comprehensive solid waste management 
plan. The purpose of the plan was to assess 
the existing solid waste situation in the state 
and the projected solid waste treatment, 
storage, and · disposal needs for the next 15 
years. 

In order to accomplish this assess­
ment, the Department contracted with the 
planning . and development districts to com­
plete a statewide solid waste facilities inven­
tory and hired an engineering consultant to 

prepare the comprehensive solid waste 
management plan. 

To assist in the preparation of the plan, 
a solid waste task force consisting of 12 repre­
sentatives of municipalities, counties, sanitary 
districts, commerce and industry, and other 
interested organizations was formed. The 
task force held a series of meetings to hear 
public testimony on . the preparation of the 
plan and to help formulate the direction the 
Department should proceed in drafting the 
plan. 

The statewide comprehensive solid 
waste management plan will be presented to 
the Board of Minerals and Environment for 
its adoption prior to the 1991 Legislature. 

TABLE13 

COMPREHENSIVE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

LINEITEM 
Planning Districts · 
Engineering Consultant · 
Administration Expenses 
TOTAL 

CONTRACT 
AMOUNT 

$ 35,350 
60,000 
4,650 

$100,000 

AMOUNT 
EXPENDED 

$22,050 
31,206 
4,650 

$57,906 

Drought Disaster Water Supply Assistance 
Program (DDWSAP) 

For the third year in a row, farmers and 
ranchers in South Dakota experienced water 
shortages due to drought conditions. In the 
spring and summer of 1990, Governor Mick­
elson declared. ten counties drought disaster 
areas which enabled · landowners in these 
counties to receive assistance for livestock 
water. projects. The counties were: Butte, 
Campbell, Corson, Dewey, McPherson, 
Meade, Perkins, Sanborn, Walworth, and 
Ziebach. 

The Department of Water and 
Natural Resources was the agency respon­
sible for receiving applications and providing 
assistance under the program. This program 
provided $185,000 in drought relief to over 
120 landowners. The total cost of projects 
partially funded was over $500,000. Projects 

· funded included: rural water system hookups, 
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dugouts, wells, pipelines, and stockdams. The 
average award was $1,500. Funding for the 
program came from the Water Facilities Con­
struction Fund ($100,000) and from Emer­
gency and Disaster Services ($85,000). 

In the three year history of this pro­
gram, over $600,000 in assistance has been 
provided to over 400 landowners throughout 
the State. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN­
CY WASTEWATER FACILITIES CON­
STRUCTION PROGRAM 

This program was established in 1972 
to provide grants to municipalities, sanitary 
districts, and other political subdivisions to 
assist them in the planning, design and/or con­
struction of wastewater treatment facilities 
which qualify for federal funds under the 
provisions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. 



The program is being phased out and funding is expected to be exhausted by 
replaced with the State Revolving Fund. January 1, 1991. Table 14 is a list of those 
In1990, the Department received the last ap- municipalities receiving EPA grants during 
propriation of EPA grantfunds ($4,107,400) FFY1990. 
for cost share · funding. The majority of this 

TABLE14 

EPA CONSTRUCTION GRANTS 

(October 1, 1989 - September 30, 1990) 
./ EPA SRF CWFCP CDBG TOTAL 

NAME GRANTS LOANS GRANTS GRANTS LOCAL COST 
Avon $153,450 $125,550 $279,000 
Belle Fourche 565,505 $253,000 $95,000 133,495 $1,047,000 
Canistota 178,200 20,000 125,800 324,000 
Custer 70,790 182,000 57,920 310,710 
Edgemont-Inc. 2,772 924. 3,696 
Ethan 115,500 50,000 44,500 210,000 
Hazel 198,750 , $110,000. 76,250 385,000 
Hughes County-Inc. 98,975 13,925 112,900 
Humboldt 179,945 25,000 54,955 259,900 
Java 130,700 52,000 61,300 244,000 
Letcher 98,705 30,000 30,000 32,295 191,000 
Mina Lake 367,470 367,470 
Mission 66,000 14,00 40,000 120,000 
Parker 100,350 99,650 200,000 
Philip 539,100 643,296 1,182,396 
Pierre 711,480 600,00 695,536 2,007,016 
Plankinton 100,100 . 81,539 182,000 
Sturgis 95,924 104,076 200,000 
Sturgis-Inc. 50,000 (50,000) 0 
Wakonda · 104,220 10,000 46,180 160,400 
Wall 53,955 · 44,145 98,100 
Wall Lake 41,600 (41,000) 0 
Winner 34,21Q 27,990 62000 
TOTALS $4,057,701 $1,035,000 $296,000 $140,000 $2,418,087 $7,946,788 
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APPENDIX 
WATER FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION FUND CONDITION STATEMENT 

REVENUE: 
General Fund Transfer In 
Loan Repayments (P&I) 
Investment Council Interest 
Wear ElementReplacement Fund (WERF) 
Transfers to WERF fromWFCF 
Interest on Loan Overpayment 
WERF Inv. Int. 
Grant Overpayment 
Transfer from Lake Mitchell Acct. 
89 Int on Union Pacific Settlement / · 
TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES: 
Construction & Study Loans 
Legislative Line Items 
WPC Revolving Fund Transfer Out 
Transfer from WFCF to WERF 
Transfer 88 WFCF to WERF 
WERF 
Grune Fish & Parks (Stockade) 
Consolidated Constr. Prog. 
TOTAL 
REVENUE OVER(UNDER) EXPENDITURES 
BEGINNING CASH BALANCE 
ENDING CASH BALANCE 
CURRENT YEAR APPROPRIATIONS 
Construction & Study Loans 
Legislative Line Items 
Consolidated Constr. Prog. 
Wear Element Replacement Fund 
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS 

FY89 

$3,500,000 C 
$221,612 
$355,304 
$74,713 a 

($61,627) a 
$0 
$0 

$1,000 
$9,743 

$0 
$4,100,745 

$842 
$1,259,134 
$1,200,00 b 
($61,627) 
($16,941) 

$28,334 
$400,000 
$333,536 

$3,153,278 
$947,467 

$5,370,419 
$6,317,886 

$0 
$2,075,00 e 
$1,525,00 e 

$0 
$3,600,000 

FY90 

$300,000 d 
$221,978 
$384,153 
$39,064 a 

($17,417) a 
$85 

$2,049 
$1,000 

$0 
$%,687 

$1,027,599 

$3,374 
$812,153 

$0 
($17,417) 

$0 
$78,093 

$0 
$1,254,203 
$2,130,406 

($1,102,807) 
$6,317,886 
$5,215,079 

$15,000 f 
$635,000 f 

$1,130,000 f 
$0 

$1,780,000 

FOOTNOTES FOR WATER FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION FUND CONDITION 
STATEMENT FOR FY90 . 

. a. Represents the payments to WERFby the local project sponsor and the matching monies 
from the WFCF based on an hours of use. WERF was set up as a continuously 
appropriated fund equal to the funds received. (SB44-FY87). 

$48,966 of the total transferred to WERF in 89 was to capitalize the WERF account from 
Legislative line items in the WFCF. 

b. Transfer of the SRF General and Other Appropriation to the First National Bank of Sioux 
Falls. 

c. Amount appropriated from 1989 SB186 from funds collected through Union Pacific 
settlement. · 

d. Amount appropriated through 1990 SB341. 

e. The 1989 Legislature adopted SB186, which appropriated $1,525,000 for the Con­
solidated Water Facilities Construction Program. Also provided was $1,500,000 for the 
Mni Wiconi Rural Water System, $50,000 for the Gregory County Pump Storage Project, 
$50,000 for the Mid Dakota Rural Water System, $50,000 for Hydropower Facilities at 
the Fort Randall Dam, $50,000 for the Black Hills Hydrology Study, $75,000 for monitor-
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ing wells in the Black Hills, $50,000 for the Big Sioux Flood Control Project, $50,000 for 
the Sioux Falls Big Sioux Flood Control Project, and $200,000 for James River Restora-
tion. · · 

f. The 1990 Legislature adopted SB341, which appropriated $1,780,000 for the WFCF. Of 
this amount, $300,000 is to be new state money from the general fund, and $1,480,000 is 
to come from existing.WFCFfunds. The projects to be included are $1,130,000 for the 
Consolidated Water Facilities Construction Fund Program, and $15,000 in Study loans, 
for the Gregory County Pumped Storage Study. The remaining $635,000 is for the 
following projects: James River Restoration Project, $260,000; Mid-Dakota RWS 
Project, $75,000; Big Sioux Flood Control - Watertown, $50,000; Big Sioux Flood Control 
-: Sioux Falls, $50,000; Southeastern S.D. Water· Supply System, $50,000; Black Hills 
Hydrology Study, $50,000; Drought Assistance Program, $100,000. 
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