




































































delete segments of the Cheyenne River 
and North Fork of the Whetstone River 
from the list of navigable streams requiring 
installation of gates in fences crossing the 
streams. After a hearing, the board found 
that the public did not make sufficient use 
of the stream segments to be classified as 
navigable. Rules were adopted deleting 
the stream segments from the list of navi­
gable streams that require a gate in any 
fence crossing the streams. 

• The board also considered a contested 

ground-water discharge plan renewal ap­
plication filed by the Golden Reward Min­
ing Company. The discharge plan renewal 
was necessary so that Golden Reward 
could continue to off-load spent ore from 
the facility's heap leach pads and dispose 
of it in their spent ore disposal area. The 
board found that implementation of the 
compliance monitoring outlined in the 
ground-water discharge plan renewal was 
adequate to ensure that beneficial uses will 
not be impaired and that there was no 
hazard to human health. 

Water Management Board 

Members of the Board of Water Management pictured left to right (back row) Bernita Loucks, Leo Holzhauer, 
Marian Gunderson, Joel Rickenbach; (front row) Rodney Freeman, Francis Brink (Chairman), and Dwayne 
Rollag. 
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BOARD OF WATER AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
An annual report of the Board of 

Water and Natural Resources (Board) is re­
quired by South Dakota Codified Law 
(SDCL) 46A-1-14. The report is to contain 
all activities that the Board has engaged in 
during the year including a detailed account 
of expenditures from the Water and Environ­
ment Fund. 

The Board undertook a number of 
activities during 1993. One of the most sig­
nificant decisions affecting South Dakota was 
the Board's recommendations to Governor 
George S. Mickelson regarding dedicated 
funding for water development. The Board's 
recommendations and support throughout 
the 1993 Legislature were instrumental in se­
curing a dedication of$8 million annually for 
water development. 

The Board placed 110 projects on the 
1993 State Water Plan throughout the year. 
This action enabled project sponsors to be 
eligible for financial assistance from a num­
ber of sources including the Community De­
velopment Block Grant Program, the 
Farmers Home Administration, the State Re­
volving Fund Program, and the Consolidated 
Water Facilities Construction Fund Program. 

The Board awarded over $17.8 million 
in funds for construction of municipal drink­
ing water systems, wastewater facilities, 
dredging projects, rural water systems, irriga­
tion projects, landfill closures and recycling 
projects. These loan and grant funds w~re 
significant in providing South Dakotans wtth 
safe, dependable environmental infrastruc­
ture. 

Following is a more detailed overview 
of the Board's actions regarding the various 
programs under its authority. 
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FUNDING DECISIONS 
One of the duties of the Board is to 

make grant and· 1oan funding decisions for 
funds appropriated to the Consolidated 
Water Facilities Construction Program, the 
State Revolving Fund Program, the Ground­
water Research and Public Education Pro­
gram, and the Solid Waste Management 
Program. 

CONSOLIDATED WATER FACILITIES 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

The Consolidated Program was estab­
lished by the 1986 State Legislature to pro­
vide grants or loans for water development 
projects included on the State Water Facili­
ties Plan. This program replaced the con­
struction loan program and several smaller 
programs in an effort to simplify the State's 
financing process for small water projects. 

The 1993 State Legislature approved 
a dedicated revenue source for water devel­
opment and appropriated $3.4 million for the 
Consolidated Program. The Board awarded 
43 grants totaling $3,126,125 and four loans 
totaling $348,725 (Table 1 ). These awards 
helped leverage $32,983,500 in construction 
activities. 

Included in these awards were two 
grants to the Department of Environment 
and Natural Resources (Department). The 
Board approved a $100,000 grant to be used 
to assist school districts with the repair or 
replacement of drinking fountains which test 
high for lead or copper contaminants. In ad­
dition, the Board approved a $75,000 grant to 
provide financial assistance for rural consum­
ers to hook up to a rural water system if they 
had private wells which were contaminated by 
flood waters this summer. 



TABLEl 

1993 CONSOLIDATED AWARDS 

Sponsor Description Award Amount ~ 
Burke Lake dredge $ 25,000 Grant 

B-Y Water District System expansion 150,000 Grant 

Campbell County WEB expansion 100,000 Grant 

Centerville Water system upgrade 50,000 Grant 
Oark Rural Water System System expansion 200,000 Grant 
Colton Wastewater upgrade 20,000 Grant 
Custer Wastewater lagoon 30,000 Grant 
DENR School water testing 100,0001 Grant 
DENR Flood relief 75,000 Grant 
DeSmet Sewer repair 5,000 Grant 
Edmunds Conservation District Lake restoration 7,000 Grant 
Egan Rural water connection 50,000 Grant 
Eureka Rural water connection 200,000 Grant 
Flandreau Water treatment/supply 100,000 Grant 
Fort Pierre Water/wastewater 100,000 Grant 
Hayti Wastewater treatment 25,000 Grant 
Hot Springs Water storage/distribution 200,000 Grant 
Hurley Connection to T-M RWS 7,000 Grant 
Huron Wastewater collection 24,000 Grant 
Kingbrook Rural Water System Lake Preston connection 75,000 Grant 
Lake Cochrane Sanitary District Sewer mitigation 7,200 Grant 
Lakeside Rural Water System Water storage reservoir 5,000 Grant 
Langford Wastewater treatment 40,000 Grant 
Lead Deadwood Sanitary District Water treatment plant 500,000 Grant 
Lesterville Water distn"bution upgrade 5,725 Grant 
Madison Water/wastewater repair 19,000 Grant 
McCookLake Lake dredge 113,000 Grant 
Minnehaha Conservation District Lake dredge 104,000 Grant 
Montrose Rural water connection 8,500 Grant 
Murdo Watermain upgrade 36,000 Grant 
No. Central Rc&D Demonstration project 13,900 Grant 
Philip Water storage . 100,000 Grant 
Platte Water distn"bution upgrade 25,000 Grant 
Provo Township Water distn"bution repair 4,500 Grant 
Punished Woman's Lake dredge 125,000 Grant 
Randall Water District System upgrade 50,000 Grant 
Reliance Dam rehabilitation 33,500 Grant 
Renner Sanitary District Sewer mitigation project 9,800 Grant 
So. Brown Conservation District Richmond Lake restoration 30,000 Grant 
Spearfish Wastewater system upgrade 150,000 Grant 
Sturgis Water distn"bution/supply 43,000 Grant 
St. Lawrence Wastewater treatment 100,000 Grant 
Watertown Water distn"bution upgrade 60,000 Grant 
Desmet System rehabilitation 60,000 Loan 
Lesterville Water distn"bution upgrade 5,725 Loan 
Philip Water storage 180,000 Loan 
St Lawrence Wastewater treatment 1031000 Loan 

TOTAL $3,474,850 
(1) prior year expenditure authority 
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GROUNDWATER RESEARCH AND 
PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM 

' 

The Groundwater Research and Pub­
lic Education Program was created to study 
groundwater contamination, to provide infor­
mation on sou.nd groundwater management, 
and to devel,op methods for preventing 
groundwater pollution. This program will 
end March 15,! 1994 as provided by the sunset 
language in the authorizing legislation. 

The Groundwater Protection Fund 
has three sources of revenue: 1) the Pesticide 
Groundwater Fee; 2) the Fertilizer Inspec­
tion Fee; and 3) the Petroleum Release Com­
pensation Fund. A fourth revenue source, 
which was discontinued July 1st, was the Sur­
face Mining Chemical Leaching Fee. The 
Board approved 10 grants in 1993 totaling 
$370,635 (Table 2). 

TABLE2 

1993 GROUNDWATER RESEARCH AND 

PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM GRANTS 
Sponsor Description Grant Amount 
Dr. Ralph Davis 
Dr. John Davidson 

Study on monitoring systems $ 44,901 
26,280 
26,641 
58,688 
25,000 
28,805 
40,000 
41,910 
38,454 
39,956 

Drs. Landon-Arnold & Koczon 
Drs. Rickerl & Gritzner 
Dr. David Oay 
Dr. M.R. Islam 
Lance Johnson 
Dr. Larry Janssen· 
Dr. David Clay 

Book on groundwater laws 
Indigenous microorganism study 
Study of GIS as management tool 
Ratio mass spectrometer 
Remediation of contaminated soils 
Weed and pest control program 
Impacts of wetland farm practices 
Systematic soil sampling 

Dr. M.R. Islam Fractured formation study 
TOTAL $370,635 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM 

Solid Waste Management Program 
grant funds have been in high demand during 
the year. Since i.ts inception in 1992, 108 grant 
applications have been received. The Board 
has awarded 65 grants totaling $1,150,070 
which leveraged over $2.5 million of construc­
tion. Table 3 shows the Solid Waste Program 
grants that have been awarded by the Board 
at the December 1992 and May 1993 funding 
rounds. 

Of the grants awarded, 60 assisted in 
the closure of 65 landfills. The 1993 State 

I 
! 
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Legislature authorized the Board to provide 
75% of the 1993 appropriation for landfill 
closure projects. Without financial assistance 
to close at this time, these sites may have had 
to comply with the new landfill monitoring 
and liner requirements in the federal Re­
sources Conservation and Recovery Act 
(Subtitle D). The remaining five awards as­
sisted recycling projects and research. 

Continued interest and need for the 
Solid Waste Program has been demonstrated 
by the 51 additional applications received for 
the December 1993 funding round. These 
applications request $3.1 million in grant as-



sistance for projects with total costs exceeding 
$9 .3 million. Many of the applications are a 
direct result of the federal Subtitle D regula­
tions and State waste reduction goals and · 
material bans affecting landfills. 

The State Legislature has annually 

authorized $1.15 million for Solid Waste Pro­
gram grants. These funds are generated from 
two dedicated sources: a $1.00 per ton land-·· 
fill surcharge on municipal solid waste and a 
$0.25 per tire vehicle registration fee. 

TABLE3 

1993 SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT GRANT AWARDS 

MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE GRANTS 
Sponsor ll~scri~tion Grant Amount 1'21!!1 froje£t 
Beresford Closure $30,800 $ 56,000 
Bowdle Closure 20,000 30,200 
Buffalo County Closure 15,000 21,900 
Buffalo Gap Closure 14,700 19,600 
Colome Closure 7,600 10,201 
Doland Closure 4,800 9,750 
Faith Closure 4,700 9,500 
Iroquois Closure 18,000 24,530 
Kimball Closure 21,900 29,300 
Lesteiville Closure 7,500 12,800 
Marshall County Closure 13,900 18,572 
Quinn Closure 2,500 5,000 
Stratford Closure 24,300 39,025 
Timber Lake Closure 15,000 31,350 
Turton Closure 7,300 9,150 
Alpena Closure 12,000 20,800 
Belvidere Closure 15,000 28,200 
Bison Closure 5,000 10,000 
Brentford Closure 5,000 8,000 
Brown County Closure 70,000 230,625 
Buffalo Closure 5,000 11,000 
Chamberlain Closure 12,000 21,500 
Claire City Closure 5,000 9,870 
Colton Closure 5,000 16,400 
Corsica Closure 22,000 45,000 
Cresbard Closure 10,000 20,000 
Day County Closure 20,000 46,500 
DeSmet Closure 17,000 35,000 
Eureka Closure 5,000 8,600 
Geddes Closure 17,000 32,255 
Grant County Closure 71,100 128,000 
Haarstad Sanitation, Inc. Closure 12,000 35,500 
Harrold Closure 23,000 50,000 
Highmore Closure 13,000 22,000 
Hot Springs Closure 130,000 618,700 
Hoven Closure 3,000 9,900 
Ipswich Closure 4,400 8.800 
Madison Closure 13,000 26,700 
Marion Closure 5,000 14,200 
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TABLE 3 (cont.) 

Sponsor Description Grant Amount Iota) froj,g 
McIntosh aosure 3,800 6,070 
Mellette aosure 23,000 45,000 
Miller aosure 7,500 34,700 
Murdo aosure 5,000 10,000 
Onida aosure 5,000 17,800 
Platte aosure 10,000 20,000 
Redfield aosure 15,000 35,000 
Ree Heights Closure 40,000 56,720 
Roberts County aosure 14,000 28,336 
Rosholt aosure 5,000 17,270 
Scenic Closure 6,000 12,000 
Seneca aosure 5,000 9,000 
South Shore aosure 20,000 31,,650 
Turner County-Dolton aosure 6,500 13,000 
Turner County-Johnson aosure 7,000 19,340 
Wall-Walker aosure 17,370 28,950 
Wessington Springs aosure 10,000 36,000 
Wilmot aosure 5,000 20,900 
Winner aosure 15,000 36,166 
Wolsey aosure 10,000 27,600 
Zell Closure S,000 lQ,000 

TOTAL $ 942,670 $2,300,530 

RECYCLING GRANTS 

AMSS Recycling, Dell Rapids 
No. Plains Recycling, Sioux Falls 
R.C. Plastic Research 
Vermillion, aay'Co. Recycling 
Winner 

TOTAL 

STATE REVOLVING FUND 

The State Revolving Fund, which be­
gan in 1988, is:designed to provide low-inter­
est loans to municipalities, sanitary districts, 
and watershed districts. The loans are used 
for construction of wastewater facilities, 
storm sewers, and nonpoint source pollution 
control projects. To be eligible for a State 
Revolving Fun,d Program loan, projects must 
be on the State Water Plan and the Intended 
Use Plan as approved by the Board. 

' 

In 1993 the Board approved nine loans 
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$ 12,800 
110,000 
10,600 
70,000 
4,000 

$207,400 

$ 23,900 
220,000 
17,360 
96,250 
6,490 

$ 364,000 

(Table 4) totaling $8,103,500. To date 49 
loans have been made from the program to­
taling $39,584,058. Interest rates are set an­
nually by the Board. In November the Board 
voted to continue the rates at3% for lOyears, 
4% for 15 years, and 5% for 20 years. These 
rates have been in effect since October 1990. 

In September the Board began the 
process to advance refund its 1989 and 1992 
State Revolving Fund Revenue Bonds. It is 
believed that this advanced refunding will be 
completed in January 1994. The Board's de-



cision to refinance is based on the current low 
interest rates. A considerable cost savings to 
the Revolving Fund Program will be achieved 
by the advanced refunding of the $10,055,000 
of outstanding revenue bonds. 

State Revolving Loan Funds for Nonpoint 
Source Pollution/Solid Waste 

In a continuing effort to protect the 
state's groundwater resources, the Depart­
ment worked with EPA to amend the State 
Revolving Fund Handbook of Procedures. 
This amendment makes municipal solid 
waste facilities eligible to utilize the Revolv­
ing Fund Program as a nonpoint source 
groundwater protection activity. In order to 
be eligible for the Revolving Fund Program, 

nonpoint source pollution projects must ap­
pear on the Nonpoint Management Plan in 
addition to the State Water Plan and the 
Intended Use Plan. 

Providing Revolving Fund loans to 
municipal solid waste projects will assist com­
munities in complying with federal Subtitle D 
regulations and help ensure the protection of 
the state's groundwater resources through en­
vironmentally sound waste management. 
The need for assistance will continue through 
the next three to five years as South Dakota 
establishes a network of transfer stations and 
regional landfills. Total costs for these facili­
ties have been estimated to be over $20 mil­
lion. 

TABLE4 

STATE REVOLVING FUND 
Description LoanAmount 
New Interceptors 

Sponsor 
Brandon 
Chamberlain 
Custer 
Elk Point 
Pollock 
Rapid City 
Sioux Falls 
Sturgis 

Major Rehab/Storm Sewer 
Secondary Treatment 
New Interceptors 
Secondary Treatment 
Major Rehabilitation 
Major Rehabilitation 

$ 600,000 
265,000 
231,000 
458,000 
170,000 
777,500 

4,500,000 
502,000 
600,000 

$8,103,500 

Interest Rate 
3% 
3% 
3% 
4% 
3% 
4% 
3% 
5% 
4% 

New Interceptors 
Tea Storm Sewer 

TOTAL 

STATE WATER RESOURCES MANAGE­
MENT SYSTEM 

In 1993 the Board approved $5.38 mil­
lion in funding assistance for the major pro­
jects on the State Water Resources 
Management System component of the State 
Water Plan (Table 5). Included in these 
awards were a $2.5 million construction loan 
for the West River Rural Water System com­
ponent of the Mni Wiconi project and a $2.5 
million construction grant for the Mid-Da-
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kota Rural Water System. 

West River Rural Water will use the 
$2.5 million loan to construct the Creighton 
area distribution system as an advanced fea­
ture of the Mni Wiconi project. West River 
will install 160 miles of pipeline to serve over 
80 rural users in eastern Pennington County. 
A "Turn Some Dirt" ground breaking cele­
bration was held on October 11, 1993 for the 
Creighton area project. 



The Mid-Dakota grant will enable that 
project to complete the required Final Engi­
neering Report to Congress in early 1994 
setting the stage for a Mid-Dakota construc­
tion ground breaking in July 1994. 

The accomplishment of having two 
federally authorized projects of this magni­
tude under construction is unprecedented in 
South Dakota water development history. 

TABLES 

1993 STATE WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

FUNDING AWARD SUMMARY 
Project 

Black Hills Hydrology Study 

James River Improvement Program 

Lewis & Oark Rural Water System 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System 

Mni Wiconi Rural Water System 

Perkins County Rural Water System 

Sioux Falls Flood Control 

TOTAL 

Grant Amount 

$100,000 

55,000 

125,000 

2,500,000 
2,500,000 (l) 

50,000 

50,000 

$ 5,380,000 

(1) Includes $1.0 million of expenditure authority approved by the 1991 State Legislature. 

LAKE RESTORATION/NONPOINT 
SOURCE POLLUTION 

The South Dakota Clean Lakes and 
Non point Source Pollution Control Programs 
are designed to assess the status of pollution 
sources and their subsequent effect on water 
bodies throughout the State; provide techni­
cal assistance to local project sponsors in the 
design and implementation of individual pro­
jects; provide financial support to individual 
projects through the management of state 
and federal grants; and provide assistance in 
monitoring the effectiveness of implementa­
tion projects. Each program has general 
statewide responsibilities in the management 
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oflakes and nonpoint pollution problems and 
also focuses on the restoration of specific 
lakes and the prevention of nonpoint pollu­
tion problems in specific watershed areas. 

The Board has oversight authority for 
EPA grants to Clean Lakes and Nonpoint 
Source projects. Project applications for 
EPA Implementation grants are submitted to 
the Board prior to submission to EPA. The 
Board has the authority to approve or disap­
prove project applications and to prioritize 
the applications prior to grant requests being 
forwarded to EPA. Table 6 lists EPA Imple­
mentation grants awarded for 1993. 



The Board is also involved in review­
ing development activities designed to plan 
for and lead into implementation projects. 
These activities are critical for the develop-

ment of effective implementation projects. 
Table 7 lists the projects funded through the 
EPA Development grants as well as the EPA 
314 aean Lakes Program. 

TABLE6 

1993 EPA IMPLEMENTATION AWARDS 
Project 
Wall Lake 
Punished Woman's 
McCookLake 
Burke Lake 
Shadehill Lake 
Mina Lake 
East River Riparian 
Lake Byron 
Nitrogen/pesticide 

in groundwater 
Coordinated Resources 

Management 

Project 
Lake Poinsett 
Lake Water Quality Assessment 
Pennington County Drainage 
Pennington County Drainage 
SDSU Coop. Extension Service 
Black Hills RC&D 

Description Grant Amount 
Lake restoration $ -0-
Lake restoration -0-
Lake restoration -0-
Lake restoration -0-
Lake protection 183,875 
Pollution control 196,900 
Pollution control 76,540 
Pollution control 245,275 

Groundwater monitor 54,249 

Pollution control 5.000 
TOTAL $761,839 

TABLE7 

1993 EPA DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 
Descrif tion 
Phase study 
Statewide lake study 
Detention cell demonstration 
BMP development 

Roberts County Conservation District 
White River School District 

Livestock waste handbook 
Slash piles for erosion control 
Lake Traverse/Little Minnesota study 
Little River Preservation 

Davison Conservation District Firesteel Creek/Lake Mitchell study 
TOTAL 

Project Cost 
$ 173,340 

178,100 
254,750 
56,000 

969,300 
915,300 
179,700 
874,635 

90,415 

150.000 
$3,841,540 

Grant Amount 
$ 94,980 

50,000 
4,000 
4,250 
2,100 
5,270 
9,860 
7,430 
4,950 

S 182,840 

1993 WATER DEVELOPMENT LEG­
ISLATION 

FEDERAL LEGISLATION 

This section gives a brief summary of 
the federal and state legislation passed during 
1993. 
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· The federal fiscal year 1994 Energy 
and Water Development Appropriations Bill 
was signed by the President on October 28, 
1993 (Public Law 103-126). The funding lev­
els for South Dakota water projects are listed 
in Table 8. 



TABLES 

1994 FEDERAL WATER APPROPRIATIONS 

Bureau of Reclamation 

General Investigations 
Black Hills Water Management Study 
Lewis & Clark rural water system 

Construction 
Belle Fourche Unit 
Mni Wiconi rural water system 
Mid-Dakota rural water system 
Oahe Unit 
Wetlands Development/Blunt Reservoir 

Operation and Maintenance 
MniWiconi 

$ 100,000 
50,000 

7,310,000 
10,000,000 
2,000,000 

96,000 
30,000 

500,000 

Corps of Engineers 

General Investigations 
Aberdeen and Vicinity flood control 
James River Environmental 
Sioux Falls Flood control project 
Watertown & Vicinity flood control 
Oahe Dam to Lake Sharpe 

Operation and Maintenance 
Big Bend Dam/Lake Sharpe 
Ft Randall Dam/Francis Case 
Gavins Point/Lewis & Clark 
Oahe Dam/Lake Oahe 
Cold Brook Lake 
Cottonwood Springs Lake 
Lake Traverse, SD & MN 

Construction 
Missouri National Recreational River 

STATE LEGISLATION 

The 1993 Legislature adopted House 
Bill 1353, an Omnibus Water & Infrastruc­
ture Funding Bill which established a dedi­
cated revenue stream for water development 
and authorized expenditures from the Water 
and Environment Fund and the Groundwater 
Protection Fund. 

Infrastructure Revenue Sources 

The water and infrastructure financ-
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$ 150,000 
30,000 

300,000 
370,000 
250,000 

5,980,000 
9,986,000 
5,778,000 
9,689,000 

182,000 
165,000 
581,000 

74,000 

ing provisions of House Bill 1353 established 
a Capital Construction Fund with dedicated 
revenues from the State Cement Plant, the 
on-line lottery (Powerball), and the Petro­
leum Release Compensation and Tank In­
spection Fee. This legislation provides for 
transfers of funds from the Capital Construc­
tion Fund to the Water and Environment 
Fund and its subfunds. The transfers total 
$6.5 million for state fiscal year 1994 and $8.0 
million annually beginning in fiscal year 1995. 



Additionally, the existing Contractor's Excise 
Tax on State Water Resources Management 
System projects with construction costs ex­
ceeding $20 million is dedicated to the Water 
and Environment Fund. 

Expenditure Authorizations 
House Bill 1353 authorized the follow­

ing expenditures from the Water and Envi­
ronment Fund: 

• Mid-Dakota Rural Water System - $2.5 
million grant to provide nonfederal cost 
share for Mid-Dakota pre-construction 
and construction; 

• Mni Wiconi Rural Water Supply System -
$1.5 · million loan to provide nonf ederal 
cost share for Mni Wiconi project con­
struction; 

• Consolidated Water Facilities Construc­
tion Program - $3,400,000 to provide 
grants and loans for community drinking 
water, wastewater, and lake improvement 
projects; 

• James River Restoration project- $55,000 
grant for channel clean-out activities and 
other restoration activities; 

• Black Hills Hydrology Study - $100,000 
grant to local project sponsors to provide 
nonfederal cost share for ongoing hydro­
logical studies of the Black Hills; 

• Black Hills Hydrology Study - $130,000 
grant to DENR for operation of the Black 
Hills groundwater monitoring network; 

• Brennan Reservoir - $25,000 grant for ad­
ditional feasibility studies for a Brennan 
reservoir; 

• Lewis & Clark Rural Water Supply Sys­
tem - $125,000 grant to complete feasibil­
ity studies and seek congressional 
authorization; 

• Sioux Falls Flood Control Project -
$50,000 grant to provide nonfederal cost 
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share to complete a Corps of Engineers 
feasibility study to upgrade flood control 
structures in Sioux Falls; 

• Fall River Rural Water System project -
$500,000 grant for project construction; 

• Perkins County Rural Water System pro­
ject - $50,000 grant for project planning 
and feasibility studies; and 

• Solid Waste Management Program -
$1, 150,000 to provide grants for commu­
nity solid waste and recycling projects. 

House Bill 1353 authorized the follow­
ing expenditures of funds from the Ground­
water Protection Fund. 

• Groundwater Research and Education 
Program - $530,000 to provide grants for 
groundwater research and education pro­
jects; and 

• Black Hills Hydrology Study - $50,000 
grant to DENR to conduct hydrology 
studies of groundwater resources of the 
Black Hills. 

Major Project Authorizations 

Following the procedures outlined in 
SDCL 46A-1-ll through 46A-1-13, House 
Bill 1353 provided for the legislative authori­
zation of two major water development pro­
jects. In addition ~o general legislative 
authorizations, each project authorization 
section provided a cost estimate and cost in­
dexing; a nonfederal cost share commitment; 
and requires specific appropriation of grant 
funds. The following Resource Management 
System projects were authorized: 

• Lewis & Clark Rural Water System -$200 
million of South Dakota project features 
were authorized for construction; the 
Governor and project sponsors were 
authorized to negotiate a nonJederal 
matching agreement with Congress; and 
the State's cost share may not exceed 50% 
of the nonfederal match requirement 



• Fall River Rural Water System - $6.5 mil­
lion project was,authorized for construc­
tion, and the State cost share of $500,000 
was committed. 

State Water Plan 
House Bill 1353 added the Perkins 

County Rural Water System to the State 
Water Resources Management System as a 
priority water development objective. The 
following projects were removed from the list: 
Dakota Dunes, Dakota Lakes Irrigation pro­
ject, Missouri River National Recreational 
River, Water for Energy Transport system, 
and West River Aqueduct. 

State Owned Dredges 

Senate Bill 268 and House Bill 1353 
transferred ownership of three state owned 
dredges to the South Dakota Lakes and 
Streams Association for use in the restoration 
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of South Dakota lakes. The funds remaining 
in the Dredge Wear Element Replacement 
Fund were also transferred to the Association 
to assist in the operation of the dredges. Ad­
ditionally, the legislation permitted the sale of 
the 14 inch dredge without regard to mini­
mum bid requirements. The 14 inch dredge 
was purchased by the McCook Lake Izaak 
Walton League for $185,000. 

Water and Environment Fund 

House Bill 1353 included the Legisla­
tive policy statement that in the administra­
tion of the Water and Environment Fund the 
highest priority shall be given to domestic 
uses of water through the development of 
public water distribution systems. In Senate 
Bill 84, the Legislature removed all cost share 
requirements for Water and Environment 
Fund construction loans. 



1993 LEGISLATIVE OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

Senator Frank J. K.loucek 
Senator M. Michael Rounds 
Rep. William F. Cerny, Jr. 
Rep. Edward E. Van Gerpen 

Scotland 
Pierre 
Burke 
Avon 

BOARD OF WATER AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

James G. Bell, Chairman 
Steven Lowrie, Vice-Chairman 
Dale Kennedy, Secretary 
Thomas Everist 
John Loucks 
Wayne Gustafson 
George Scully 

Rapid City 
Watertown 
Beresford 
Sioux Falls 
Rapid City 
Rapid City 
Wentworth 

Pictured are members of the Board of Water and Natural Resources from left to right 

(back row) George Scully, Dale Kennedy, John Loucks; (front row) Wayne Gustafson, 

James Bell (Chairman), and Steve Lowrie. Not pictured is Tom Everist. 
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To 
Governor Walter D. Miller 

and the 
Sixty-ninth Session, Legislative Assembly 

1994 

1994 STATE WATER PLAN 

Board of Water and Natural Resources 

January 1994 
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1994 STATE WATER PLAN 
One of the responsibilities of the 

Board of Water and Natural Resources is the 
State Water Plan. The 1982 State Legislature 
established the plan to obtain the optimum 
overall benefits of the State's water resources 
for the general health, welfare, safety, and 
economic well-being of the people of South 
Dakota through the conservation, develop­
ment, management, and use of those re­
sources. The Legislature placed the 
responsibility for this plan upon the Board. 

The State Water Plan, as established 
in SDCL46A-1-2, consists of two components 
- the State Water Facilities Plan and the State 
Water Resources Management System. In 
order to be considered for the State Water 
Plan, projects must meet certain criteria es­
tablished by the Board. These eligibility cri­
teria are used as guidelines for the Board, the 
Department, and the Water Developments 
Districts when considering a project for inclu­
sion onto the State Water Plan. 

STATE WATER FACILITIES PLAN 
The State Water Facilities Plan (Facil­

ity Plan) identifies future projects such as 
rural, municipal, and industrial water sup­
plies, dam safety, storm water, water conser­
vation, lake restoration/nonpoint source 
pollution control, solid waste planning, solid 
waste management, groundwater contamina­
tion, pollution prevention or remediation 

' and wastewater facilities. The Board is re-
sponsible for approving all projects which are 
placed onto the Facility Plan. With sufficient 
funding, the Board can directly finance cer­
tain projects. But equally important, the 
Board can significantly influence federal cate-
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gorical grant decisions or funding decisions 
from other state agencies. 

In November the Board reviewed 84 
applications for the 1994 State Water Facili­
ties Plan. The Board approved 75 of the 
applications (Table 9). These projects are 
now eligible to seek state/federal financial 
~ssistance as they proceed. Additional pro­
Jects may be amended onto the Facilities Plan 
during the year. 

STATE WATER RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

The State Water Resources Manage­
ment System identifies typically large, costly 
water projects that require specific state or 
federal authorization and/or financing. 
These projects are placed onto the list by the 
Governor and the Legislature from recom­
mendations made by the Board. The Water 
Resources Management System serves as the 
preferred priority list to accomplish optimum 
water resources management in the State. 
Once a project is placed onto the list it re­
mains until it is removed by legislative action. 

In November, the Board reviewed all 
projects on the list (Table 10). With the com­
pletion of construction of the federally 
authorized project, the Board recommends 
that the WEB Pipeline project be removed 
from the list. Additionally, the Board recom­
mends the names of the following projects 
currently on the list be revised as indicated to 
more accurately reflect the scope of the pro­
jects: Black Hills Hydrology and Water Man­
agement Study and the Vermillion Basin 
Flood Control Project. 



TABLE9 

1994 STATE WATER FACILITIES PLAN 
Sponsor 
Alexandria 
Armour 
Big Stone City 
Box Elder 
Brookings Conservation District 
Brule-Buffalo Conservation District 
Burke 
B-Y Water District 
Campbell County 
Charles Mix Lake Restor 
Colome 
Dakota Dunes 
Deadwood 
Dell Rapids 
DeSmet 
Eagle Butte 
Emery 
Eureka 
Freeman 
Garretson 
Garretson 
Geddes 
Groton 
HansonRWS 
Harrisburg 
Herreid 
Hot Springs 
Hot Springs 
Hurley 
Interior 
Lake Andes 
Lake Byron Watershed 
Lake Poinsett Sanitary District 
Lake Preston 
Leola 
Madison 
Marion 
McCookLake 
Milbank 
Murdo 
No. Central RC&D 
Northdale Sanitary District 
Parker 
Parkston 
Pennington Country Drainage 
Pennington Country Drainage 
Pickerel Lake Sanitary District 
Punished Woman's Association 
Ramona 
Randall Water District 
Rapid City 
Rapid City 
Reliance 
Revillo 

Description 
Water storage upgrade 
Water/sewer upgrade 
Water storage/supply 
Water main replacement 
Lake Campbell watershed 
Lake Wanalain dam rehab 
Burke Lake dredge 
System expansion 
WEB expansion 
Lake Andes restoration 
Water distn'bution upgrade 
Water, wastewater expansion 
Sanitary sewer upgrade 
Utility improvements 
Highway 25 water/sewer 
Watermain/storm sewer 
Rip-rap sewage lagoon 
Lake Eureka dredge 
Water/sewer expansion 
Water system upgrade 
Wastewater treatment upgrade 
Water/sewer upgrade 
Sanitary sewer expansion 
System expansion 
San/storm sewer & water supply 
Watermain replacement 
Solid waste disposal 
Storm sewer upgrade 
Water distn'bution/supply 
Water storage 
Water distn'bution expansion 
Sanitary sewer 
Sanitary sewer expansion 
Water distribution upgrade 
Water storage 
Water supply/treatment 
Sanitary sewer upgrade 
McCook Lake dredge 
Sanitary sewer expansion 
Sanitary sewer outfall upgrade 
Foster Creek demonstration 
Lagoon expansion 
Sanitary sewer expansion 
Water storage 
County Heights Drainage Basin 
Racetrack Draw Drainage Basin 
Sanitary sewer/treatment 
Punished Woman's Lake dredge 
Water distn'bution upgrade 
Delmont/Wagner expansion 
Canyon Lake restoration 
Regional landfill facility 
Lake Reliance dam rehab 
Wastewater collection upgrade 
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Total Cost 
$ 164,650 

196,000 
1,125,000 

410,000 
348,100 
74,366 
10,000 

26,000,000 
4,422,323 

660,000 
134,000 
672,610 
465,000 

1,004,000 
175,000 
125,400 
12,000 

244,464 
621,000 
473,000 
728,985 
36,530 

155,000 
400,000 
820,000 
633,700 

1,715,000 
335,000 
742,000 
262,500 

47,800 
1,407,460 

510,000 
133,000 
238,500 
505,000 
130,000 
283,500 
750,000 
130,000 
383,000 

1,300,000 
210,000 
280,000 
386,250 
321,250 

2,068,425 
190,000 
200,000 
362,200 

2,180,958 
750,000 
67,000 

460,200 



Sponsor 
Revillo 
Richmond Lake Sanitary District 
Roberts County 
Salem 
Scotland 
Sioux Falls 
Sisseton 
S. Missouri Waste Management 
Stanley County 
Tripp 
Tri-County Landfill 
Turner County 
Tyndall 
Tyndall 
Vale Sanitary District 
Vermillion 
Warner 
Watertown 
Webster 
Worthing 
Yankton 

TABLE 9 (cont.) 

Description 
Connection to rural water 
Sanitary sewer/treatment 
Big Stone Lake restoration 
Storm drainage diversion 
Storm sewer expansion 
Wastewater facilities improvement 
Storm sewer/water distribution 
Regional solid waste facility 
Bad River water quality 
Water distn"bution upgrade 
Regional solid waste facility 
Swan Lake dredge 
Water distn"bution upgrade 
Storm sewer 
Wastewater lagoon expansion 
Storm sewer 
Storm sewer 
Lake Kampeska watershed 
Water/sewer upgrade & expansion 
Wastewater lagoon upgrade 
Sewer interceptor 
TOTAL 

TABLE 10 

Total Cost 
130,000 

1,545,600 
'lf,3;l.97 
780,000 
115;l.OO 

1,000,000 
1,060,680 

649,554 
518,865 
125,940 
889,000 
899,000 
435,500 
625,930 
128,000 
500,000 
'lf,2,000 
794,850 
535,000 
723,000 
854,160 

$ 69,295,747 

STATE WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Belle Fourche Irrigation Project 
Big Sioux Flood Control Study 
Black Hills Hydrology and Water Management Study 
Brennan Reservoir 
CENDAK Irrigation Project 
Fall River County Rural Water System 
Gregory County Rural Water System 
James River Improvement Program 
Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II Irrigation Unit 
Lewis & Oark Rural Water System 
Mid-Dakota Rural Water System 
Mni Wiconi Rural Water System 
Perkins County Rural Water System 
Pick-Sloan Riverside Irrigation 
Sioux Falls Flood Control Project 
Slip-Up Creek 
Vermillion Basin Flood Control Project 
WEB Pipeline Project ** 

Project Description 

Rehabilitation of Belle Fourche Project 
Watertown Flood Control Dam 
Hydro logic study of the Black Hills 
Management of water flows in Rapid Creek 
Irrigation project in central SD 
Proposed rural water system in Fall River County 
Multipurpose water utilization 
Study of improvement program on James River 
Irrigation projects in Charles Mix County 
Supplemental water supply system in southeastern SD 
Proposed rural water system in central SD 
Proposed rural water system in western SD 
Proposed rural water system in northwestern SD 
Pick-Sloan integration of irrigation 
Increased flood protection 
Reservoir near Sioux Falls 
Flood control study on Vermillion River 
Construction of rural water system 

** project recommended by the Board of Water and Natural Resources to be deleted from the State Water 
Resources Management System list. 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES MANAGE­
MENT SYSTEM PROJECT UPDATES 

This section reports the progress of 
the projects on the 1993 State Water Re­
sources Management System. A brief sum­
mary of each project and its status is 
presented below. The year in the title indi­
cates when the project was placed onto the 
Resources Management System. 

Belle Fourche Irrigation Project - 1981 

• The original Belle Fourche Irrigation pro­
ject was authorized by Congress in 1904 
and completed in 1914 to deliver irriga­
tion water to 57,000 acres in Butte County. 

• A $50.75 million rehabilitation project re­
ceived Congressional authorization in 
1983. 

• Rehabilitation of the delivery system will 
reduce operation and maintenance costs, 
conserve water, provide safety features, 
lessen the risk of system failure, reclaim 
agricultural lands affected by seepage 
losses, and protect the economic welfare 
of the area. 

• Federal appropriations began in 1984 and 
the project has received $47,346,000 in 
federal appropriations through FFY 
1994. Authorized rehabilitation efforts 
on the Diversion Dam and distribution 
system are anticipated to be completed in 
1995. 

• Bureau of Reclamation and Belle 
Fourche Irrigation District are evaluating 
the rehabilitation of other distribution 
system features. Congressional action to 
raise the project ceiling will be required to 
expand the project. 

Big Sioux Flood Control Study - 1989 

• The project will provide flood protection 
for Watertown, Lake Kampeska, and Peli­
can Lake through the construction of a dry 
dam on Mahoney Creek at an estimated 
cost of $13 .4 million. 
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• The federal interest in constructing a 
flood control project was investigated and 
established in a 1987 Reconnaissance Re­
port by the Corps of Engineers. 

• Feasibility studies were initiated in 1988 
by the Corps of Engineers in cooperation 
with the City of Watertown, East Dakota 
Water Development District, Codington 
County, and the Department of Environ­
ment and Natural Resources. 

• State legislative appropriations have to­
taled $150,000 for 1989, 1990, and 1991 to 
assist local sponsors in meeting the non­
federal cost share requirements. 

• It is anticipated that the Corps of Engi­
neers will complete a project feasibility 
study in 1994. A public hearing on the 
project recommendations will be sched­
uled after the study report has been dis­
tributed for review. 

Black Hills Hydrology Study - 1982 

• The study objective is to compile the water 
resource data necessary to make informed 
management decisions concerning the de­
velopment of water resources in the Black 
Hills area related to the expansion of min­
ing, municipal, recreational, and urban 
water development needs. 

• State legislative appropriations to the pro­
ject have totalled $655,000 from 1988 
through 1993. Local project sponsors re­
ceived $450,000 in grants awarded by the 
Board. The Department of Environment 
and Natural Resources received $205,000 
in legislative appropriations to drill moni­
toring wells and establish a stream gaug­
ing system to assist the hydrologic 
evaluations. Additionally, the Depart­
ment utilized funding from its operating 
budget for these activities. 

• The U.S. Geological Survey has provided 
$1,287,000 during the same time period to 
establish the hydrologic monitoring sys­
tem and collect data. 



• The Black Hills Water Management 
Study will provide local project sponsors 
with a tool to assist them in making water 
development and management decisions. 
Data gathered during the Hydrology 
Study will be utilized in the Management 
Study. Congress appropriated $100,000 
in FFY 1991 to initiate the Black Hills 
Water Management Study by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. An additional $200,000 
was provided for FFY 1992 and $100,000 
for FFY 1993. 

• A Black Hills Hydrology Steering Com­
mittee was established in 1991. Member­
ship is comprised of individuals 
representing different areas within the 
Black Hills and from adjacent areas in 
Wyoming. The Steering Committee will 
provide local input into the development 
of the hydrology and management stud­
ies. 

Brennan Reservoir - 1991 

• The proposed Brennan Reservoir would 
be located on Dry Creek approximately 9 
miles southeast of Rapid City and would 
store unused Rapid Creek flows and win­
ter releases from Pactola Reservoir for 
beneficial use. Additionally, limited flood 
protection may also be achieved through 
the diversion of storm flows into the res­
ervoir. 

• Water stored in Brennan could also be 
used to irrigate about 5,000 acres located 
in the Rapid Valley Water Conservancy 
District. This would supply over half of 
the district's current demands. 

• The 1990 State Legislature provided 
$25,000 to assist local sponsors in an engi­
neering study of the Brennan Reservoir 
site. The Brennan Reservoir Preliminary 
Project Plan report was completed in July 
1992. The Legislature provided $25,000 
in 1993 to conduct additional Brennan 
Reservoir studies. 
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CENDAK Irrigation Project · 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. 
No activity occurred on the project in 
1993. South Dakota will pursue develop­
ment of the project when federal policies 
are more supportive of large-scale irriga­
tion projects. 

Fall River County Rural Water System -1991 

• The proposed Fall River rural water sys­
tem will provide a high quality water serv­
ice to area residences, commercial 
interests, and to the Angostura State Rec­
reation Area. A history of poor water 
quality and droughts have left local resi­
dents without a satisfactory water supply 
for home use and livestock watering. Cur­
rently, the residents rely on shallow wells 
within the area. 

• The proposed service area will include 
approximately 470,000 acres of private 
land, national grasslands and other lands 
in the eastern part of Fall River County. 

• The project, as currently planned, calls for 
the development of two Madison Aquifer 
wells, seven separate water storage reser­
voirs, six pumping stations and approxi­
mately 250 miles of pipeline. The total 
estimated project cost is $6.5 million. 

• State Legislative appropriations to the 
project have included a $50,000 grant in 
1992 for planning purposes and a 
$500,000 grant in 1993 for construction. 
The 1993 State Legislature authorized 
construction of the project for the pur­
poses of providing safe and adequate mu­
nicipal, rural and industrial water supplies 
in Fall River County. 



Gregory County Pumped Storage Project . 
1981 

Hydroelectric Component 

• Gregory County Pumped Storage project 
is a proposed peak generation hydroelec­
tric facility located in northern Gregory 
County. In 1988 the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission issued to the 
Board the preliminary permit for develop­
ment of the project. The State's prelimi­
nary permit expired in August 1991. 

Water Supply Component . 

• The project has potential to provide water 
for irrigation and municipal, rural, and 
industrial purposes utilizing the hydro­
electric project's upper forebay as a water 
supply source. Reclamation completed a 
Special Report on the Gregory Unit of the 
Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Program, 
South Dakota in 1992. 

James River Improvement Program · 1984 

• This program has been designed to pro­
vide flood control as well as municipal, 
industrial, agricultural, recreational, and 
wildlife benefits. 

• In 1986 federal legislation (Public Law 
99-662) authorized $20 million for flood 
control and stream flow improvements. A 
draft Environmental Impact Statement 
was completed in 1987. 

• The James River Water Development 
District (the District) has completed a sig­
nificant number of improvement projects. 
Improvement projects have included 
channel cleanout of trees and other de­
bris; tributary drainage control through 
tree plantings and other watershed im­
provements including the construction 
and repair of small dams; and bank stabi­
lization projects. 

• A Corps of Engineers' (Corps) reconnais­
sance report was completed in 1989 which 
established federal interest in conducting 
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feasibility studies for flood protection in 
the lower Elm River-Moccasin Creek ba­
sins and the Dry Run Creek basin with 
provisions for federal funding. 

• State legislative appropriations have to­
taled $990,000 for 1988 through 1993. 
These funds have been utilized by the 
District to implement restoration activi­
ties including limited channel cleanout, 
wildlife enhancement, and recreational 
development. In addition funding has 
been provided to assist the City of Aber­
deen and Brown County in meeting cost 
share requirements for their flood control 
feasibility study. 

• The Corps' reconnaissance study of the 
James River Environmental Initiative was 
completed in February 1992. Public hear­
ings were conducted in Aberdeen, 
Mitchell, Huron, and Olivet. The Corps 
and local sponsors are proceeding with 
feasibility studies of proposed projects at 
Huron and Columbia. 

Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II Irrigation Unit 
-1975, 1986 

• The 45,000 acre Lake Andes-Wagner Ir­
rigation project and 3,000 acre Marty II 
Irrigation project are federally authorized 
Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Units located 
in Charles Mix County. Estimated con­
struction costs are $175 million and $24 
million, respectively. 

• In 1985, the Bureau of Reclamation (the 
Bureau) completed a Feasibility Study 
and Draft Environmental Impact Study 
on the 45,000 acre Lake Andes-Wagner 
Irrigation Project. 

• In 1992, the State Legislature authorized 
the construction of the Lake Andes-Wag­
ner/Marty II project and provided a state 
cost share commitment of$7.0 million. 

• During the spring of 1990, local, state and 
federal agencies proposed a 5000 acre re­
search demonstration program. The re­
search is designed to determine best 



management practices for irrigating gla­
cial till soils containing selenium. 

• Both the state and federal project authori­
zations are contingent on the successful 
completion of the research demonstration 
program. The research program is a 10 
year, $30 million effort. 

Lewis and Clark Rural Water System - 1989 

• The proposed Lewis and Clark R WS will 
be a bulk delivery system of Missouri 
River water to communities and existing 
rural water systems in southeastern South 
Dakota, northwestern Iowa, and south­
western Minnesota. 

• South Dakota membership includes eight 
communities and three rural water sys­
tems. Approximately 133,000 South Dak­
otans would receive water from Lewis and 
Clark. 

• The 1993 State Legislature authorized 
construction of $200 million of Lewis & 
Clark's South Dakota project features and 
authorized the Governor and local project 
sponsors to negotiate a nonfederal match­
ing agreement with Congress. The State's 
cost share may not exceed 50% of the 
nonfederal match requirement State leg­
islative appropriations have totaled 
$375,000 to support development of Le­
wis and Clark during 1990 through 1993. 

• Iowa and Minnesota project sponsors 
have provided funding support for project 
development proportionate to their re­
spective service capacity needs. Iowa has 
authorized the project for construction, 
and the Minnesota Legislature will con­
sider authorization in 1994. 

• Congress provided $300,000 in FFY 1991 
through 1993, for the Bureau's technical 
assistance in the feasibility study and pro­
ject development. The Bureau has been 
involved in assisting the consulting engi­
neering firm in the environmental assess­
ment aspects of the feasibility report The 
Bureau also provided a technical review 
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of the feasibility report prior to its finali­
zation. 

• The Feasibility Level Evaluation of a Mis­
souri River Regional Water Supply for 
South Dakota, Iowa, and Minnesota was 
completed in September 1993 and distrib­
uted to state and federal agencies for com­
ment. The feasibility report details 'the 
project design, construction budget, water 
conservation plan, project alternatives 
evaluation, proposed funding package, 
and a wetland and wildlife enhancement 
plan. 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System - 1988 

• Mid-Dakota is a federally authorized ru­
ral domestic water system which will pro­
vide 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. The 
cost sharing provisions provide for $85 
million in federal grants, $15 million in 
federal treasury rate loans, and $8.4 mil­
lion in State grants. 

• Mid-Dakota received State appropria­
tions of a $100,000 loan in 1988, a $50,000 
grant in 1989, a $75,000 grant in 1990, and 
a $145,000 grant in 1991. 

• · The 1992 State Legislature authorized the 
construction of a $108.4 million Mid-Da­
kota project and provided a state cost 
share commitment of $8.4 million. The 
State Legislature appropriated $1.5 mil­
lion in 1992 and $2.5 million in 1993 to 
complete engineering design, acquire 
property and right-of-ways, and initiate 
construction. 

• The Mid-Dakota project completed a suc­
cessful sign-up process in 1993 with 2,400 
rural sign-ups generating $1.2 million in 
hook-up fees. Negotiation of municipal 
and special user agreements is on sched­
ule. 



• The Mid-Dakota Final Engineering Re­
port is scheduled to be completed in early 
1994 and submitted to the Bureau and 
Congress for required reviews. Mid-Da­
kota is scheduled to initiate construction 
in mid-1994. 

Mni Wiconi Rural Water System . 1989 

• This federally authorized project will pro­
vide high quality Missouri River water to 
approximately 20,000 western South Da­
kota citizens in an eight county area ex­
tending from Ft. Pierre through the Pine 
Ridge Indian Reservation. 

• The three water supply system members 
are Lyman-Jones Water Development 
Association Inc.; West River Rural Water 
Association Inc.; and Oglala Sioux Water 
Supply System. 

• Project costs: 
0 $100 million authorization level 

(January 1987 costs); 
0 65% of project costs are allocated to 

the Oglala Sioux system as non-reim­
bursable federal costs; and 

0 nonfederal cost share of 35% on the 
non-Indian portion of the system 
amounts to $12.5 million at 1987 costs 
or $13.8 million on the 1990 index. 

• The State Legislature provided $300,000 
in loans (1983-1988) to the West River & 
Lyman-Jones systems which were con­
verted to grants by the 1989 State Legisla­
ture. 

• The 1992 State Legislature authorized the 
construction of the Mni Wiconi project 
and approved a state cost share commit­
ment of $12.S million in loans to provide 
the entire nonfederal match requirement. 
To date $2.5 million in state loans have 
been authorized by the State Legislature. 

• Federal appropriations for pre-construc­
tion activities totalled $9.15 million 
through FFY 1993. Congress' FFY 1993 
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appropriation included $1.46 million to 
construct emergency water supply fea­
tures on the Pine Ridge Reservation. 
Construction was initiated for the advance 
Mni Wiconi features in the White Oay 
and Wakpamni districts in June 1993. 

• The required Final Engineering Report 
and National Environmental Policy Act 
compliance documents were submitted to 
Congress in August 1993. 

• West River/Lyman Jones initiated con­
struction of the Creighton area system in 
October 1993. 

Perkins County Rural Water System - 1993 

• The proposed Perkins County Rural 
Water System would provide quality 
drinking water to the communities of 
Lemmon, Bison, and Lodgepole. Addi­
tionally, the system would provide 185 ru­
ral users with domestic and livestock 
water needs. Currently the communities 
and rural residents rely on area ground­
water wells. 

• The Perkins County Rural Water System 
Inc. has initiated a feasibility study to de­
termine the cost of providing water to the 
three communities and rural residences 
from two alternative sources. The first is 
a hookup to the Southwest Pipeline Pro­
ject in North Dakota. The North Dakota 
portion of this project will deliver treated 
Missouri River water to the state line. 
The second option would be to use area 
groundwater wells and a reverse osmosis 
water treatment plant. The treatment 
plant would be located near Lemmon and 
utilize existing groundwater wells. 

• State Legislative appropriation to the pro­
ject was a $50,000 grant in 1993 for plan­
ning and feasibility studies. 

Pick-Sloan Riverside Irrigation · 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. No 
action occurred on this project in 1993 and 
future activities are uncertain. 

Sioux Falls Flood Control Project - 1989 

• The proposed project would cost 
$30,519,300 (1993 cost) and would pro­
vide Sioux Falls with 100-year protection 
from flooding on the Big Sioux River and 
Skunk Creek through modification of cur­
rent flood control features. 

• The existing project was authorized in 
1954, and the Corps completed construc­
tion of the flood control project in 1965. 
The project provides 30-year flood protec­
tion on the Big Sioux River and 20-year 
protection on Skunk Creek. 

• FFY 1991 appropriations of $94,000, FFY 
1992 appropriations of $280,000, and 
FFY 1993 appropriations of $400,000 
were authorized for the Corps for study 
activities. 

• A draft feasibility report was completed in 
Juneofl993 and a publichearingwasheld 
in August The State Legislature has pro­
vided $170,000 from 1989 to 1993 for the 
State's cost share of the feasibility repo~ 

• State authorization of the project was ap­
proved in 1992 and included a state cost 
share commitment of $4.55 million in 
grants. 

• Construction is expected to begin in 1997. 
The federal government will provide a 
maximum contribution of 75 percent of 
the total project costs assigned to flood 
control. The nonfederal sponsor is re­
quired to provide a minimum contribu­
tion of 25 percent. The Corps' revised 
benefit-cost ratios are 1.2 on the Big Sioux 
River and 1.3 on Skunk Creek. 

Slip-Up Creek· 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 
plant to the reservoir and the city's water 
treatment plant. The purpose of the pro­
ject is to store Big Sioux River waters for 
municipal use by the City of Sioux Falls 
and for recreation and fish and wildlife 
activities. No significant action took place 
on the project in 1993. 

Vermillion Flood Control Project - 1,s1 

• The project objective is to address the 
flooding problems which have become 
more severe in the Vermillion River Basin 
over the last 30-40 years. The basin is 
approximately 120 miles long, 20 miles 
wide and covers about 2,185 square miles. 
It drains into the Missouri River just south 
of the city of Vermillion. 

• The 1988 State Legislature provided 
$50,000 to study the feasibility of flood 
control structures. 

• A federal appropriation of $100,000 was 
secured for FFY 1991, $145,000 for FFY 
1992, and $117,000 for FFY 1993. 

• The Corps' Vermillion River Basin Flood 
Control Reconnaissance report was com­
pleted in July 1993 and did not identify a 
feasible federal project. 

• The project sponsors are re-evaluating 
project alternatives for nonfederal devel­
opment. 

WEB Pipeline Project - 1981 

• This project is a rural domestic water sys­
tem that provides Missouri River water to 
32,000 people in Walworth, Edmunds, 
Brown, Spink, Day, Campbell, McPher­
son, Faulk, Potter, Beadle, Clark, Hand, 
and Marshall counties in South Dakota 
and Emmons and Dickey counties in 
North Dakota. 

• Construction of the federally authorized 
WEB project was completed on Septem­
ber 30, 1991, and a project dedication was 
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held in October 1991. Federal appropria­
tions for the project totalled $111.95 mil­
lion including $20.6 million in loans. 
Nonfederal funding totalled $7.25 million 
for a total projectcostof$119.2 million. 

• The project has over 5,000 hook-ups pro­
viding direct service to rural homes, farms, 
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pasture taps, and residents of 21 towns. 
Additionally, water is provided to 53 bulk 
users providing service to towns and other 
public water supply systems. 

• The Board has recommended this project 
be removed from the State Water Re­
sources Management System. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
WATERANDENVIRONMENTFUND 

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN 
FUND BALANCE 

For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1993 

REVENUE: 
Investment Interest 
Loan Repayments - Interest 
Interest on Bond Defeasance 
Solid Waste Fees 
Wear Element Replacement Fund 
Groundwater Protection Fees 

TOTAL REVENUE 

EXPENDITURES: 
Legislative Line Items: 

Mni Wiconi RWS R-93 
James River Restoration R-93 
James River Restoration R-94 
James River Restoration R-95 
Mid Dakota RWS R-95 
Hydro Upgrade R-95 
Big Sioux Flood Cntr-SF R-95 
Black Hills Hydrology R-95 
Brennan Reservoir R-95 
Mid Dakota RWS R-96 
Lewis & Clark RWS R-96 
Black Hills Hydro R-96 
Fall River Co. RWS R-96 

Consolidated Program 
Wear Element Replacement Fund 
Groundwater Protection Grants 
Accrued Expenditures 
Loan Payouts 
Solid Waste Recycling Grants 
Solid Waste 10% Sec. 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

OTIIER FINANCING SOURCES: 
General Fund Transfer In 
Building Authority Refinancing 
Reimbursement from Westport for Grant Overpayment 

TOTAL OTIIER FINANCTNG SOURCES (USES): 

EXCESS OF REVENUE AND OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 
OVER (UNDER) EXPENDITURES AND OTIIER 
FINANCING USES. 
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$ 442,687 
132,108 

8,922 
1,156,030 

114,452 
382,742 

$2236,941 

$15,258 
27,013 
38,043 
33,018 
87,574 
33,906 
20,000 
25,000 
25,000 

668,206 
106,057 
75,000 
7,640 

889,020 
107,515 
30,561 

396,967 
63,002 
39,585 
49,364 

$3,137,729 

$0 
716,202 

1,000 

$ 717,202 

($183,586) 



(INCREASE) DECREASE IN FUND BAIANCE RESERVES: 
Reserve for Appropriations 

Consolidated Projects - 93 Appropriation 
Mid Dakota RWS - 93 Appropriation 
Mni Wiconi RWS - 93 Appropriation 
Fall River Co. RWS - 93 Appropriation 
James River Restoration - 93 Appropriation 
Black Hills Hydro - Local - 93 Appropriation 
Brennon Reservoir - 93 Appropriation 
Black Hills Hydro DENR - 93 Appropriation 
Lewis and Clark RWS - 93 Appropriation 
Sioux Falls Flood Cntr. - 93 Appropriation 
Perkins Co. RWS - 93 Appropnations 
89 Consolidated Program Reversions 
89 Legislative line Item Reversions 
91 Legislative Line Item Reversions 
92 Legislative Line Item Reversions 
Legislative Line Items .:. 93 Expenditures 
Consolidated Projects - 93 Expenditures 
Loan Payouts 
Accrued Expenses 
Solid Waste Expenses 
Groundwater Protection Fund 

Reserve For Loans Receivable 

Fund Balance 7 /1/92 

Fund Balance 6/30/93 

($3,400,000 
(2,500,000 
(1,500,000 

(500,000 
(5,000 

(100,000 
(25,000 

(130,000 
(125,000 
(50,000 
(50,000 
72,373 

156,315 
2,106,315 

100,000 
1,161,715 

889,020 
63,002 

396,967 
88,949 

(194,023) 
989,138 

($2,185,423) 

($4,974,238) 

A source offunds that had not been realized as ofJ une 30, 1993 was the sale of dredges. $170,553 was collected for this in Sept. 93. The 
Legislature obligated funds through the 1993 Session, but revenue, which is to come from the Capitalization Fund, will not be realized 
until SFY 1994. 

The Fund Balance includes $45,595 of unobligated funds for the Groundwater Protection Fund. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
WATER AND ENVIRONMENT FUND 

BALANCE SHEET 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1993 

ASSETS: 
Cash 
Loans Receivable - Current Portion 
Loans Receivable - Long Term 
Loans Receivable Westport 
Interest Receivable 

TOTAL ASSETS 

LIABILITIES: 
Accounts Payable 

FUND BALANCE: 
Reserved for Appropriations 
Reserved for Long Term Loans Receivable 
Unreserved 

TOTAL FUND BAIANCE 
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$7,853,162 
2,244,142 
2,632,097 

1,000 
8,922 

$12,739,323 

$1,252,508 

$13,828,956 
2,632,097 

(4,974,238) 

$12,739,32.3 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In accordance with the 1992 South Da­

kota Legislature's Second Century Environ­
mental Protection Act (H.B.1001), the 
Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources (DENR) conducted a study on a 
statewide pilot program for the collection of 
used motor oil from the general public. This 
report was prepared based on the results of 
the pilot program. 

The importance of recycling used oil is 
unmistakable. According to the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), approximately 1.3 billion gallons of 
used oil are generated annually in the United 
States. Currently, EPA estimates that about 
200 million gallons of this total are improp­
erly disposed of by members of the general 
public that change their own oil ( do-it-your­
selfers ). 

Improperly disposed of used oil can be 
harmful to the environment as well as human 
health. Used oil that is dumped on the 
ground, in sewers, storm drains or that is used 
as a dust suppressant for unpaved roads can 
cause major damage to our nation's ground 
and surface waters. Oil may also be contami­
nated with toxic or carcinogenic substances or 
other hazardous materials during or after its 
use. Therefore, exposure to contaminated 
used oil can be deleterious to human health. 

Using EPA figures, it is estimated that 3.5 
million gallons of used oil are generated per 
year in South Dakota with about 540,000 gal­
lons of this total disposed of improperly each 
year by do-it-yourselfers. The 1992 State Leg­
islature recognized the need for a statewide 
used oil pilot program in order to effectively 
evaluate the success of reducing the amount 
of improperly disposed of used oil in the state. 
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A major force contributing to the success 
of collection programs throughout the coun­
trywas the EP A's recent ruling not to list used 
oil for recycling as a hazardous waste. EPA 
determined that the handling of used oil 
could be controlled by simultaneously imple­
menting management standards that will ef­
fectively protect human health and the 
environment 

Private businesses throughout South Da­
kota such as Amoco Oil Company have un­
dertaken the task of providing a free used 
motor oil collection service for the general 
public. Currently, there are 55 Amoco collec­
tion centers and at least four additional pri­
vately owned centers that have volunteered 
to participate. These collection centers en­
compass 35 out of the 66 counties in the state. 

From information obtained by DENR 
from all of the participating centers, a total of 
approximately 67,500 gallons per year are 
collected from do-it-yourselfers. Actual fig­
ures are probably much higher since not all 
used oil collection centers in the state have 
notified DENR that they provide a collection 
center. 

At this time, only 10% of the participating 
collection centers have encountered any 
problems. The remaining 90% have had no 
trouble with the program. 

In conclusion, the used oil pilot program 
has been successful with the collection of 
used oil from do-it-yourselfers. An increase 
in public participation can be achieved 
through education and advertisement such as 
the used oil ad DENR ran in the daily news­
papers ( see Appendix C). The need for more 
assistance from private businesses or govern­
mental entities is evident in order to reach 
those areas that do not presently provide a 
collection service. 



Based upon these conclusions and the 
results of this study, DENR recommends the 
following: 

State Agencies 

1) DENR should encourage private busi­
nesses to continue handling the collection 
of used motor oil which provides accessi­
bility of existing collection centers to the 
general public. 

2) DENR should continue to encourage the 
public to take their used oil to collection 
centers by advertising through newspaper 
ads, public service announcements, press 
releases, etc. 

3) DENR should contact other private busi­
nesses regarding the potential of them 
also providing a used oil collection service 
for the public, thereby expanding the col­
lection system for greater public partici­
pation. 

4) DENR should incorporate information 
on used oil into the department's Project 
SA VE, an environmental education 
package. 

5) DENR should continue to include par­
ticipating businesses in the department's 
recycling directory. 

6) Encourage the Department of Transpor­
tation (DOT) to collect used motor oil at 
existing full time staffed highway shops in 
counties that presently lack a collection 
center and to investigate the possibility of 
recovering used oil for recycling or reuse 
by DOT. 

Local Governments 

1) Comply with the landfill prohibition date 
of July 1, 1995. Opting out should not be 
considered favorably. 
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2) Provide a collection center such as a mu­
nicipal or county maintenance shop in 
areas where no private centers are lo­
cated. 

3) Encourage local residents to take used oil 
to private businesses through newspaper 
ads and public service announcements. 

Private Businesses 

1) Continue the collection of used oil from 
the public. 

2) Encourage the expansion of the existing 
used oil collection program to include ad­
ditional collection centers to provide bet­
ter access for the public. 

3) Notify the public of the used oil collection 
service they provide. 

4) Handle used oil in a proper and safe man­
ner. 

General Public 

1) Take their used motor oil to participating 
collection centers. 

2) Follow program guidelines: 

0 bring to station in clean, capped con­
tainers, 

0 do not contaminate used oil with other 
substances, 

0 drop off no more than five gallons per 
visit, and 

0 bring to station only during normal 
business hours. 



INTRODUCTION 
Used oil improperly handled and dis­

posed of can cause environmental and human 
health-related problems. The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) es­
timates that on a national level, approxi­
mately 1.3 billion gallons of used oil are 
generated per year. Of this total, about 200 
million gallons per year are disposed of im­
properly by consumers who change their own 
oil ( do-it-yourselfers ). Presently, only about 
10% of used oil from do-it-yourselfers is esti­
mated to be properly collected and recycled. 

Improperly disposed of used oil is 
dumped either on the ground, into sewers or 
storm drains, or is used as a dust suppressant 
for unpaved roads. These practices can be 
injurious to human health and to the environ­
ment by providing potential exposure to toxic 
substances, contaminating ground and sur­
face waters, reducing soil productivity, dis­
rupting sewage treatment processes and 
damaging aquatic life. If do-it-yourselfers re­
cycled their used oil it would not only save 
thousands of barrels of oil per day nationally, 
but it would help protect the environment 
and human health as well. 

In South Dakota there is the potential for 
a problem. Based upon the national used oil 
generation figures provided above by the 
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EPA, approximately 3.5 million gallons of 
used oil are generated per year in South Da­
kota. An estimated 540,000 gallons of this 
amount are disposed of improperly by do-it­
yourselfers. One gallon of used oil from a 
single oil change can contaminate one million 
gallons of fresh water - water that South 
Dakota cannot afford to lose. 

The 1992 State Legislature acknowledged 
that the potential for a used oil problem exists 
and that used oil is a valuable substance that 
can be recycled or reused. In the Second 
Century Environmental Protection Act 
(H.B.1001 ), the Department of Environment 
and Natural Resources (DENR) was re­
quired to conduct a study and prepare a re­
port for the 1994 Legislature on the results of 
a statewide pilot program for the collection 
of used motor oil from the general public. 

With the establishment of this program, 
the effectiveness of a used oil collection pro­
gram in reducing the amount of improperly 
disposed oil in South Dakota could be deter­
mined. Additionally, this program could 
benefit the state by reducing the amount of 
solid waste disposed in landfills. The results 
of this study are submitted in order to fulfill 
the Legislature's requirement 



FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL REGULATIONS 
AFFECTING USED OIL 

Federal Regulations 

On November 29, 1985, EPA published 
final regulations specifying management 
standards for used oil that is to be burned as 
fuel for energy recovery. These standards ap­
plied only to the marketers and burners of 
these fuels. At this time, EPA proposed to list 
all used oils as hazardous waste while also 
proposing management standards that would 
not only affect the marketers and burners but 
the generators and transporters of used oil 
destined for recycling or reuse as well. 

The uncertainty of whether used oil des­
tined for recycling would be listed by EPA as 
a hazardous waste was a major obstacle inhib­
iting the success of collection programs na­
tionwide. A hazardous waste requires the use 
of a special manifest and disposal at a hazard­
ous waste facility, and the costs and liabilities 
incurred with its handling are much greater 
than that of a solid waste. However, on Sep­
tember 10, 1992, EPA promulgated a final 
decision not to list used oil designated for 
recycling as a hazardous waste. 

In conjunction with this final decision, 
EPA promulgated standards for the manage­
ment of the used oil. These management 
standards, initially proposed in November 
1985, have been expanded upon and included 
with the 1992 final decision.EPA determined 
that potential risks associated with the han­
dling of used oil for recycling can be control­
led by implementing management standards 
which are designed to regulate the genera­
tion, accumulation, storage, transportation, 
processing and re-refining, and burning of 
used oil. 
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With EPA's "no-listing" rule, the costly 
burdens and liabilities associated with the 
handling of used oil as a hazardous waste are 
reduced. Centers that collect used oil from 
do-it-yourselfers and that are in compliance 
with EP A's management standards will be 
eligible for a liability exemption from the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CER­
CLNSuperfund). 

This ruling, coupled with the manage­
ment standards, will serve to encourage the 
recycling of used oil while protecting public 
health and the environment. Resources and 
energy will be conserved as well. 

State Regulations 

Source reduction, recycling and reuse, 
and use for energy production are preferred 
methods to land disposal as established in the 
solid waste management hierarchy. This hier­
archy, as found in South Dakota Codified 
Law (SDCL) 34A-6-1.2 in order of prefer­
ence, is as follows: 

1) Volume reduction at the source, 

2) Recycling and reuse, 

3) Use for energy production, and 

4) Disposal in landfills or combustion for 
volume reduction. 

The State Legislature further finds that 
source reduction and recycling and reuse 
benefit the state of South Dakota by safe­
guarding public health and the environment 
while also conserving resources, energy and 
tax dollars. 



In H.B.1001, the Legislature directed all 
political entities responsible for solid waste 
management to implement landfill waste re­
duction target dates for specific types of solid 
wastes. Used oil is one of the wastes targeted 
for reduction. The implementation date for 
prohibiting used oil from being landfilled is 
July 1, 1995, unless the entity, after public 
input, adopts an ordinance finding that recy­
cling used oil is not economically feasible and 
allows it to be landfilled. 

A statewide used oil program will not only 
benefit the state by reducing improperly dis­
posed used oil by recycling or reuse but can 
simultaneously assist in achieving the landfill 
reduction target date as required by the Leg­
islature. 

62 

Local Regulations 

Efforts have already begun at the state's 
regional landfills to comply with the Legisla­
ture's target reduction date for used oil and 
to reduce the amount of solid waste disposed 
in landfills. Of the 14 regional landfills con­
tacted, all are either currently not accepting 
used oil or will not be accepting it when the 
landfill prohibition of July 1, 1995, goes into 
effect. 

The landfills are presently encouraging 
the public to bring their used oil to local 
collection centers for recycling or reuse, and, 
at this time, three of these landfills provide a 
used oil collection tank for the publics use. 



USED OIL GENERATED BY 
STATE GOVERNMENT 

The agencies within state government 
with the largest oil consumption include the 
Department of Transportation (DOT), the 
Department of Game, Fish and Parks, the 
Board of Regents, and the Department of 
Corrections. All other state entities either 
utilize these four agencies facilities or serv­
ices, which includes the disposition of used 
oil, or contract with private vehicle mainte­
nance businesses. 

During the past year, the Department of 
Transportation distributed a total of approxi­
mately 30,200 gallons of oil to its mainte­
nance shops throughout the state. While 
complete records were unavailable, it is esti­
mated that at least 15,000 gallons of used oil 
are generated per year since as much as 50% 
of oil used is lost to recovery through engine 
use. The used oil is utilized in several differ­
ent ways including recycling or reusing and 
heating. 

The Department of Game, Fish and 
Parks generates approximately 3,175 gallons 
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of used oil per year. Of this total, 1,615 gal­
lons (51 % ) are collected for recycling or 
reuse by private businesses. The remainder is 
used as supplemental fuel in heating private 
businesses. 

The Board of Regents, which includes the 
state schools and universities, generates a 
total of approximately 1,830 gallons of used 
oil per year. Approximately 1,725 gallons 
(94 % ) are collected for recycling or reuse and 
105 gallons (6%) are used for heating by 
private businesses. 

The five major facilities within the De­
partment of Corrections include the Youth 
Forestry Camp in Custer, the State Peniten­
tiary, Springfield Correctional Facility, the 
Lamont Youth Development Center and the 
State Training School. A total of approxi­
mately 1,000 gallons of used oil are generated 
per year by these facilities. The majority, 950 
gallons, is collected for recycling or reuse and 
the remaining 50 gallons are used for heating 
by a private business. 



USED OIL PILOT PROGRAM 
Several key components were required of 

the statewide· used oil pilot program as pro­
vided for in SDCL 34A-6-86: 

1) The program was to be for the collection 
of used motor oil from consumers who 
change !heir own oil (do-it-yourselfers), 

2) No more than five gallons per person per 
visit could be accepted, 

3) No fee was to be charged for this service 
in order to encourage widespread partici­
pation, and 

4) Any substance other than used motor oil 
could be rejected for collection. 

With the participation and assistance of 
private businesses such as Amoco Oil Com­
pany, a free used motor oil collection service 
has been provided for the publics use. There 
are presently 55 Amoco collection centers 
and at least four additional privately owned 
centers in the state that have been providing 
this service ( see Appendix A). Of the 66 coun­
ties in the state, 35 have at least one of these 
used oil collection centers for public use (see 
Figure 1). 

The collection centers presently have four 
program requirements: 

1) Used oil must not be contaminated with 
any other substance, 

2) Used oil should be brought to the station 
in clean, capped containers, 

3) Customers are limited to dropping off no 
more than five gallons per visit, and 

4) Used motor oil will be accepted only dur­
ing normal business hours. 
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The DENR provided a questionnaire to 
each collection center identified in Appendix 
A in order to properly evaluate the success of 
the program. Several questions were asked 
that included the approximate qu~ntity of 
used oil collected per month, any problems 
they may have encountered to date and any 
other comments or suggestions that they 
might have to improve the program. DENR 
received a 100% response to the question­
naire from the collection centers. 

According to the information obtained 
from the questionnaires, the total estimated 
quantity of used oil collected from do-it-your­
selfers per month by the centers is 5,625 gal­
lons. This is equivalent to 67,500 gallons per 
year. Actual figures are probably much 
higher since not all used oil collection centers 
in the sta~ have notified DENR that they 
provide a collection program. 

Although several centers have encoun­
tered a few problems, the majority (approxi­
mately 90%) have had a good response from 
the public and have had no trouble with the 
program. The problems that were reported 
by the centers are as follows: 

1) Used oil is brought into the center in 
uncapped, dripping containers, 

2) Used oil and other items such as oily rags 
and oil filters are occasionally left outside 
the center during the night, 

3) Several deposits have been rejected due 
to contamination, and 

4) Amounts exceeding the five gallons per 
person limit are occasionally brought in. 

Many of the collection centers did have 
suggestions on how to improve the program. 
For the most part, suggestions received by 



DENR were public education oriented. A 
few other various ideas were also given._ Their 
comments are listed below: 

i 

1) Advertise the program and provide the 
lotations of the centers. Some centers 
ha~e had very little or no used oil brought 
in at all, 

! 

2) Inform the public through advertisement 
about following the collection centers' 
four program requirements since the 
problems encountered are directly re-

l • 

lated to these requirements, 
I 

3) All businesses who sell oil should accept 
u~ed oil, 

I 
4) Have used oil transporters pick up on 

crirtain dates and times, and 
! 

5) cbmpensate people for bringing in used 
oil. 

i 
i 

dnce the used oil is collected at the cen-
' ters, ~t is then normally collected by used oil 

transporters. The eight used oil transporters 
known to collect used oil in the state (see 
Ap~ndix B) were also provided a question­
naire by DENR. The same questions were 
asked of the transporters. In addition, they 
were 1 questioned as to whether their collec­
tion ~ervices were free of charge or if there 

I was a fee. They were also asked about the 
finall disposition of the used oil. Seven out of 
the eight transporters responded to the ques-

• I • tionnaire. 
I 

I . 

From the information obtained, approxi-
matbly 127,800 gallons per month of used oil 

I 
i 

65 

are collected throughout the state not only 
from the collection centers but also private 
businesses that generate their own used oil 
and state agencies. This figure includes the 
used oil collected by the centers from do-it­
yourselfers as well as the used oil collected 
from members of the public that bring their 
vehicles to the centers for servicing. Annu­
ally, over 1.5 million gallons of used oil are 
collected per year by these transporters -
almost one half of the total used oil generated 
in South Dakota. 

For the most part, the collection service is 
free of charge. However, two of the trans­
porters charge a fee for collecting small quan­
tities, while one pays for large quantities. The 
majority of the used oil collected by the trans­
porters (96%) is used as fuel in asphalt plants 
in Minnesota, Iowa and Nebraska. The re­
mainder is used for heating. 

To summarize the comments and sugges­
tions given, the transporters believe that the 
South Dakota Department of Transportation 
should allow the burning of used oil in the 
state's asphalt plants, thus saving the state 
and taxpayers money. Also, since all used oil 
is presently hauled out of state, South Dakota 
may have no outlet for it if, in the future, 
neighboring states no longer allow used oil to 
cross state lines. 

The DENR checked with the DOT on the 
potential use of the used oil in the state's 
asphalt batch plants. DOT indicated they 
had tried this in the past and had encountered 
operational problems using used oil. 



FIGURE 1 
LOCATION OF COLLECTION CENTERS BY COUNTY 

~ DENOTES COUNTIES WITH COLLECTION CENTER(S) 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Conclusions 

Based upon the results obtained from this 
study, .the used oil pilot program has been 
effective in reducing the amount of used oil 
improperly disposed of in the state. 

Cu.rrent federal regulations regarding 
used oil for recycling or reuse have encour­
aged private industries to participate in the 
collection of used oil from the public sector. 
Since ~sed oil is not listed as a hazardous 

I 

waste,i collection centers are relieved from 
extensive costs and liabilities attributed to the 
handling of a hazardous waste. 

! 

State regulations have addressed the used 
oil iss¥e by implementing a landfill reduction 
target) date for used oil beginning in 1995. 
Locally, the majority of regional landfills are 
currently not accepting used oil and several 
provide a collection tank for the publics use. 

f 

Stilte governmental agencies are working 
toward maximizing the proper handling of 
their psed oil by way of recycling and reuse 
and are encouraged to continue to that end. 
In addition, the DENR ran a one-half page 
advertisement in twelve daily newspapers re­
garding the dangers of improper disposal of 
used /motor oil. Additional future educa­
tiona} efforts are planned by the DENR. Ap­
pendix C contains a copy of this used oil ad. 

) 

The general public has responded well to 
the ppot program. The majority of participat­
ing do-it-yourselfers are complying with the 
collection program requirements. The collec­
tion centers themselves report few problems 
with :the program to date. With continued 
publ~c education and advertisement about 
the importance of recycling or reusing used 
oil and adhering to the program require­
ments, public participation should almost 
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certainly increase with even fewer problems 
encountered. 

In order to reach those areas where no 
collection center is available to the public, 
greater participation by private businesses or 
governmental entities in the collection of 
used oil is necessary. 

Recommendations 

Based upon the information and results 
obtained from this study, DENR recom­
mends the following: 

State Agencies 

1) DENR should encourage private busi­
nesses to continue handling the collection 
of used motor oil which provides accessi­
bility of existing collection centers to the 
general public. · 

2) DENR should continue to encourage the 
public to take their used oil to collection 
centers by advertising through newspaper 
ads, public service announcements, press 
releases, etc. 

3) DENR should contact other private busi­
nesses regarding the potential of them 
also providing a used oil collection service 
for the public, thereby expanding the col­
lection system for greater public partici­
pation. 

4) DENR should incorporate information 
on used oil into the department's Project 
SA VE, an environmental education 
package, 

5) DENR should continue to include par­
ticipating businesses in the department's 
recycling directory. 



6) Encourage the DOT to collect used mo- Private Businesses 
tor oil at existing full time staffed highway 
shops in counties that presently lack a 1) Continue the collection of used oil from 
collection center and to investigate the the public. 
possibility of recovering used oil for recy-
cling or reuse by DOT. 2) Notify the public of the used oil collection 

Local Governments 
service they provide. 

3) Handle used oil in a proper and safe man-
1) Comply with the landfill prohibition date ner. 

of July l, 1995 Opting out should not be 
favorably considered. General Public 

2) Encourage the expansion of the existing 1) Take their used motor oil to participating 
used oil collection program to include ad- collection centers. 
ditional collection centers to provide 
additional access to the public. 2) Follow program guidelines: 

3) Provide a collection center such as a mu- 0 
bring to station in clean, capped con-

nicipal or county maintenance shop in tainers, 
areas where no private centers are lo-
cated. 0 

do not contaminate used oil with other 

4) Encourage local residents to take used oil 
substances, 

to private businesses through newspaper 0 
drop off no more than five gallons per 

ads and public service announcements. visit, and 

0 
bring to station only during normal 
business hours. 
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TRANSPORTERS 
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USED OIL TRANSPORTERS 
TRANSPORTER NAME LOCATION 

B & G Oil Company Brookings, SD 

J &JOil St James, MN 

JEBROCorp. Sioux City, IA 

Loes Mankato,MN 

PAM Oil, Inc. Sioux Falls, SD 

Randt Oil Litchfield, MN 

TJ. 's Oil Service Sioux Falls, SD 

Tri-State Oil Reclaimers Newcastle, WY 
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IMPROPERL V DISPOSED USED MOTOR OIL CAN BE 
HARMFUL TO PUBLIC HEAL TH, THE . 

ENVIRONMENT AND IS A WASTE OF ENERGY 
FACTS: 
-People who change their own vehicle oil throw away 120 
million gallons of used o,il annually. 

-Recycling used oil would save the United States 1.3 million barrels 
of crude oil per day. 

-Used oil is dumped on the ground, poured into storm drains, or 
deposited in dumps. 

-Recycling used oil eliminates a health hazard, protects the 
environment, and saves energy. 

-A gallon of used oil from a single oil change_can ruin one million 
gallons of fresh water - a year's supply for 50 people. · 

DO YOU KNOW HOW MUCH IT COSTS TO PROPERLY GET RID OF YOUR USED OIL? 
ABSOLUTELY NOTHING! 

Many service stations in the state will take your used oil. Most of them require you to bring your used oil in to them in clean containers, 
making sure you have not contaminated your used oil with water or other contaminants. 

For instance, Amoco Oil Company has established a collection program in South Dakota. No purchase is required to take advantage of this 
free service. . 

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS INCLUDE: 
-Used oil must not be contaminated with any other substance -Customers are limited to dropping off no more than five (5) gallons per visit, and 
-Used oil should be brought to the station in clean, capped containers, -Used motor oil will be accepted only during normal business hours. 

LISTED BELOW ARE PARTICIPATING AMOCO AND OTHER SERVICE STATIONS IN YOUR AREA 
Amoco Central 
201 S. Minnesota 
Sioux Falls, SD 57102 
(605} 332-2161 

Gus's Amoco 
2001 W.41stSt. 
Sioux Falls, SD 57105 
(605} 335-0306 

Rentschler Truck Plaza 
5303 N. Cliff 
Sioux Falls, SD 57104 
(605} 332-7611 

T .J. Oil Service Ltd. 
RR2 Box 256 
Sioux Falls, SD 57103 
(605) 335-1877 
Contact: Terry J. Hessman 

Larry's Amoco 
10th and Cliff 
Sioux Falls, SD 57103 

Garv's Amoco 
18th & Cleveland 
Sioux Falls, SD 57103 
(605} 332-0400 

Prairie Pumper 
Parker, SD 57053' 
(605} 297-3805 

Stern Oil Co. 
394 S. Main St. 
Freeman, SD 57029 
(605) 925-7999 

NOTE: DENA does not make any claim that this list is complete. These are the only stations 
that have let us know that they accept used oil. Many other service stations will also take 
your used oil free of charge, so be sure to ask at your regular service station! 

We need your help in keeping South Dakota's landscape beautiful and our lakes and streams 
pollution free. For more information on how you can help, contact the Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources at 1-800-GET DENA. 
)1.Jd- (_ . Yl .).J:, 
Robert E. Roberts. Secreta 

Ketterling Services Inc. 
313 West Harrison 
Luverne, MN 56156 
(507) 283-2863 

Protecting South Dakota's Tomorrow ... Today 


