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Legislative Session Begins: Speak up on Eminent Domain, 

Pipeline Tax 
 

 The 2008 Legislature passed SB174, the infamous Eminent Domain bill. 

This bill allowed railroads in South Dakota to use an expedited form of 

eminent domain claims that required a court to rule within 90 days of any 

claims being filed if the railroads made attempt to negotiate in “good faith” 

with the impacted landowners. Senator Gordon Howie, from rural Rapid 

City in District 30, has been working with impacted landowners to introduce 

legislation that would reverse the law from last year and remove the time 

limits from the eminent domain process. 

 There is proposed legislation that would require the Keystone XL oil 

pipeline and other pipelines like it to pay two cents per barrel of oil 

transported across the state. Ideally the fund would be capped at $60 million 

and the money would be used to clean up spills and leaks, pay landowners 

and governments for damages, and be used for decommissioning the 

pipeline if it is no longer being used. (continued on page 2) 
 

Students: Apply Now for Esther Edie Memorial Scholarship! 
 

 The South Dakota Resources Coalition has established the $500 Esther 

Edie Memorial Scholarship to be awarded yearly to a junior or senior interested in environmental work 

and attending any college or university in South Dakota. The applicant should have a major in biology, 

wildlife, geography, sociology, environmental science or environmental law, or be able to show how 

their major will lead upon graduation to work in environmental concerns.  

 Deadline for applications for this scholarship is March 15, 2009 and the 

scholarship winner will be contacted before April 1, 2009. The award will be 

presented at the Earth Day Banquet of the South Dakota Resources Coalition. 

 Applicants must fill out the application form found inside this Eco Forum 

(page 9). Along with the form, the applicant must include an official transcript of 

grades, three references who can attest to their character, abilities in their field of 

study, communications skills, interest in environmental protection, and a 200 to 

500 word statement of career goals in the environment and how the degree they 

are working on will facilitate those goals.  

 Funds for this scholarship, established in 2007, were received in memorial for Esther Edie, a long-

time South Dakota advocate for environmental matters, and include a generous donation from Safe 

Energy Alternatives. Esther Edie believed it was important for South Dakotans to work together for 

clean air, clean water, and a clean environment. This scholarship, along with the many environmental 

projects she led or participated in during her lifetime, is her legacy. By helping students fund their 

remaining college work, it is hoped this scholarship will help continue Esther Edie's important work. 

 Volume XXXVI Issue 1  January 2009 



 2  ECO FORUM January 2009  


 

Write Now: Tell Legislators to Back 

Uranium Moratorium 
 

 For the past two years Defenders of the 

Black Hills (DBH) has been asking that letters 

be sent to South Dakota Governor Mike 

Rounds requesting a moratorium on further 

uranium development until the old mines are 

cleaned up. He has always replied in the 

negative. DBH is now approaching the South 

Dakota Legislature with their request. 

 Enclosed are two form letters addressed to 

Representatives Hunhoff and Lange. The 

facts in the form letters are based on studies 

and research. It would greatly help these two 

representatives if they could approach their 

colleagues with hundreds of letters asking for 

a moratorium on further uranium 

development. Please make copies of the 

enclosed letters and have your friends and 

relatives sign them, then send them 

immediately to Bernie 

Hunhoff and Gerry 

Lange. Let's get as 

many letters to them 

as possible. Anyone 

living anywhere can 

send a letter because 

the uranium is used all 

over the world in 

power plants or 

weapons. 

 It would also help 

if you would send a 

similar letter to your 

own state Senator or 

Representative as well as these letters to 

Hunhoff and Lange. Letters to the editors of 

South Dakota newspapers are also needed.  

 “Together, we can all make our 

environment safe from nuclear radiation by 

starting at where the nuclear cycle starts with 

the exploration and mining,” said Charmaine 

White Face, project coordinator.  

Conservation Group Tracking S.Dak 

Uranium Exploration 
 

 Environmental and conservation groups, 

including the Sierra Club of South Dakota, warn that 

water pollution will be a major concern if the 

Canadian-based mining company  Powertech USA is 

given a state permit to mine for uranium near 

Edgemont. 

 Shirley Frederick, with the Sierra Club's Black 

Hills Group, says there's a high likelihood that 

aquifers will become polluted if an injection-well 

recovery system is used to mine the ore. 

 " Powertech is going to do in situ leach uranium 

mining. They inject a solution into an aquifer and 

dissolve the uranium in the aquifer; then they remove 

the solution, extract the uranium, re-inject the 

solution, and that becomes a closed loop. It's a huge 

potential for contamination of the aquifer." 

 The mining industry insists the process is safe, 

and that pollution would be unlikely. Frederick 

agrees the new methods are 

safer than the open-pit mining 

of years ago that left the 

environment openly exposed. 

However, she says, aquifer 

pollution remains a concern, 

so she cautions South Dakota 

residents to stay on top of the 

issue. 

 "The water belongs to the 

people of South Dakota. So, 

it's important that the people 

be aware of the potential for 

contamination of the aquifer 

and how that would affect our 

economy. The big concern is down the road, when  

Powertech comes back to the state and asks for 

permission to mine. That will be a very big issue and 

there will be a lot of discussion about that." 

 Fredrick says there are also tribal issues involving 

the potential for downstream pollution and the 

disruption of sacred sites. She expects  Powertech to 

apply for a uranium mining permit sometime this 

year. 

 
Source: Greater Dakota News Service, January 2, 2009 

Legislature in Session (continued from 

page 1) 

 Unfortunately SDRC was unable to 

locate someone who was willing to lobby 

on our behalf. The board will be monitoring 

the activities of the 2009 Legislature. We 

will inform you via e-mail of critical bills 

that will need your attention.  

 To receive legislative e-mail updates, 

please send your e-mail address to 

sdrc@brookings.net.  

 To track bills, log on to the Legislative 

Research Council website: 

http://legis.state.sd.us. 
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Petitions Seek Special Lands Designation 
 

 Petitions were filed on December 28 with the SD Dept 

of Environment & Natural Resources to seek special 

designation for land west of Edgemont that could be 

mined for uranium. The land is within an area that has 

been leased by  Powertech Uranium for exploration and 

possible mining. 

 Petitions were filed by Oglala Sioux tribal member 

Debra White Plume and the Defenders of the Black Hills. 

The petitioners are asking that the land be declared 

special, exceptional, critical or unique. “There are over 

100 archaeological sites that date from prehistory, before 

white men came to this area,” White Plume said. “They 

include camp sites, burial grounds, and places where we 

have ceremonies now.” 

 DENR has determined that the lands to be explored for 

uranium mining do not constitute special, exceptional, 

critical or unique lands. This determination was based 

upon on an on-site inspection, examination of the 

previously established preliminary list of special, 

exceptional, critical or unique lands, consultation with 

other agencies, and evaluating information provided with 

the Notice of Intent to Operate by  Powertech. 

 A hearing will be scheduled before the Board of 

Minerals & Environment regarding the petitions. 

  Powertech proposes to affect approximately 1600 

acres of land out of a total of 10,580 acres included within 

the mine permit boundary. The in situ mining process 

involves injecting through wells native groundwater 

fortified with carbon dioxide and oxygen into an aquifer 

containing the uranium. The fortified water oxidizes and 

dissolves the uranium and the resulting fluid is pumped 

out of the aquifer through recovery wells to a central 

processing plant where the uranium will be recovered. 

 Charmaine White Face of Defenders of the Black Hills 

said her concern is that this process will contaminate 

ground water. “One of the pieces of backup information 

that we sent with the nominating petitions is that the Black 

Hills is a recharge area for all the aquifers. And these 

aquifers extend all the way into eastern South Dakota,” 

she said. 

  Powertech said they have done everything required by 

the state in the permitting and licensing process. 
 

Source: Associated Press and SD Dept of Environment & Natural Resources 

notice. 

Board Decision Endangers Bald 

Eagles and Archaeological Sites 
 

 A decision made by the South Dakota 

Board of Minerals and Environment ignored 

recommendations by the SD Game, Fish, and 

Parks Department (GF&P) to protect a bald 

eagle nest, and the SD Archaeologist to study 

five possible cultural resource sites in an area 

slated to become a uranium processing plant. 

 Even though the recommendations were 

given to the Board in an information packet 

from the SD Department of Environment and 

Natural Resources (DENR) at a hearing on 

Nov. 19, 2008, and Defenders of the Black 

Hills used the recommendations as a part of 

the grounds for denial of a permit to drill 30 

more uranium exploratory wells, the Board 

granted the permit.  Powertech (USA) Inc., a 

Canadian uranium mining company, wants to 

build a uranium processing plant on the site 

in question. 

 The GF&P letter dated Oct. 17, 2008, 

stated that no exploration activity should be 

conducted on the land in question for 7 

months per year, between Feb. 1 and Aug. 

31, “to avoid disruption of bald eagle activity 

at the nest” and also a nearby redtail hawk 

nest. Defenders of the Black Hills further 

asked about compliance with other federal 

laws, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the 

Bald and Gold Eagle Act which would 

protect the bald eagles. The Board did not 

respond. 

 Mike Fosha, the Assistant State 

Archaeologist for the SD State Historical 

Society who gave testimony at the hearing, 

also talked about several sites that still 

needed to be studied. In a letter dated Oct. 15, 

2008, to the DENR, Fosha said “Before any 

recommendation on these sites can be made, 

a report outlining their avoidance or their 

archaeological potential from a cultural 

resources perspective must be reviewed by 

this office…Five sites have not been 

evaluated and require additional 

archaeological investigation before any 

recommendation can be made concerning 

their eligibility for nomination to the NRHP” 

[National Register of Historic Places] 

(continued on page 4)
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Uranium Mine Threatens Eagles, History 

(continued from page 3) 

 Defenders again stated that the Board of Minerals 

& Environment must deny the permit as the State 

Archaeologist did not have time to conduct a review or 

make a recommendation. Without such a review and 

recommendation, irreplaceable archaeological and 

historic sites could be destroyed. Defenders also 

questioned  Powertech‟s comments that a Cultural 

Resources evaluation was conducted as it did not state 

the date or who conducted the evaluation.  

 Gary Heckenliable, from ACTion for the 

Environment, presented a statement which further 

questioned the financial viability of the Canadian 

company to reclaim the land after the mining operation 

ceases. Heckenliable asked the Board to consider the 

financial capabilities for a reclamation bond when  

Powertech‟s shares are currently at 22 cents per share. 

His statement reminded the Board of their previous 

permit to Brohm Mining Company, another Canadian 

company, which mined gold and left an abandoned 

mine whose cleanup is now being paid by South 

Dakota taxpayers. 

 Garvard Good Plume Jr., in his individual 

testimony, quoted a South Dakota School of Mines 

study on the old abandoned uranium mines in the area 

contaminating ground water. He stated: “No more 

uranium exploratory wells should be drilled until all 

the aquifers are cleaned up, safe, and protected.” 

 According to state law, SDCL 45-6D-29, the 

Board may deny a permit for any of the following 

reasons: 

(1) The application is incomplete or the surety has 

not been posted; 

(2) The applicant has not paid the required fee; 

(3) The adverse effects of the proposed uranium 

exploration operation on the historic, 

archaeological, geologic, scientific, or 

recreational aspects of affected or surrounding 

land outweigh the benefits of the proposed 

operation; 

(4) The proposed uranium exploration operation 

will result in the loss or reduction of long-range 

productivity of watershed lands, public and 

domestic water wells, aquifer recharge areas, or 

significant agricultural areas; or  

(5) The proposed uranium exploration operation 

will adversely affect threatened or endangered 

wildlife indigenous to the area. 

 The next step in the process is an appeal of the 

Board of Minerals decision in state court. 

EPA, Groups, National Parks File 

Concerns about Hyperion Air Permit 
 

 More than 3,000 people and organizations 

commented for or against the draft air quality 

permit for the proposed Hyperion Energy Center 

near Elk Point. SD Department of Environment 

and Natural Resources issued the 250-page draft 

on September 11.  

 Three opposition groups (Sierra Club, Save 

Union County, and Citizens Opposed to Oil 

Pollution) filed an 83-page document along with 

58 pages of attachments. The U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency filed another 23 pages of 

concerns. The National Parks Service also filed 

reservations about the draft permit.  

 DENR completed the review of comments on 

December 19. Opponents of Hyperion will be 

filing a petition to become a party to the contested 

case hearing that will help decide whether the 

permit is approved. 

 

What’s Wrong with the Hyperion Air Quality 

Permit? 

 

According to the Sierra Club, Save Union County, 

and Citizens Opposed to Oil Pollution: 

 Air quality modeling is critically flawed. 

 The application fails to comply with the 

state‟s odor nuisance law. 

 There hasn‟t been enough study on health 

risks to people who live near the proposed 

plant.  
 

Says the EPA: 

 The format is “somewhat confusing to review 

and understand.” The EPA calls for revisions 

that will make the permit easier to review. 

 The state‟s proposed “Best Available Control 

Technology” limits are “the least stringent we 

have seen, and thus are unacceptable....” 

 Language used in the proposed permit “is not 

appropriate for permits as this language is a 

form of „director‟s discretion‟ that would 

allow the State to unilaterally change permit 

provisions without benefit of EPA review or 

public comment.” (continued on page 5)
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State DENR Must Protect Citizens 
By Norma Wilson, Vermillion, SDRC member 

 

 South Dakota‟s Department of Environment 

and Natural Resources tentatively has approved 

an air pollution permit for the proposed 

Hyperion crude oil refinery intended for Union 

County. In doing so, the DENR has agreed to 

permit the Hyperion Energy Center to release 10 

million pounds of carbon monoxide, fine 

particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen 

oxides, volatile organic compounds, sulfuric acid 

and hydrogen sulfide as well as large quantities 

of benzene into our air each year. Ten million 

pounds is a dangerous and unacceptable amount 

of pollution. 

 The taxpayers of South Dakota who fund the 

DENR expect our agency to keep corporations 

from polluting our clean environment and 

resources. Instead, the DENR seems ready to 

allow Hyperion to double the state‟s carbon dioxide emissions. In doing so, it ignores the warnings of 

our top scientists, who urge us to cut carbon dioxide and other emissions in order to prevent global 

warming and other environmental disasters from making our earth uninhabitable. 

 If we allow corporations to control the DENR, South Dakotans someday will be faced with the cost 

of reversing its toxic consequences. Hyperion‟s footprint would reach much farther than Union County. 

 If the DENR is serious about protecting South Dakota citizens and our environment from harm, it 

will require an environment impact study and the filing of an environmental impact statement with the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
 

Beware Mercury in 

Vaccines 
by Jim Allen Thompson,  

SDRC member, Colman 
 

 Each year in this country 25,000 

kids are diagnosed with autism. 

Autism behavior looks 

suspiciously like the brain 

injuries from mercury poisoning 

in Minamata, Japan, 50 years 

ago. Please read page 464 of this 

report: “Autism: A Novel Form 

of Mercury Poisoning” at 

www.safeminds.org/research/lib

rary/Bernard-et-al-2001.pdf. 

 From Minamata: The Story of 

the Poisoning of a City and the 

People Who Choose to Carry 

the Burden of Courage: “Today, 

if you have the courage to reach 

out to the child poisoned in the 

womb, across the barrier of a 

twisted body, across the barrier 

of a slurred or non-existent 

speech, you find yourself 

groping towards the being that 

does live, somehow, behind the 

barrier. Envision as you may, 

though, you cannot project the 

child normal and whole, you 

cannot project the child that 

might have been, the child not 

struck by poison.” 

 Today, many vaccines, 

including most flu vaccines 

recommended by the Centers for 

Disease Control for pregnant 

women and children, contain the 

preservative thimerosal, which 

is half mercury. The CDC says 

there is “no convincing evidence 

of harm.” In fact, however, it is 

not proven safe. 

 Mercury kills brain cells. how 

does any civilized country 

justify this unsafe practice? 
 

Note: Thompson’s granddaughter died 

in June 2007 at age 7 when she seized 

up in a pool. The seizures are believed 

to be caused by thimerisol in vaccines 

the granddaughter received. See 

July/August 2008 Eco Forum.

What’s Wrong (continued from p. 4) 

 “Due to insufficient cost documentation, 

incomplete incremental cost analysis and lack 

of permit condition specificity, EPA is unable 

to make a determination and provide final 

comments.” 

 The US EPA repeatedly refers both Hyperion 

and the DENR to documents and refineries 

that show that higher standards can or must 

be implemented. 

 

According to the National Parks Service: 

 Fears that emissions might affect the nearby 

Missouri National Recreational River and the 

Lewis & Clark National Historic Trail. 

 Difficulty in locating the modeling 

information on DENR‟s website. “It is 

somewhat buried in the list of links,” the 

letter from the Parks Service stated. 
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EPA Board Freezes 

Construction of New 

Coal-Fired Power Plants 
 

 In a major win for 

environmentalists, the U.S. 

EPA's Environmental Appeals 

Board handed down a landmark 

decision on November 13, 2008 

that essentially puts a freeze on 

the construction of as many as 

100 new coal-fired power plants 

around the U.S. 

 It will now be up to the 

Obama administration to 

develop rules on carbon dioxide 

emissions from such plants. 

 In July 2007, the EPA 

issued a permit for a proposed 

Bonanza coal-fired power plant 

in Utah. Lawyers for the Sierra 

Club filed a request that the 

permit be overturned because it 

did not require any controls on 

carbon dioxide pollution. The 

environmentalists pointed to the 

Supreme Court's April 2007 

decision in Massachusetts v. 

EPA, which found that the EPA 

has the authority to regulate 

greenhouse gases under the 

Clean Air Act.  

 This decision “gives the 

Obama administration a clean 

slate to decide what our nation's 

energy future should be," said 

Joanne Spalding, the senior 

attorney at the Sierra Club who 

argued the case before the 

board. "It puts it back in the lap 

of an Obama EPA to determine 

how to treat greenhouse-gas 

emissions under the Clean Air 

Act, and it gives the opportunity 

to establish policies that will 

essentially favor clean energy 

and impose restrictions on fossil 

fuels that emit lots of 

greenhouse gases." 

 Jason Hutt, another attorney 

representing utilities, sees a 

definite downside in the 

decision. "All permits in the 

pipeline are now stymied," he 

told the Associated Press.  

 Environmentalists see the 

ruling as a notable victory, even 

if only a partial one. "It's 

basically saying let's stop and 

think before we build this whole 

fleet of new coal plants that will 

be putting massive greenhouse-

gas emissions into the 

atmosphere," said Spalding. 
 

source: Grist - Environmental News and 

Commentary 

 

EPA Midnight Rule 

Benefits Factory Farms 
New Rule Grants Major 

Exemptions to Hazardous 

Substance Disclosure Laws 
 

 On December 12, 2008 the 

Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) issued a final 

rule exempting the livestock 

and poultry industries from the 

requirement to report releases of 

hazardous substances above 

health-based thresholds to the 

federal government under the 

Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation and 

Liability Act (CERCLA). The 

rule also created a release 

reporting exemption to the 

Emergency Planning and 

Community Right to Know Act 

(EPCRA), which requires 

notification of state and local 

authorities, for smaller 

facilities. This is the first time 

the EPA has ever created an 

exemption from hazardous 

substance notification 

requirements for a specific 

industry.  

 Decomposing animal waste 

releases toxic chemicals, such 

as ammonia and hydrogen 

sulfide. Exposure to these 

chemicals can cause respiratory 

problems, eye and nasal 

irritation, headaches, nausea 

and, in extreme concentrations, 

death. In recent years, as the 

size of livestock and poultry 

operations has increased and 

concentrated large quantities of 

animal waste, a considerable 

body of research suggests that 

the release of hazardous 

substances from the waste may 

present a public health risk.  

 In response, Sierra Club 

Executive Director Carl Pope 

issued the following statement: 

"This is one of the most 

egregious special interest 

giveaways in eight long years of 

special interest giveaways. The 

injury from ammonia or 

hydrogen sulfide is the same 

whether someone is exposed to 

ammonia from a factory or tank 

car or from a giant cesspit of 

manure. This loophole stinks of 

political favoritism. In EPA's 

warped view, deregulating 

factory farms is more important 

than protecting communities' 

health. 

 "Exempting factory farms 

from toxics reporting 

requirements is clear violation 

of longstanding law that leaves 

the neighbors of these 

operations at risk of serious 

illness. (continued on page 7) 
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What Is Our Water Footprint? 
by Shirley Frederick, Rapid City 

  

 We‟re all familiar with the concept of global 

footprint, the amount of global resources needed 

to sustain the world population in a particular 

lifestyle. Also known as ecological footprint, it is 

a useful concept for those who are planning for an 

ecologically sustainable future. The Chinese, for 

example, would require the ecological resources 

of the entire planet in order to replicate American 

patterns of waste and consumption. 

 Now we have the water footprint, the amount 

of fresh water needed to produce goods and 

services. Not only a useful tool for long range 

planning, this new research provides important 

information for individuals who choose to make 

their footprints smaller. For example, producing 

one hamburger patty requires 2400 liters of water, 

in contrast to one potato at 25 liters and one apple 

at 70 liters. Livestock requires a lot of water 

because grazing animals consume large quantities 

of plants and feed, drink water, and require water 

for servicing. In general, foods higher on the food 

chain require more water. So choosing a vegetarian diet contributes to a smaller individual water 

footprint. 

 Laying the groundwork for the water footprint concept are Arjen Hoekstra and A. K. Chapagain of 

the Netherlands. To calculate a national footprint they include both internal and external water usage. 

When Canadians produce and consume wheat, they are using 

internal water. When Jordan imports meat and grain from the 

US, it is using external water. 

 As expected, the nation with the highest per capita water 

footprint is the United States. Each of us uses 2480 cubic meters 

of water per year. In China that figure is 700 m
3
 per year. The 

world average is 1240. It is important to note that this is just the 

water to produce crops and manufactured products and does not 

include household use, lawn watering, car washing, etc. 

 The causes of high footprints are many. Consumption of 

meat and purchase of industrial goods contribute to the 

American footprint. Sudan and Chad have high footprints 

because of water loss to evaporation. Thailand and Nigeria use a 

lot of water per capita due to inefficient agricultural practices.  

 When it comes to reducing a nation‟s water footprint, 

Hoekstra and Chapagain have some suggestions: eat low on the 

food chain, price water to promote conservation, and educate the 

public. They also caution that planners must look at the 

environmental effects of water pollution. (continued on p. 8) 

Midnight Rule (continued from p. 6) 

 "In September, the federal Agency for Toxic 

Substances and Disease Registry and the 

Minnesota Department of health found that 

hydrogen sulfide air pollution from a large dairy 

created a 'public health hazard' for the 

community. The state government advised people 

living nearby to evacuate their homes. Only two 

months later, the EPA exempts these very types of 

facilities from having to report their toxic 

pollution under CERCLA, saying the reports are 

unnecessary. 

  "This is another example of EPA putting 

politics before science. In June, 2007, the EPA 

launched a two-year, $14 million monitoring 

study to gather more information about toxic air 

pollution from factory farms. Now, long before 

the end of the study but just before the Bush 

administration leaves office, the EPA decides it 

knows enough about the problem to exempt 

factory farms from reporting requirements. Why 

bother with the science?"  

Water Footprint: 
 

How many gallons of H2O  
does it take to make one... 

 
 pound of beef 1860 
 gallon of milk 1000 
 pound of mutton 732 
 dozen eggs 634 
 pound of chicken 468 
 pound of bread 158 
 glass of beer 19.8 
 apple 18.5 
 orange 13.2 
 

source: www.waterfootprint.org 
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Water Footprint (continued from p. 7) 

Cotton grown in an arid climate requires large 

amounts of water and chemicals for rapid growth. 

The dilution solution—reducing chemical 

concentrations in surface runoff by using more 

water—increases the size of the footprint. 

 Agricultural pollution is a major concern here in 

South Dakota. Confined animal feeding operations 

(CAFOs), irrigated corn grown for ethanol, and 

soybeans grown for biodiesel all create chemical 

concentrations too high for drinking water. And 

then there‟s the proposed Hyperion oil refinery, to 

be located next to waterways because refineries are 

big water users. All of these activities have the 

potential for major surface water pollution, and that 

limits the amount of good quality water available 

for food crops and a healthy environment. 
 

Sources: www.footprintnetwork.org, www.waterfootprint.org. 

 

GLOBAL WARMING MYTH #1: 

The science of global warming is too uncertain to act on. 
 

FACT: There is no debate among scientists about the basic facts of global warming. 
 

 The most respected scientific bodies have stated unequivocally that global warming is occurring, and 

people are causing it by burning fossil fuels (like coal, oil and natural gas) and cutting down forests. The 

U.S. National Academy of Sciences, which in 2005 the White House called "the gold standard of 

objective scientific assessment," issued a joint statement with 10 other National Academies of Science 

saying "the scientific understanding of climate change is now sufficiently clear to justify nations taking 

prompt action. It is vital that all nations identify 

cost-effective steps that they can take now, to 

contribute to substantial and long-term 

reduction in net global greenhouse gas 

emissions." (Joint Statement of Science 

Academies: Global Response to Climate 

Change [PDF], 2005) 

 The only debate in the science community 

about global warming is about how much and 

how fast warming will continue as a result of 

heat-trapping emissions. Scientists have given a 

clear warning about global warming, and we 

have more than enough facts — about causes 

and fixes — to implement solutions right now. 

 
Note:  For 2009 each issue of ECO FORUM will contain 

a global warming myth. 
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Application Form: Esther Edie Scholarship 
Name: ________________________________ 

Address_______________________________ 

City_________________ State____________ 

Zip___________ 

South Dakota College or University: 

________________________________ 

Year in School:  Junior    Senior  

 

Major:  

 Biology  Sociology 

 Wildlife  Environmental Science 

 Geography  Environmental Law 

 

Grade Point Average______________ 

 

Do you have at least one more year of study left?  

 Yes   No  

 

Are you willing to participate in an interview with the 

Esther Edie Scholarship Committee either in person or by 

phone?  Yes   No  

 

8. Are you willing to participate in the announcement of 

this award?  Yes  No  

 
Please submit a current official transcript of your work from 
your college or University. 
 
Please submit a statement of your career goals in the 
environment and how the degree you are working toward 
will facilitate that goal. This statement must be submitted in 
12 point type and must be no fewer than 200 nor more than 
500 words. It must be submitted both as hard copy and 
electronically <sdrc@brookings.net>. 
 
Send hard copies of this completed application form along 
with your transcript and your statement of career goals to: 
 

List the names and addresses of at least 
three references who can attest to your 
character, abilities in your field of study, 
your communication skills, and interest in 
environmental protection. 
 

Reference A 

Name________________________ 

Address______________________ 

City_________________________ 

State_____ Zip________ 

Phone_______________________ 

Relationship__________________ 

 

Reference B 

Name________________________ 

Address______________________ 

City_________________________ 

State_____ Zip________ 

Phone_______________________ 

Relationship__________________ 

 

Reference C 

Name________________________ 

Address______________________ 

City_________________________ 

State_____ Zip________ 

Phone_______________________ 

Relationship__________________ 
 

DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION IS 

MARCH 15, 2009. 
Winner will be notified 

not later than April 1, 2009. 

South Dakota Resources Coalition 
928 4th Street, Suite 4 
Brookings, SD 57006 
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South Dakota Resources Coalition 

928 4th Street, Office 4 

Brookings, SD 57006-0066 

Yes, I want to help. Please enroll me in membership category: 

 Bison $1000    Meadowlark $50 

 Eagle $500     Family $35 

 Pheasant $100    Regular $25 

 Horned Owl $75    Student / limited income $15 

 ECO FORUM subscription only $15 

 

 

Name _______________________________________ 

 

Address _____________________________________ 
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DAKOTA RESOURCES COALTION 
 

ECO FORUM is the monthly newsletter of the South Dakota 
Resources Coalition: a statewide coalition of organizations and 

individuals concerned with the enhancement of South Dakota‟s 

environment and the wise use of its resources. The opinions 
expressed are not necessarily the opinions of SDRC or its member 

organizations. Articles and letters may be submitted for 
publication to ECO FORUM Editor, 928 4th St. #4, Brookings, 

SD, 57006-0066. We reserve the right to edit submissions and to 

delay their publication until there is space for them, if necessary. 

How to Reach Them! 
Senator Tim Johnson: 

136 Hart Senate Office Bldg., Washington, DC 20510-4103 

(202) 224-5842 (Washington) or (800) 537-0025 (SD field office) 

Washington fax: (202) 228-5765 

E-mail: johnson.senate.gov/contact 

Senator John Thune 
United States Senate SR-493, Washington, DC 20510 

(202) 224-2321 or (866) 850-3855 (both Washington) 

Washington fax: (202) 228-5429 

E-mail: thune.senate.gov/public/index.cfm? 

FuseAction=Contact.Email 

Representative Stephanie Herseth Sandlin 
331 Cannon House Office Building, Washington, DC 20515 

(202) 225-2801 (Washington) or (866) 371-8747 (SD field office) 

Washington fax: (202) 225-5823 

E-mail: hersethsandlin.house.gov/contact2.htm 

President Bush 
comments@whitehouse.gov 

Comments: (202) 456-1111 or Switchboard: (202) 456-1414 
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       (Brookings)  

ECO FORUM EDITOR, 
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and ADMIN ASSISTANT………C.A.HEIDELBERGER (Madison) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How to Reach Us… (605) 697-6675 
South Dakota Resources Coalition 

928 4th
 
Street, Office 4, Brookings, SD 57006 

E-mail: sdrc@brookings.net 

Office Hours: Tues., Wed., Thurs. 2-5 


