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Public Comment Sought on Second Keystone Pipeline 
 

 The U.S. State Department has begun the process of crafting an environmental impact statement on 

TransCanada’s proposed Keystone XL oil pipeline. The comment period will last until March 16. 

Because the pipeline begins in Canada, a State Department presidential permit is needed. 

 The $7 million project would deliver 500,000 barrels of Alberta tar sands crude oil daily to refineries 

on the Gulf Coast. The pipeline would stretch 1,980 miles and bisect western South Dakota on its way to 

Texas. Keystone XL would cross Harding, Butte, Perkins, Meade, Pennington, Haakon, Jones, Lyman 

and Tripp counties. 

 TransCanada and its U.S. partner, ConocoPhillips, already are 

building Keystone Phase I, which will deliver 590,000 barrels a day 

from Hardisty, Alberta, to refineries in Illinois and Oklahoma. Phase I 

received its presidential permit last March 14 (2008). Construction is 

expected to end later this year with oil flowing by 2010. 

 Last August, Dakota Rural Action (in South Dakota), Dakota 

Resource Council (in North Dakota) and the Natural Resource Defense 

Council filed a lawsuit against former Secretary of State Condoleezza 

Rice and the State Department in hopes of derailing Keystone Phase I. 

 

DENR Taking Comment: Big Stone II Air Permit 
 

 S.D. Dept. of Water & Natural Resources (DENR) is currently 

seeking public comment on its revised Big Stone II air permit as 

recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

 The S.D. Board of Minerals & Environment issued an air permit last 

November for the proposed Big Stone II power plant at Big Stone Lake. 

On January 24, the US EPA filed objections with SD DENR. EPA’s 16-

page report listed three main objections to DENR’s renewal of the air 

quality permit for the existing coal-fired power plant and portions of the 

objections involved emissions measurement requirements for the 

proposed Big Stone II plant. 

 On February 12, DENR posted its revised air permit which initiated 

a 30-day public comment period. The public has until March 13 to 

comment on the revised permit. After that, DENR officials will respond 

to the comments and resubmit the document to the EPA. Because it is a 

procedural matter, a contested case hearing on the permit will be 

scheduled before the Board of Minerals & Environment around April 

20. 

 Copies of EPA’s objection letter and DENR’s permit revisions are 

available online at http://denr.sd.gov/des/aq/aapubnotbs.aspx.

 Volume XXXVI Issue 2 February 2009 

Comment on Keystone XL 
(Deadline March 16): 

 Mail: Elizabeth Orlando, 
OES/ENV Room 2657, U.S. 
Dept of State, Washington 
DC 20520 
 E-mail: 
xlpipelineproject 
@state.gov. 
 Research and comment 
at State Department web: 
www.keystonepipelineXL.s
tate.gov. 
 Public meetings (7–9 
p.m.): 
o Feb 25, Murdo 
Elementary School, Murdo 
o Feb 26, Community 
Legion Hall, Faith 
o Feb 26, Harding County 
Memorial Recreation 
Center, Buffalo 

*     *     *     *     * 

Comment on Big Stone II 
Air (Deadline March 13): 
 Mail: PMB 2020, Dept 
of Environment & Natural 
Resources; Division of 
Environmental Services; Air 
Quality Program; 523 East 
Capitol, Pierre SD 57501. 
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Legislature Upholds Railroad Eminent Domain 
 

 The House State Affairs Committee refused to repeal a year-old law intended to speed up the 

eminent domain process when railroads seek to acquire land for projects. 

 The State Affairs Committee voted 8-5 to kill HB 1165 which would have repealed the law passed 

last year. 

 Last year the Legislature passed SB 174 that gave the Dakota, Minnesota & Eastern railroad special 

privileges regarding eminent domain.  DME can now take land 90 days after it has filed an eminent 

domain notice on the land even though negotiations have not been finalized with the landowner. A 

citizens attempt to refer SB 174 failed last year. 

 Rep. Lance Russell, R-Hot Springs, was the main sponsor of HB 1165. Russell introduced HB 1165 

to repeal the provisions enacted by SB 174. He said 90 days is not enough time for landowners and state 

officials to review a railroad’s proposal to use eminent domain. 

 The following representatives voted to kill HB 1165: Charles Turbiville, R-Deadwood; Jamie 

Boomgarden, R-Chancellor; David Lust, R-Rapid City; Tim Rave, R-Baltic; Bob Faehn, R-Watertown; 

Kristi Noem, R-Castlewood; Manny Steele, R-Sioux Falls; Val Rausch, R-Big Stone City. The 

following voted in favor of HB 1165: Brian Gosch, R-Rapid City; Rich Engels, D-Hartford; Bernie 

Hunhoff, D-Yankton; Marc Feinstein, D-Sioux Falls; Larry Lucas, D-Mission. 

 

GLOBAL WARMING  

MYTH NUMBER 2: 

Even if global warming is a problem,  

addressing it will hurt American 

industry and workers. 
 

FACT: A well designed trading program will 

harness American ingenuity to decrease heat-

trapping pollution cost-effectively, 

jumpstarting a new carbon economy.  
 

 Claims that fighting global warming will cripple the 

economy and cost hundreds of thousands of jobs are 

unfounded. In fact, companies that are already reducing their heat-trapping emissions have discovered 

that cutting pollution can save money. The cost of a comprehensive national greenhouse gas reduction 

program will depend on the precise emissions targets, the timing for the reductions and the means of 

implementation. An independent MIT study found that a modest cap-and-trade system would cost less 

than $20 per household annually and have no negative impact on employment. 

 Experience has shown that properly designed emissions trading programs can reduce compliance 

costs significantly compared with other regulatory approaches. For example, the U.S. acid rain program 

reduced sulfur dioxide emissions by more than 30 percent from 1990 levels and cost industry a fraction 

of what the government originally estimated, according to EPA. Furthermore, a mandatory cap on 

emissions could spur technological innovation that could create jobs and wealth. Letting global warming 

continue until we are forced to address it on an emergency basis could disrupt and severely damage our 

economy. It is far wiser and more cost-effective to act now. 
 

Note: For 2009 each issue of ECO FORUM will contain a global warming myth. 
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Mercury in Vaccines 
by Jim Allen Thompson, SDRC member, Colman 

 

   Dr. Thomas Stenvig’s letter in the Dec. 27 Argus Leader on vaccine 

mercury preservatives omits important information. 

   First, there still are children and pregnant women in South Dakota who 

get mercury in their flu vaccines with no warnings given. 

   Second, a U.S. Food and Drug Administration researcher stated in 2000 

that thimerosal “crosses the blood-brain and placental barriers and results 

in appreciable mercury content in tissues including brain.” (quoted from  

www.nationalautismassociation.org/library/FDA-Development%20 

neurotoxicology%20of%20therapeutics.pdf.) 

   Third, laboratory studies have been published showing evidence of 

harm from thimerosal/mercury, including DNA damage and brain cell 

death. (www.safeminds.org/research/AnFacMedLima2006-67(3).pdf.) 

   Fourth, in 1990 the Environmental Protection Agency banned mercury 

compounds in latex paint to protect children (see 

www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/hlthef/mercury.html.) 

   Fifth, other vaccinations also might contain mercury. For instance, 

some vaccines contain so-called trace levels with 25 nanograms or more 

of thimerosal. This amount still contains 37 trillion atoms of mercury. 

The only way to make sure there is no mercury is to look at the 

vaccination package insert before getting vaccinated. 

   Since alternatives are available, there can be no justification for injecting mercury into human beings -- especially children 

or pregnant women. Parents are the primary advocates for their children and they deserve both full disclosure from health 

professionals and no mercury in vaccines. 
 

Note: Thompson’s granddaughter died in June 2007 at age 8 when she seized up in a pool. The seizures are believed to be caused by 

thimerosal in vaccines the granddaughter received. See July/August 2008 Eco Forum. 

 

Dietitian: Americans Have An 

“SUV Eating Style” 

 Can what you eat be more 

important to the environment 

than what you drive? Kate 

Geagan, registered dietitian in 

Park City, Utah, says Americans 

have an “SUV eating style” that 

contributes to global warming 

more than the cars we drive. Her 

book, “Go Green Get Lean: Trim 

Your Waistline With the 

Ultimate Low-Carbon Footprint 

Diet,” will be published in March 

(Rodale, $19.95). Chris 

Rosenbloom  interviewed Geagan 

about food habits and the 

connection to the environment 

and asked her to share tips with 

consumers about the advantages 

of eating green. 

 

Q: How can changing our diet 

impact the environment? 

 

A: The average distance that your 

food travels to get to your table is 

about 1,500 miles, according to a 

University of Iowa study,” 

Geagan said. “When we choose 

highly processed packaged foods, 

we contribute to global warming, 

so food is a new part of the 

dialogue about the environment. 

And this is something that 

everyone can do now and not 

wait for politicians to enact 

changes. An added bonus is that 

eating green saves green and 

what consumer doesn’t want to 

save money on food? 

 

Q: How is eating green different 

than being a vegetarian? 

 

A: Only about 3 percent of the 

U.S. population identifies 

themselves as vegetarians, so that 

is not doable for most people. But 

what is doable is choosing local 

or regional foods to reduce our 

carbon footprint. This isn’t just 

about eliminating meat or eating 

only organic foods. If your 

organic smoothie is shipped by 

air and freight halfway around 

the world, then it isn’t healthy for 

the environment. (continued on 

page 4) 

State Senate Drops Vaccine 

Mercury Bill 
 

 SB 198 would have required a 

parent or guardian of a child under 8 

years of age to be informed if an 

immunization vaccine contains more 

than a trace amount of mercury.  By 

being informed the parent or guardian 

can then decide whether or not the 

child would be vaccinated using the 

mercury containing vaccine or a 

vaccine that does not contain mercury.  

Mercury is normally added to 

vaccines as a preservative.   

 SB 198 was killed by the Senate 

Health & Human Services Committee 

by 6-0. 

EAT FOR 7 BILLION: Calculate 
how your diet affects the 

planet! 
www.eatlowcarbon.org  

www.cspinet.org/EatingGre
en/calculator.html. 
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Dietitian (cont. from page 3) 

Eating green strikes a balance 

between cost, health and the 

planet — a win-win for everyone. 

 

Q: There are several online 

calculators that show us how our 

eating affects the planet. Are 

these useful tools? 

 

A: They have a wide range of 

accuracy, but two of the online 

tools that I like are the Low 

Carbon Calculator from Bon 

Appetit and the Eating Green 

Calculator from the Center for 
00ooooooooooo00 

Science in the Public Interest. 

Both are useful tools to increase 

awareness about our eating habits 

and can show you how small 

changes can have a big impact 

over the course of a year. 

 

Q: What are your top three tips 

for consumers to go green? 

 

A: Eat more plants and cut down 

on beef and dairy. You don’t 

have to give up beef or dairy, but 

by eating meatless one day a 

week you can improve the 

environment and do something 
00ooooooooooo00

good for your health.  Eat less 

food product and eat more food. 

Highly processed packaged foods 

consume valuable resources and 

they are usually not very 

healthful.  Rethink your drink. 

Bottled beverages are heavy to 

ship. Consider drinking tap water 

instead of bottled water and 

rethink the diet soft drinks. Did 

you know it takes 2,200 fossil 

fuel calories to produce a one-

calorie diet drink? 
 

source:  article by Chris Rosenbloom,  The 

Atlanta Journal-Constitution  January 08, 

2009 -- from Environmental News Network

 

Cleaner Air, Longer Life: Study Provides Evidence 
By Thomas H. Maugh II  

 

 For those wondering just how much effect cleaning up the air can have, researchers now have a 

much fuller picture. 

 Reductions in particulate air pollution during the 1980s and 1990s led to an average five-month 

increase in life expectancy in 51 U.S. metropolitan areas, with some of the initially more polluted cities 

such as Buffalo, N.Y., and Pittsburgh showing a 10-month increase, researchers said Wednesday. The 

reductions in pollution accounted for about 15% of a nearly three-year increase in life expectancy during 

the two decades, said epidemiologist C. Arden Pope III of Brigham Young University, lead author of the 

study appearing today in the New England Journal of Medicine. 

 It is well known that particulate air pollution reduces life expectancy, said environmental 

epidemiologist Joel Schwartz of the Harvard School of Public Health, who was not involved in the 

study. But public policy makers "are interested in the question of, 'If I spend the money to reduce 

pollution, what really happens?' " he said. 

 Schwartz reported two years ago that a study in six cities revealed 

increased life expectancy was associated with reductions in particulate 

pollution. Pope and his colleagues expanded on that connection, 

finding that in a large fraction of the U.S. population "the more 

particulate pollution went down, the more life expectancy went up." 

 Their finding "greatly strengthens the foundation of the argument 

for air quality management," wrote environmental health scientist 

Daniel Krewski of the University of Ottawa in an editorial 

accompanying the report. 

 The particulates in question are called fine particulates because they are smaller than 2.5 microns in 

diameter, allowing them to burrow deep into the small air passages of the lung. They have repeatedly 

been shown to produce cardiovascular and pulmonary disease. Larger particulates, which cause visibility 

problems, have a much smaller effect on health. 

 The fine particulates are produced by cigarettes, gasoline and diesel engines, coal power plants, 

foundries and a variety of other urban sources. (continued on page 5) 

In a boon for supporters 

of air quality 

management, new 

findings show that the 

more particulate air 

pollution is reduced, the 

more life expectancy 

increases. 
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Clean Air (continued from page 4) 

 Pope and his colleagues studied two sets of data collected in 214 counties, comprising 51 

metropolitan areas, in 1980 and 2000, comparing reductions in particulate levels and increases in life 

expectancies. They used a variety of advanced statistical methods to try to eliminate effects linked to 

changes in population, income, education, migration and demographics.  

 They concluded that for every decrease of 10 micrograms per cubic meter of particulate pollution in 

a city, average life span increased a little more than seven months -- about the same amount seen in 

previous, smaller studies. 

 "We are getting a return on our investment to improve air quality," Pope said. 

 Overall, the average life span in the 51 areas increased 2.7 years over the two decades, with the 

major share of the increase attributed to reductions in smoking and changes in socioeconomic factors. 

 Los Angeles, and Southern California in general, had large increases in life expectancy during the 

period, even though pollution levels did not drop as much as in other cities. Pope attributed the increase 

in life span to a string of smoking bans begun in 1994. 

 Pope thinks there is room for further improvement. The average countrywide fine-particulate 

concentration in the early 1980s was about 20 micrograms per cubic meter, and that dropped to about 14 

micrograms by 2000. 

 "It's reasonable to expect that we could reduce it by that much again, but then we reach a point of 

substantially diminishing marginal returns," he said. 
  
Reprinted from Los Angeles Times January 22, 2009. 

 

Greenwashing Water Bottles: Look Beyond the Label 
 

 What makes Poland Springs Eco-Friendly 

water bottles good for nature? According to the 

improved label, the new eco-friendly shape 

"looks and feels different because it is purposely 

designed with an average of 30% less plastic to 

be easier on the environment." 

 The label on the bottle neglects to mention 

that the water bottles are one of the most 

detrimental products for the world, even if they 

have less plastic than their competitors. Lately, 

the environmental movement has coined a new 

word for companies that use fake green 

credentials to deceive consumers into believing 

their products help the natural world: 

greenwashing. The Poland Spring Company 

pretends to care about the Earth, but that's a thin 

façade. They just want to satisfy their voracious 

appetite for money. 

 A Poland Springs Eco-Friendly water bottle 

begins as a dinosaur. After dying, the dinosaur 

rots away, along with other ancient species, in the 

ground for a long time. Millions of years later, 

long after the remains had become an 

underground swamp of toxic black muck, a 

prospector discovers it.  He extracts the newfound 

oil, and ships it to a refinery in New Jersey. The 

air by the refinery is thick with smoke and a 

sulfurous odor. The oil is then manufactured into 

convenient Poland Springs Eco-Friendly plastic 

bottles, which are filled with water as pure and 

clean as NYC tap water.  One of these bottles is 

sold to a man at a restaurant, who finishes it and 

throws it out within an hour. 400 years after that 

man dies, the plastic bottle finally disintegrates. 

 Poland Springs Eco-Friendly water bottles 

sell like air conditioners on a sweltering summer 

day. Who wouldn't want one? They are marketed 

well, for the brand name connotes natural, healthy 

spring water. The label pictures a pristine glacier 

amidst a thick Maine pine forest reinforces this 

image. The bottle has an easy-to-carry grip as 

well, which nobody can resist. And they are 

extremely convenient, for without them, 

consumers would have to wash out and refill their 

water bottles. That must be such a hassle. 

(continued on page 6) 
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 Most importantly, the eco-friendly label eases people's guilt, and someone who might otherwise not 

buy a water bottle can buy an eco-friendly water bottle. People naively assume that since something is 

marketed as eco-friendly, it is friendly for the 

environment.  

 True, the Poland Spring Eco-Friendly water bottle 

has 30% less plastic than an average water bottle. 

Although that is a nice baby step in the right direction, 

it doesn't change the reality. It’s no different from an 

SUV that gets 10 mpg. If the SUV got 30% better 

mileage (13mpg) it would still be ecologically 

detrimental, and could not be considered eco-friendly in 

any sense. Therefore, companies' claims, unless they 

are independently certified, cannot be trusted, for a 

company will say anything possible to make a greater 

profit. 

 What happens to a Poland Springs Eco-Friendly 

water bottle after it is used? About 80% of them are 

trashed after a single use. According to the Container 

Recycling Institute, Americans threw out about 50 

billion recyclable water bottles so far this year, and 

many water-manufacturing companies have opposed 

efforts to include water bottles in state beverage deposit 

laws. Water bottles are a growing industry, and as the 

industry grows, so does its ecological footprint. 
 

source: Environmental News Network, onearth.org, February 10, 2009 

 

Going Green Saves Green (Dollars, That Is) 
 

 A growing number of businesses are finally 

realizing that good stewardship is also good business.  

Take greeting card giant Hallmark Cards, for instance.  

More than 30 years ago they started using recycled 

paper in both products and packaging.  They are now 

recycling 29,000 tons of paper a year.  About 20 years 

ago they started using water based inks.   

 They don’t stop at using green supplies in their 

production, though.  They also recycle their scrap.  

They donate surplus products to educational and human 

services organizations, and give scrap production 

materials to school aged children for art projects.  All of 

this has allowed Hallmark to cut solid waste by 70 

percent and hazardous waste by 90 percent.  It also 

saves the company a million dollars a year.  And that’s 

a lot of green! 

Stimulus Package to Boost 
Renewable Energy 

 

The American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act—the stimulus 
package—includes $43 billion for 
energy projects and $111 billion for 
infrastructure and science. Some 
green energy highlights: 
 

 Tax credits for small-scale green 
power (e.g., solar water heaters, 
rooftop wind turbines) 

 Tax credits and matching funds for 
homeowners to upgrade 
appliances, insulation, and 
weatherization for energy savings 

 Clean power grants to provide up 
to 30% of building costs for big 
wind and solar projects 

 Extension of the production tax 
credits for wind to 2012, the 
longest extension ever.  

 Tax credits for manufacturers of 
wind turbines, advanced battery 
technology, and other renewable 
energy components 

 $4.4 billion to jump start 
modernization of the electric grid 
(“smart grid” technology) 

 

Learn more at EnergyStar.gov 
(http://www.energystar.gov/ 
index.cfm?c=products.pr_tax_credits) 
 
source: Josie Garthwaite, “Obama Signs the 
Stimulus: What’s in Store for Clean Energy,” 
Earth2Tech.com, February 17, 2009, 
http://earth2tech.com/2009/02/17/obama-signs-the-
stimulus-whats-in-store-for-clean-energy/ 
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Top Seven Alternative Energies Listed 
 

  The US could replace all its cars and trucks with electric cars powered by wind turbines taking up 

less than 3 square kilometres - in theory, at least. That's the conclusion of a detailed study ranking 11 

types of non-fossil fuels according to their total ecological footprint and their benefit to human 

health. 

 The study, carried out by Mark Jacobson of 

the atmosphere and energy program at Stanford 

University, found wind power to be by far the 

most desirable source of energy. Biofuels from 

corn and plant waste came right at the bottom of 

the list, along with nuclear power and "clean" 

coal. 

 The energy sources that Jacobson found most 

promising were, in descending order: 

1. Wind 

2. Concentrated solar power (mirrors heating 

a tower of water) 

3. Geothermal energy 

4. Tidal energy 

5. Solar panels 

6. Wave energy 

7. Hydroelectric dams 

 To compare the fuels, Jacobson calculated the 

impacts each would have if it alone powered the 

entire US fleet of cars and trucks. 

 He considered not just the quantities of 

greenhouse gases that would be emitted, but also 

the impact the fuels would have on the 

ecosystem—taking up land and polluting water, 

for instance. Also considered were the fuels’ 

impact on pollution and therefore human health, 

the availability of necessary resources, and the 

energy sources’ reliability. 
 

Biofuel Concerns 

 "The energy alternatives that are good are not 

the ones that people have been talking about the 

most," says Jacobson.  "Some options that have 

been proposed are just downright awful. Ethanol-

based biofuels will actually cause more harm to 

human health, wildlife, water supply, and land 

use than current fossil fuels." 

 Jacobson says it would take 30 times more 

space to grow enough corn to power the US fleet 

than would be needed to erect enough wind 

turbines, while bioethanol would produce more 

greenhouse gases than wind power. 

 Biofuels have received a considerable amount 

of political backing in recent years with the 

US and Europe setting targets to phase in their 

use and gradually replace oil. 

 Energy and wildlife experts have expressed 

concerns about biofuels and the EU last year 

appeared to reconsider its position. 

 Nuclear is another energy source whose 

merits have been debated by European and US 

leaders alike in the past 12 months. "It results in 

25 times more carbon and air pollution than 

wind," says Jacobson. Half of those emissions are 

caused by the time it takes to plan and build a 

nuclear power plant - time during which fossil 

fuels have to be burnt for energy. 

 "Clean" coal - the process of burning coal 

then capturing the emitted carbon dioxide and 

storing it underground - is another political 

favorite. Jacobson's calculations show that 

building and using enough clean coal power 

plants would emit up to 110 times more carbon 

than building and using wind turbines only.  
 
source: Environmental News Network, newscientist.com , January 

16, 2009

Report Details S.D. Water Use  
 

 The latest five-year compilation of water use in 

South Dakota shows that the state uses about 500 

million gallons of water a day, most of it in irrigation. 

 The report “Estimated Use of Water in South 

Dakota, 2005” was released by the U.S. Geological 

Survey and prepared in cooperation with the S.D. 

Dept. of Environment & Natural Resources and the 

S.D. Dept. of Agriculture.  The report is available 

online at http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5216/. 

 At almost 300 million gallons a day, irrigation 

accounts for 58 percent of the total water withdrawn 

in state.  More than 400,000 acres were irrigated in 

2005. 

 For information, visit the USGS South Dakota 

Water Science Center at http://sd.water.usgs.gov. 

 

http://www.stanford.edu/group/efmh/jacobson/
http://www.enn.com/top_stories/article/39092/print
http://www.enn.com/top_stories/article/39092/print
http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn13218-europe-unveils-ambitious-energy-plan.html
http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn14712-europe-backs-downs-on-biofuels-from-crops.html
http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn14712-europe-backs-downs-on-biofuels-from-crops.html
http://www.enn.com/top_stories/article/39092/print
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NEWSLETTER OF THE SOUTH 

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 

SOUTH DAKOTA RESOURCES COALITION OFFICERS 

 
PRESIDENT……………………LUANNE NAPTON (Brookings) 

VICE PRESIDENT……………..KAYE HUNT (Madison) 
SECRETARY/TREASURER…..LAWRENCE NOVOTNY   

       (Brookings)  

ECO FORUM EDITOR, 
PHOTOGRAPHER, 

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 

South Dakota Resources Coalition 

928 4th Street, Office 4 

Brookings, SD 57006-0066 
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