
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

SDRC Annual Meeting 
 

 The South Dakota 

Resources Coalition will hold its 

annual meeting Saturday, 

October 31, 2009 at the 

Brookings Public Library, 515 

3rd Street starting at 1 p.m. The 

afternoon program will focus on 

―Cooperation for Community 

Renewable Energy‖ with 

featured speaker John Farrell of 

the Institute for Local Self 

Reliance. Dave Staub, SDRC 

member of Sisseton, will 

discuss his electric train 

renewable energy tour of 

Western Europe. The program 

will conclude with a panel 

discussion led by government 

and utilities representatives. See 

article on page 2 for more 

background information on the 

program. 

 SDRC will hold its annual 

business meeting immediately 

after the program. SDRC will 

raffle off the quarter of organic 

beef donated by board member 

Charlie Johnson of Madison.  
 

HELP! POST FLIERS! 
 

 We’d like you to help SDRC promote 

this excellent program. Enclosed are four 

fliers. Please (1) post the fliers in likely 

places where you live and/or (2) hand 

them personally to folks you know who 

should hear John Farrell: state lawmakers 

and local elected officials and other 

influential community deciders, local 

utility personnel, educators, and your 

intelligent, interested friends. More fliers 

available on request: phone 605-881-5514 

or email jeannekoster@msn.com. 

 Volume XXXVI Issue 7 October 2009 

1–4 PM, Saturday, October 31, 2009 

Brookings Public Library — Cooper Room 

515 3rd Street, Brookings, SD 

Knowledge Is Power 
Don’t miss this chance to find out about 

building a REALLY SMART GRID for 

DISTRIBUTED RENEWABLE POWER to serve 

homes, public needs, business & industry, transportation 
 

John Farrell of the Institute for Local Self 

Reliance, New Rules Project, with a panel of South 

Dakota responders to help us process the speaker’s 

message telling how we can 
 

COOPERATE FOR COMMUNITY 

RENEWABLE ENERGY 
 

Opportunity for all to dialogue  

with the speaker and responders 
 

BONUS FEATURE: Dave Staub’s PowerPoint presentation on 

his electric train renewable energy tour of Western Europe 
 

Admission is free. Sponsored in the public interest by  

South Dakota Resources Coalition.  

Contact: sdrc@brookings.net/605-881-5514 
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Annual Meeting Program: Centralized vs. Distributed Generation 
 

To many, windpower development means giant 

central wind farms intended primarily to export 

electricity to remote metro areas via a new 

interstate ultra-high voltage transmission corridor. 

The speaker SDRC will bring to Brookings on 

October 31 maintains that a decentralized model 

would make better sense for South Dakota electric 

consumers. He will explain how community-scale 

systems would be more advantageous for South 

Dakotans, even costwise, in spite of certain 

economies of scale that giant wind farms can 

legitimately claim.  
 

Centralized Generation  
 

 The centralized power supply paradigm has 

predominated throughout much of the United 

States for coal power, hydropower, and nuclear 

power as well. Whatever its flaws, the heavily 

centralized system is an engineering wonder and 

has made South Dakota’s modern life possible and 

affordable -- washing machines; water pumping, 

TV; computers; heat pumps; MRIs; food 

processors; abundant and safe lighting; movies; 

refrigeration. We are properly grateful.  

 Now, increasing electricity demand is said to 

strain electric capacity and delivery infrastructure, 

notably in metro areas like Los Angeles, New 

York, Twin Cities, and Chicago, but also to a 

lesser extent here at home. Because more large-

scale hydro seems infeasible, some have been 

counting on expanded use of our region’s plentiful 

coal to feed additional centralized power plants. 

 However, at the same time as it demands more 

electricity, the rest of the world has begun 

focusing on long-ignored drawbacks and formerly 

externalized costs of the coal power. Coal power, 

for instance, liberates more fiendishly toxic 

mercury to the biosphere than any other single 

source, and is the world’s champion CO-2 Big 

Foot. For coal to clean up its act could make 

electricity from coal painfully expensive. 

Shouldn’t we just be switching over to renewable 

energy ASAP? 
 

Centralized Wind Power?  
 

 ―Not to worry,‖ interposes a new chorus. 

South Dakota has enough clean, renewable wind 

to satisfy a very great portion of U.S. electricity 

demand. All we need do is erect centralized wind 

farms and ship out the wind-electric product to 

electricity-starved metro areas via a new UHV 

transmission superhighway, tagged with an 

inspiring moniker – ―the Green Express.‖  

 NO! says John Farrell, of the Minneapolis-

based Institute for Local Self Reliance New Rules 

Project. Farrell will be featured speaker at SDRC’s 

October 31 afternoon program in Brookings, in a 

presentation titled ―Cooperating for Community 

Renewable Energy.‖  
 

Not So Fast With the Old Paradigm 
 

The centralized paradigm might be logical enough 

for coal, hydropower, and nuclear power, given 

the location of coal deposits and the location of 

water volumes used for hydropower, as well as 

for cooling both coal and nuclear plants. In the 

nuclear industry, centralization is also a prudent 

damage-control measure, answering a need to 

geographically circumscribe some pretty hairy 

risks. 

 However, trying to wrangle a renewable 

energy economy into the old centralized paradigm 

is a poor fit for South Dakotans, at least for the 

foreseeable term, Farrell says. It might offer the 

course of least resistance to big engineering firms, 

absentee investors, and large metro-area power 

companies. (continued on p. 3) 

Learn More About Distributed Generation 
 

 Below are some helpful links you can paste 

in your browser:  

 ―On Renewable Energy, Go Local,‖ by John 

Farrell. (StarTribune.com, August 15, 2007) 

www.startribune.com/opinion/commentary/ 

11149666.html 

 ―Why Obama's Plan to Help Renewable 

Energy May Backfire and Aid Big Coal,‖ by 

David Morris (AlterNet, February 6, 2009) 

www.alternet.org/environment/124235  

  

  

  

Distributed Energy First, Wait On New 

Transmission Lines, by David Morris 

(Renewable EnergyWorld, April 28, 2008) 

www.newrules.org/energy/news/distributed-
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Centralized vs. Distributed (cont. from p. 2): But continued centralization would make needless 

expense for ratepayers and taxpayers in South Dakota. It would be energy inefficient and would fail to 

optimize use of existing municipal and rural electric co-op utility 

infrastructure. It would fail to capture some of the most attractive 

advantages of renewables. 
 

The New Paradigm – Distributed Generation 
 

 For now, a decentralized, DISTRIBUTED energy paradigm is 

a more economically logical way to build a renewable energy 

economy for South Dakota, Farrell will explain. Farrell will argue 

that, contrary to conventional thinking, the distributed approach 

is actually a route to improved reliability, so we’re not left in the 

dark when the wind doesn’t blow. Using a distributed energy 

paradigm to mold development of renewables can make transition to a fully renewable energy economy 

happen faster, with less waste and less expense, and with more benefit to local communities.  

 Farrell will also tell how distributed generation is taking hold in Minnesota. He may surprise you by 

explaining how, in the not-too-distant future, V2G technology can permit us to use autos and pick-ups to 

drive our way to energy independence. 
 

Carbon Free And Nuclear Free By 2050 

A Roadmap for U.S. Energy Policy 
 

 Is nuclear power necessary for achieving a 

carbon-free energy economy? Institute for Energy 

and Environmental Research and the Nuclear 

Policy Research Institute sound a convincing NO 

to this question in a downloadable book in which 

scientist Arjun Makhijani, PhD, outlines how the 

United States can achieve a carbon-free and 

nuclear-free US energy system by 2050 at a 

reasonable cost. This includes the electricity grid, 

residential and commercial energy use, and 

transportation and industry. The timeline in the 

plan details what steps we need to take and when -

- from now to 2030, in order to arrive at a carbon-

free nuclear-free U.S. energy system by 2050. 

Download the report from 

http://www.ieer.org/carbonfree/ 

 It is technologically and economically feasible 

to phase out CO2 emissions and nuclear power at 

the same time, by at least 2050. With significant 

effort and technological advances, it can be done 

by 2040. The plan includes redundancy in case 

any elements in the preferred scenario cannot be 

fully realized. 

 The U.S. has ample renewable energy 

resources for the transition. Wind energy potential, 

with proper siting and excluding cities, national 

parks, and other sensitive areas, amounts to about 

three times total U.S. electricity generation in 

2005. Six states – North Dakota, Texas, Kansas, 

South Dakota, Montana, and Nebraska – each 

have greater wind energy potential than the total 

electricity generated by all 104 U.S. nuclear power 

plants. Solar energy is even more plentiful. The 

area of commercial rooftops and parking lots is 

enough to supply most U.S. electricity generation 

needs.  

 This will not require any new transmission 

corridors, though distribution systems will have to 

be strengthened. Solar photovoltaic electricity 

costs are declining rapidly and are expected to be 

lower than the delivered cost of nuclear electricity 

from new plants in the next several years. Solar 

thermal power plants are already approximately 

equivalent with new nuclear costs. By taking 

advantage of the diversity in solar and wind 

energy, coordinating their usage with natural gas 

or appropriate hydropower, and building a smart 

grid, a solid foundation for a distributed grid can 

be laid in the next 15 to 20 years. After that, 

natural gas can be phased out and replaced with 

geothermal and other renewable energy as well as 

advanced storage.  
 

[Adapted from IEER website, cited above] 

QUESTION: What’s V2G? 
For the ANSWER, come to the 

Brookings Public Library, Saturday, 

October 31, 1-4pm. A panel of South 

Dakota responders will help us 

relate the speaker’s message to life  

here in South Dakota. 
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DENR’s Errors on Hyperion’s Air Permit 
 

 Hyperion oil processing plant received a preconstruction air permit from the SD Dept. of 

Environment & Natural Resources (DENR), and the SD Board of Minerals and Environment (BME). 

Despite the EPA’s detailed criticisms of the draft Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Air 

Permit, the DENR issued the flawed permit, with few changes made.  
 The South Dakota Board of Minerals and Environment approved the permit unanimously with little 

discussion even though numerous flaws and omissions were obvious. Please ask the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) to overturn the decision of the South Dakota Department of Natural Resources 

(DENR) and the Board of Minerals and Environment to issue a preconstruction air permit to the 

Hyperion Energy Center (HEC). The snail mail addresses and email addresses of whom to send 

comments to are in the box. 

 If you think that an oil processing plant, emitting 19 million tons of carbon dioxide a year along with 

tons of carcinogens, should be constructed according to the Best Available Control Technology, please 

read the following and select one or two areas you feel strongly about and ask for the help of the EPA. 

 Below is a partial list of some the numerous deficiencies and omissions of the permit. 

 1. There are many omissions and deficiencies in the permit relative to the Best Available 

Control Technologies (BACT). BACT is mandated by the U.S. Clean Air Act. To determine a BACT a 

permit must show that a specific technology is selected after considering the types and sources of 

emission, regional environmental impact, and cost. Hyperion’s refinery is a polluting source that falls 

under the EPA standard for New Source Review guidelines. The EPA was very critical of the BACT 

analyses in the draft air permit and few changes were made by the DENR. Among the many BACT 

problems are the following.  

• Leak-less valves could prevent fugitive pollutant 

leaks. The permit did not show an analysis 

explaining why leak-less control equipment was 

not specified. There was no modeling for fugitive 

emissions.  

• Details of monitoring emissions were omitted. In 

the case of the thousands of valves, the method 

listed is leak detection and repair. None of the 

modern monitoring systems employed in Europe 

and under consideration by the EPA to monitor 

total emissions were considered. No BACT or 

options were presented.  

• Cost documentation is missing or suspect 

throughout the document. Unless the cost and 

effectiveness of alternative systems is presented, it 

is impossible to judge the ―best‖ choice of 

technologies. 

• There is no BACT given showing why control 

equipment is water cooled rather than air cooled. 

Air cooling could save millions of gallons of 

water daily.  

• Enclosed ground flares are being used in many 

recently modernized refineries (cont., p. 5) 

 

Your letters and/or emails regarding 

Hyperion’s Air Quality Permit 

should be written to the following: 

 

Callie A. Videtich, Director 
Air and Radiation Program 
US EPA Region 8-80C-EISC 
1595 Wynkoop Street 
Denver, Colorado 80202-1129  
videtich.callie@epa.gov   

  
Carol Rushin 
Acting Regional Director 
US EPA Region 8-80C-EISC 
1595 Wynkoop Street 
Denver, CO 80202-1129 
rushin.carol@epa.gov  

  
Lisa Jackson, Administrator 
U.S. EPA 
Ariel Rios Building 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20460 
jackson.lisap@epa.gov    
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Hyperion Permit (cont. from 

p. 4): Enclosed ground flares 

were never even considered in 

the permit despite many 

characteristics that make them 

superior to tall candle flares. 

• BACTS were omitted for 

storage tanks, nitrogen oxide 

emissions from small process 

heaters, cooling processes and 

CO2 emissions from the 

Integrated Gasification 

Combined Cycle power plant 

vent. 

• The DENR has granted a 

Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration Air Permit for the 

sixth largest refinery in the 

U.S. and has not required a 

Startup, Shutdown, and 

Malfunction Plan (SSM). 

Without a plan there could be 

no BACT. 

 2. Hyperion did not 

demonstrate compliance with 

National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS). NAAQS 

requires the EPA to set standards 

for six criteria air contaminants: 

ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur 

dioxide, nitrogen oxides, lead and 

particulate matter. There are two 

classes of particulate matter. PM10 

are coarse particles 10 micrometers 

to 2.5 micrometers in diameter. 

PM2.5 are fine particles and are 2.5 

micrometers or less in diameter. 

Huge polluting sources must have 

background analyses of the 

NAAQS to make certain the new 

source will not exceed quantities 

obviously detrimental to health. 

New source quantities + 

background = projected post 

construction quantities.  

 Strangely, the background data 

used was from Sioux Falls, more 

than 50 miles to the north, rather 

than Sioux City, about 25 miles 

away. Sioux City has much higher 

background levels of PM2.5 than 

Sioux Falls. Had Sioux City been 

used, the background added to the 

new emission source would almost 

certainly have exceeded the 

NAAQS for 24 hour emissions. 

 Sioux City also shares the same 

wind patterns as the Hyperion 

Energy Center. In the winter both 

have a predominant prevailing 

wind out of the northwest and in 

the summer the predominant wind 

is from the southeast. Both the 

seasonal wind directions and 

velocities are somewhat different in 

Sioux Falls. At both the Hyperion 

Energy Center and Sioux City the 

Missouri River valley channels the 

wind. 

 While Hyperion recommended 

using Sioux City ambient data in its 

modeling protocol the DENR 

wanted Sioux Falls. Although both 

cities had five years of data the 

DENR selected one of the lower 

years for Sioux Falls rather than 

averaging for five years. 

 Five years of data should have 

been used for both cities, or very 

good explanations for ignoring both 

the location and the power of 

averaging should have been 

provided. It was not. 

 3. Hyperion’s Visibility 

Analysis is flawed. The National 

Park Service offered to assist HEC 

to do the analysis correctly. The 

current analysis used a horizontal 

sight line at ground level. If a 

person looked upward completely 

different results would be observed. 

If the proper analysis were utilized 

it would show visibility impairment 

as high as 50%, not zero. 

 4. Key elements required of a 

PSD were not presented in the 

permit. There was no plan for dust 

suppression during construction. 

There was no flare minimization 

plan, no Startup, Shutdown and 

Malfunction plan. The public did 

not see a BACT analysis for CO2 

in time to comment on it. Methane 

and other greenhouse gas emissions 

were not quantified in the permit. 

This refinery will emit more CO2 

per refined barrel than any existing 

refinery in the United States. 

 5. The Board should have 

required an Environmental 

Impact Study before issuing a 

preconstruction air permit. This 

would be the largest and most 

polluting single industrial unit ever 

constructed in South Dakota. The 

citizens should have a holistic view 

of the impact on health and the 

environment prior to the DENR 

issuing a preconstruction permit 

based only on air emissions.  

 Among the many 

environmental effects that are not 

going to be analyzed are the social 

and economic impacts of the 4,500 

construction workers housed in a 

temporary work camp. Air and 

water emissions from road, railroad 

and pipeline construction have not 

been disclosed. In fact, the pipeline 

details are completely undisclosed. 

There will be noise and odors that 

will be detected but not disclosed 

prior to their arrival. 

 The regional impact of 

construction activities and 

operation are unknown to the 

public. Local government can’t 

plan for law enforcement, energy, 

sewage, and traffic and health 

issues when there is no impact 

analysis. Local government can not 

begin to plan capital options 

without a holistic impact study.  

 If you have questions please 

contact Jim Heisinger 

(jheising@usd.edu or 624-3170) or 

Dean Spader (dspader@usd.edu or 

624-6831). Thank you for helping 

to make your own voice heard.  
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King Coal's Curtain Call 
by Peter Carrels of Aberdeen who works as a regional representative for the Sierra Club. 

 

 The news was revealing for many reasons. 

Citing economic factors and regulatory 

uncertainties, Otter Tail Power Co. recently 

withdrew from the proposed Big Stone II coal-

fired power plant project. Otter Tail was the 

project's lead developer, and Big Stone II's future 

looks dim. 

 Among remaining investors are South Dakota-

based Heartland Consumers Power District and 

Missouri River Energy Services. These 

organizations should re-examine their 

commitment to coal and follow Otter Tail's lead. 

It is a momentous time as our nation transitions to 

new electrical sources, and South Dakota can play 

a key role in that transition. 

 Construction has started on an $8 million 

Renewable Energy Center in Howard to educate 

workers in wind, solar and geothermal energies. 

Northwestern Energy will help to build a $12 

billion, 3,000-mile electrical highway called the 

Green Power Express to carry 

12,000 megawatts of renewable 

electricity. South Dakota Public 

Utilities Commission Chairman 

Dusty Johnson says our state 

could see $1 billion invested in 

wind projects during the next 30 

months. Clean energy will fuel 

the new economy. 

 These investments and 

forecasts are driven by concerns over carbon 

emissions and climate change. It's an irrefutable 

truth that we are moving away from carbon-

emitting energy sources. And that's a good thing. 

Health and environmental concerns and economic 

pressures dictate an escalating de-emphasis on 

coal as a source of electricity. 

 Coal plants are major polluters, releasing 

carbon emissions that cause global warming and 

climate change. Mercury, arsenic and selenium are 

other coal-plant pollutants. Coal mining causes 

devastating ecological destruction, and the ash 

waste discarded by coal plants is toxic and deadly. 

 Despite what coal supporters say, there are no 

cost-efficient, functioning technologies to 

substantially clean up coal-fired plants. "Clean 

coal" is a myth, the product of a misleading public 

relations campaign. 

 Coal supporters claim carbon sequestration 

can solve coal's carbon pollution problems, but 

this approach is unproven, poses threats to 

underground water resources and could be years 

away from formal application. Until then, must we 

sit back and watch coal plants spew many tons of 

carbon? 

 Coal supporters say that coal plants pave the 

way for transmission lines needed by wind 

turbines. That is a smokescreen. Wind's rapid 

gains as an energy source warrant transmission 

without coal. Conservation and increased energy 

efficiencies along with the likelihood of coal 

plants shutting down will free up space on existing 

transmission lines. 
 

Economic uncertainties add to 

coal’s problems 
 

 As legislative solutions are 

pursued to cut carbon emissions, 

efforts to fix coal's inherent 

liabilities will add extra costs to 

coal generation, and those 

additional costs will pose notable 

threats to the long-term financial 

viability of coal plants. 

 In March 2009 the federal Environmental 

Protection Agency announced that it will develop 

emission standards for power plants under the 

Clean Air Act (Section 112). As power plants 

scramble to comply with this directive, the cost of 

electricity produced from coal will rise steeply. 

 Coal use is falling, and officials in Wyoming, 

the nation's leading coal-producing state, confirm 

that coal mining there peaked in 2008 and is 

shrinking. Industry reports reveal that coal's share 

of the U.S. power market fell from 49 percent in 

2007 to 45 percent this year. (continued, p. 7) 
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Curtains for Coal (cont. from p. 6): Coal-fired 

generation tumbled almost 13 percent from June 

2008 to June 2009. 

 In 2008, new wind generation in the nation 

totaled 8,400 megawatts of electricity while new 

generation from coal totaled 1,400 megawatts. The 

trend is clear. 

 The energy sector is responding to existing 

and expected market conditions by cancelling 

coal-plant construction projects across the nation. 

The apparent fate of Big Stone II is not an isolated 

occurrence. 

 Consumers also are responding to existing 

conditions by embracing conservation measures 

and reducing consumption. Market needs have not 

grown as coal proponents predicted. 

 What we are now witnessing is King Coal's 

curtain call. The coal industry has served a 

purpose, and we should be grateful for that, but 

our needs have changed, awareness about coal's 

serious problems has deepened, and it's time to 

move forward with superior energy sources. 

 A challenge facing today's utilities is to supply 

affordable sources of electricity that don't cause 

worrisome health problems and severe 

environmental degradation. 

 Heartland and Missouri River Energy should 

support progressive solutions to our energy needs 

and avoid the risks and problems inherent in coal. 
 

Note: This article first appeared as a My Voices column in the 

September 28, 2009 Sioux Falls Argus Leader. 

 

Green Restaurant Assoc. Boosts Green Dining 
 

 You buy organic, shop at the farmer’s market weekly, grow 

your own tomatoes, compost and recycle, but does your favorite 

restaurant do all that as well? A long standing certification group 

called the Green Restaurant Association (GRA) has been helping 

restaurants go green for almost two decades. Their certification not 

only helps restaurants by providing a framework for sustainable 

operations, but also helps diners find and support those restaurants 

who are doing a good job.  

 The GRA certification is based on a sustainability point total, 

similar to LEED green building certification. There are three 

different tracks for certification—New Builds, Existing Restaurants 

and Events, each with its own requirements and point levels. A 

brand new restaurant must achieve more points than an existing 

restaurant because it includes green building techniques. ―Events‖ 

is geared towards the food service for conferences and meetings. 

 To qualify, an existing restaurant must have a full-scale 

recycling program, use no polystyrene foam, hold a yearly 

education program and qualify for at least 100 points and meet the 

minimum requirements in each category. Achieving the bare 

minimum of 100 points will land a restaurant a Two-Star Certified 

Green Restaurant label. It takes 175 points to achieve Three-Star 

status and a whopping 470 points to get Four-Star. A restaurant 

must also continue to improve annually and achieve more points in 

order to retain the certification. 

 Points are collected for sustainable actions and activities in 

seven categories: Water Efficiency, Waste Reduction & Recycling, 

Sustainable Furnishings and Building Materials, Sustainable Food, 

Energy, Disposables, and Chemical & Pollution Reduction. 
 

This article was reproduced with the kind permission of Low Impact Living. 

source: Environmental News Network, July 23, 2009 

GLOBAL WARMING MYTH 

NUMBER 7: 

As the ozone hole shrinks, global 

warming will no longer be a 

problem. 
 

FACT: Global warming and the 

ozone hole are two different 

problems. 
 

 The ozone hole is a 

thinning of the 

stratosphere's ozone 

layer, which is roughly 9 

to 31 miles above the 

earth's surface. The 

depletion of the ozone is due to man-made 

chemicals like chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). 

A thinner ozone layer lets more harmful 

ultraviolet (UV) radiation to reach the earth's 

surface. 

 Global warming, on the other hand, is 

the increase in the earth's average 

temperature due to the buildup of CO2 and 

other greenhouse gases in the atmosphere 

from human activities. 

 For more information, see the 

Environmental Defense Fund in-depth 

scientific report [PDF] on the myths and 

facts of global warming by Dr. James Wang 

and Dr. Michael Oppenheimer. 

http://www.edf.org/documents/4418_Mythsv

Facts_05.pdf 
 

Note: For 2009 each issue of ECO FORUM will contain a 

global warming myth. 
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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 

Web: 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 

Web: 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 

Web: hersethsandlin.house.gov/contact2.htm 

President Barack Obama 
The White House, 1600 Penn. Ave. NW, Washington, DC 20500 

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

Web: www.whitehouse.gov/contact/ 

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) 
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