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1. INTRODUCTION

I. THE 208 PLAN*“BACKGROUND, GOALS, PURPOSES

_Clean water is essential to the health and vitality of our
nation. Water pollution affects all living things and up-
sets nature's delicate balance. '

In 1972, a commitment was made to protect the rivers and
streams of our nation. P.L. 92-500, the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments, was enacted; it estab-

~ lished goals and objectives, and more importantly, the tools
to insure that our nation's water gquality will be protected.
This report, and the planning effort which led up to it, is
St. Louig' contribution to this national commitment.

Section 208 of the Clean Water Act makes grants available to
designated metropolitan areas and planning agencies to solve
water pollution problems and to plan for measures to mini-
mize pollution in the future. In the spring of 1975, the
Governor of Missouri designated the City of -8t. Louis, |
Franklin, Jefferscon, St. Charles and St. Louis Counties as a
208 plarning area (see Figure 1). In addition, the Governor
designated the East-West Gateway Coordinating Council as’ the
agency responsible for preparing the Water Quality Manage-
ment Plan for this area.l

The.objective of the Clean Water Act is to "restore and
maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of
the nation's waters." To accomplish this objective, two

lOwing to the difference in the characteristics of streams

" and the governmental framework in the Illinois portion of
the 8t. Louis Metropolitan Area, the Governor of Illinois
designated the Southwestern Illinois Metropolitan and Re-
gional Planning Commission to undertake 208 planning in
Madison, St. Clair and Monroe Counties in Illinois. The
two planning efforts have been coordinated through an
agreement worked out by both planning agencies, both
states and the U.8. Environmental Protection Agency.
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primary goals have been established. The first goal, which
summarizes the purpose of all aspects of the Clean Water

Act, is to eliminate the discharge of pollutants into navig-
able waters by 1985. A second; interim goal is to attain
"water quality which provides for the protection and propa-
gation of fish, shellfigh, and wildlife and provides for

recreation in and on the water." This "fishable and swim-

mable" -goal is to be achieved by July, 1983.

A number of policy statements are included in the Act which
sets forth the framework for achieving these goals and
objectives. One of these policy statements makes it "the
national policy that areawide waste treatment management
planning processes be developed and implemented to assure
adequate control of sources of pollution in each state.”
This national policy is the basis for 208 planning.

Planning under Section 208 of the P.L. 92-500 represents a
unigue opportunity for local governments to assess water
quality problems and devise thelr own strategies for solving
fhem within the framework of national policy. The dominant
role of local governments in devising 208 Plans has been
stressed continuously by Federal and State agencies adminis-
tering the program.

Local governments need to have a major role in devising the
208 Plan because local governments will have primary re-
sponsibility for enacting, enforcing and financing most
aspects of the Plan. Control of nonpoint sources of pollu-
tion, for example, involves programs ranging from zoning and
building regulations to streetsweeping and leaf collection.
Responsibility foxr these programs 1is currently and is ex-
pected to remain, within the realm of local governments.
Although federal and state aid is used for their construc-
tion, wastewater treatment plants are generally owned, oper=-
ated and maintained by units of local government.. (These
existing "management agencies" in many instances will
continue to serve as management agencies as part of the 208
Plan.) For these reasons and others, the 208 Plan must be
devised by and, in its final form, be acceptable to the
local governments responsible for its implementation.

The 208 Plan has come to mean many things to many people.

To some in the St. Louis area, it has meant help in estab-
lishing a sewer district to deal with local sewage problems.
To others, it has meant assistance in studving local 20-year
sewage treatment needs. To still others, it has held the
promise for a comprehensive approach to either solving local
public health and development problems or providing clean
water for the future recreational and commercial pursuits of



citizens in the St. Louls area. To all, most importantly,
the 208 program has heightened awareness of the importance
of clean water to the health and economic vitality of their
community and the total St. Louis region.

Section 208 was intended to do these things and more. In
fact, there are 16 major points set forth in the law which a
208 Plan must address (see Appendix C). These points include
strategies for treatment plant construction, nonpoint source
controls, and management agency designation among others.
These 16 points represent the output required by Federal
-regulations. Federal regulations, however, were not the
only factors affecting how the 208 Plan was to be written.

Early in the project, the East-West Gateway Coordinating
Council and advisory committees determined that: 1) some .
of the federal requirements were more relevant to local
‘problems than others; and that 2) given the limited time
frame and funding available, 208 planning in the St. Louis
area should focus on a manageable number of lmmedlate water
'quallty management problems.

A "regional profile" prepared early in the planning process
summarized these immediate water quality management prob~-
lems. In Jefferson County, for example, attention was drawn
to the nearly 500 individual point sources of ‘pollution in:
the northern part of the county discharging partially treated
sewage into small streams. Other problems identified in '
Jefferson County included geological problems associated
with septic tanks and the lack of overall management author-
ity to coordinate sewer development and pollution clean-up
efforts. In Franklin County, the organization of rural
sewer districts and, adain, geological problems associated
with septic tanks were seen as critical. St. Charles County,
with its high growth rate, active governmental units, and
historical experlence in water guality management, posed a
unique set of issues. The main concerns were to achieve
some kind of watershed approach to treatment to deal with |
the County's anticipated growth and to develop a management
approach sensitive to watershed-wide as well as local con-~
cerns. In the City of St. Louis and St. Louis County, major
concerns included the annexation of urbanized portlons of’
the County into the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District,
the upgrading of treatment facilities, control of combined
séwer overflows and control of pollution from urban stormm
water and construction site runoff.

This, then, is a generalized summary of issues and concerns
for which the 208 Plan includes a blueprint for future
action. As the study progressed, numerous additional issues



were identified and addressed. The Final Plan combines rec-—
ommendations intended to fulfill federal planning and fund-
ing reguirements with realistie, implementable approaches to
solving the 5t. Louis area's most significant water quality
management problems.

II. HOW THE PLAN WAS PREDARED

A. Study Team Organization

The study team for undertaking the St. Louig 208 Study con-
sisted of the East-West Gateway Coordinating Council staff,
a management planning consultant and a prime environmental
engineering consultant. Under the prime engineering con-
sultant were two subcontractors retained to perform specifie
engineering tasks. The overall urq&nizatinn of the study
team is shown in Figure 2.

h STUDY TEAM ORGANIZATION

GATEWAY
STAFF

ENVIRONMENTAL
ENGINEERING
CONSULTANT
CH2M-HILL INC.

MANAGEMENT
PLANNING

CONSULTANT
TEAM FOUR INC.

ZURHEIDE- ERNEST
HERRMANN BROWN &
INC. ASSOCIATES

figure 2




The Gateway staff retained overall responsibility for organ-
ization and management of the study. In addition to review-
ing and supervising the work of consultants, the staff was
responsible for public information and public participation
activities, liaison with local officials, collection and
formating of many kinds of data, and completion of certain
technical planning tasks, including the Draft and Flnal 208
Plan and the Environmental Assessment.

Consultants, selected by a special committee of the Gateway
Board of Directors after an extensive screening program,
were assigned specific, well defined technical planning
tasks. 1In its capacity as management planning consultant,
Team Four Inc. was responsible for the analysis of existing ‘ :
management agencies, their operating procedures and legal

capabilities; the assessment of the capability . of existing

management agencies and laws to fulfill the requirements of ,
208 Plan implementation; and the identification of alterna-
tive approaches to developing effective, feasible and accept-
able governmental frameworks for addregssing present day
“water quality management needs. :

The environmental engineering consultant and its subcon-
tractors were given the responsibility of identifying ex- , l
isting and potential water quality problems using adopted
criteria; determining the sources and relative importance
of the gources of these problems; and designing alternative
approaches to reducing the impact of these various pollution
sources to acceptable levels. These tasks involved assembl-
ing and analyzing water quality data and projecting future
water conditioris based on anticipated growth through use of
a computer model. The analysis of pollution sources then
 enabled the consultants to develop the most cost- effectlve _
: approaches to water guality improvement. :

'_ B. The Study Process

The philosophy employed in produ01ng the St. Louis 208 Plan
was two-fold. First, an attempt was made to involve affected
governmental officials and interested citizens in the major
de01510n~mak1ng points in the project. As a result, three
series of community workshops were held at the conclusion

of major phases of the prOJeat. At these workshops, par-
ticipants expressed their views on work that had been done



(see Element 16 and 25 Reports).Z2. Tﬁesa views were used
by the staff in redirecting the project in the succeeding
phase. : '

The second part of the philosophy involved an attempt to
analyze in detail only those problems which were most sig-
nificant and proposed solutions which appeared most feas-
ible. To accomplish this, the project was organized into
four phases (see Figure 3). The first phase involved a
superficial look at a wide range of pollution problems and
potential solutions. This involved collecting all previous.
reports and existing data as well as listing all potential
pollution sources suggested by citizens and officials.
buring the second phase, this list was reviewed and class-
ified to eliminate problems from investigation that were
not significant and proposals to solve problems that did
not appear feasible. During Phase III, additional data
was sought to provide a well-documented description of
water gulaity problems and clearly defined recommendations
for solving these problems. At the conclusion of Phase
ITI, alternative pollution control strategies were pre-
sented for evaluation and selection of preferred water
guality management technigues.

The selected control techniques were fine-tuned during
Phase IV and were published in the braft Plan. The Draft
Plan was distributed for review to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA)}; the Missouri Department of Natural
Resolurces (DNR); counties and local communities; and the .
208 advisory committees. A public hearing on the Draft
Plan was held on March 9, 1978. Comments from these re-
viewers and the Public Hearing were then used to prepare
the recommendations for final publication in this report.

2Because of the thoroughness and complexity of this
planning effort, including all data and methodologies in
this Final Plan Report would yield an unwieldly document,
- unsuitable for distribution. Therefore, throughout this
report, reference will be made to previous 208 reports
where a more indepth discussion of an issue can be found
or where detailed methodologies and data collection proce-
dures are described. These interim outputs, called Element
Reports, have been distributed to members of the 208 advi-
sory committees and local public officials. Copies of
these reports are available at East-West Gateway. See
Appendix D for a listing of 208 report outputs. It should
be noted that the Element Reports are not technically
accurate in all cases. The thrust of the réports was to
present methodologies and interim outputs which were later
refined and corrected during the 208 planning process..
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This approach meant that detailed data was collected only .
for those issues which, through workshops, committee reviews

and staff evaluation, were viewed as most important. This

approach economized on time and money and allowed greatex

effort to go into developing an effective and acceptable

planof action. ‘

The community workshops held with citizens and officials at
the conclusion of the majdr study phases were only part of
the community involvement process. Throughout the project,
publications and articles were distributed to a wide range
of people on Gateway's mailing list. Regular contacts were
made with newspapers and media to publicize progress of the
study. Special events, including field trips to study
pollution sources, tours of treatment plants, and a barge
trip on the Mississippi River to promote Clean Water Week
were also part of the 208 community involvement program.

Two advisory committees participated in the development of
the Plan (see Figure 4 and Appendix A). The Citizens Water
Quality Task Force met monthly throughout the project to
provide a sounding board for proposals and to assist the
gstaff in obtaining input from a wider segment of the popula-
tion. The Policy Advisory Committee, consisting of elected
officials, industry leaders, and citizens and agency repre-
sentatives met monthly to oversee progress of the project
and provide policy direction in determining what tasks

should be undertaken and how they should be done.



On April 28, 1978, the Policy Advisory Committee recommended
to the Board of Directors of Bast-West Gateway that they
rapprove the recommendations of the 208 Plan. The Board of
Directors, on the same date, approved the recommendations
with comments from Franklin and Jefferson Counties (see
Appendix E). ‘ '
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TITI. THE PLAN AND ITS IMPACT ON THE ST. LOUIS AREA

The pollution contrel measures set forth in this Plan, when
implemented, will insure that the level of quality of rivers
‘and streams of the St. Louis area meet current State stand-
ards (see Figure 5). The Plan will insure that in areas
that are growing and are projected to grow, the negative
-effects of this growth--inadequately sized treatment plants,
malfunctioning septic tanks, and pollution in once clean’
streams~—w1ll be kept' to a minimum.

The Plan will result in construction of new treatment facil-
ities and sewer systems. Jobs and economic development will
be a direct spinoff of these recommendations. Another result
of the Plan will be new ordinances and regulations, new
sewer dlstrlcts, and more importantly, new Statewide legis-
lation.

Essentially, the Plan is a mixture of two approaches to-
water quality management: brick and mortar (structural)
“and regulatory (non-structural). Before 208 planning, the
approaches were seldom integrated. Structural control
measures were generally favored because their results could
be more easily guantified. ©Non-structural controls, how-
ever, are less expensive because their purpose is to pre-
vent, rather than treat pollution. - This 208 Plan integrates
both approaches into a pollution control strategy. Building
treatment plants alone will not result in adeguate water
gquality; nor will the passing of ordinances and regulations
"do the job. The most cost-effective way of meeting water
quality standards is to do both simultaneously. The Plan
strives to meet that goal.

" There are several essential ingredients that go into making
a successful Water Quality Management Plan. All of these in-
grediénts can be found in this document. They are: 1) rele~
vant, accurate, and correctly selected data; 2) practical
and desirable target objectives identified as a result of
analyzing this area's water quality problems; 3) pollution
control recommendations which were intelligently selected

- from among alternatives and which can be understood and
accepted by those who must inplement them; 4) an identi-
fication of the governments and agencies who will implement
the recommendations; and 5) a built-in mechanism for updat—
ing and modifying the Plan.

Another important ingredient of this Plan, one which engin-
eers and planners don't often brag about, is that the Plan
is not perfect and does have shortcomlngs. It is not im~-
proper to say, however, that these shortcomings are actually

19
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one of the Plan's strengths. When a problem presented itself
to which there was no current feasible solution, pie-in-the-
sky solutions were not developed. Rather, the nature of

the limitations were explored and recommendations made on
closing the "feasibility gap." ‘ :

The best example of a shortcoming of the Plan is in the area
of nonpoint source controls. There is considerable doubt
about whether the Plan's nonpoint source control recommenda-
tions can be implemented in Missouri second class counties
(Franklin, Jefferson, and St. Charles). These controls are
necessary to meet water quality objectives in certain water-
sheds within these counties; however, the State statutes
governing the powers of a second class county do not present
the counties with a clear indiciation of whether they can
implement the recommendations. This limitation is specific-
ally indicated in the Plan to serve notice to the State that
changes in the State statutes may be necessary. Until this
issue is resolved, the Plan recommends actions for second
class counties to take which are c¢learly authorized under
_their governing statutes.

Finally; it is important to emphasize the dynamic nature

of this Plan. Section 208 includes provisions for updating

and revising the Plan. Funds for continued 208 planning have

- already been appropriated for fiscal year 1978 and there is
strong indication that Congress will fund 208 planhing for the .

next five fiscal years. .

Continued 208 planning is one of the key aspects of a Water
‘Quality Management Program. Besides updating the control
recommendation, continued 208 planning will help implement
some of the major management and regulatory recommendations
of the Plan. The momentum to solve water guality problems
in the St. Louis area which began over two years ago will-be
continued. ' -

A major difference between the initial two-year planning period
and continuved planning is the level of federal funding: the
federal government supplied 100 percent of the funds to pro-
duce this Plan; during continued planning, 25 percent of the
funds must be supplied from local sources. It is, therefore,
integral to the success of a continued 208 planning program

in the St. Louis area that local matching funds be made
available to attract federal 208 funds. .

12



'1V. A DESCRIPTION OF THE FINAL 208 PLAN REPORT

This Final 208 Plan Report is divided into two areasg--the
first, a description of the pollution control recommenda-
tions and their effectiveness; the second, how the controls
are to be implemented and by whom. The first area contains
"four sections: Point Source Control Recommendations-Section
2; Nonpoint Source Control Recommendations-—-Section 3;
Residual Waste Control Recommendations--Section 4; and Water
Quality Effectivenéss--Section 5. A brief description of
each section of this report is presented below.

A. Section 2: Point Source Control Recommendations‘

Point sources of pollution are wastewater treatment fac;l—
ities and industries~-~any activity which dlscharges waste-
water at a point into a river or stream (see Figure 6).

There are three major aspects of point source control policy
which are stated in this section:

1. The gsize of the treatment facility, the extent of the‘
"= trunk sewer system, and the service area of the system
based on projected year 2000 population (see Figure 7).

‘12g‘ The required level of treatment of the facility based
.. on the standards of the receiving stream.

3. The agency given the responsibility for constructing
and operating the facility and trunk sewer system.

These three items, once the 208 Plan is approved, will be
used as the policy of the federal and state governments for
dlstrlbutlng Section 201 Facmllty Planning Grants. 201
planning is the next step in the process of point source
control set up by the Clean Water Act. The 201 funds--which
fund 75 percent of ‘the cost of a project-~are used by local
governments to engineer and construct the treatment facil-
ity. These three policy items will be used to determine
whether a local community's application for 201 planning
funds is in conformance with the 208 Plan. Applications not
in conformance with theee policies will be turned down. '

"The third policy item tells the federal and state govern-
ments which units of government are eligible for 201 grants.
These "managenient agencies" were selected based on criteria
established early in the 208 study derived from the rules
and regulations of Clean Water Act. 1In a number of areas,
there are currently no management agencies to implement the

13
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i

point source recommendations. In these areas, interim man-
agement agencies--in all cases the County Courts-—-are des-
ignated the responsibility for developing management agen-
cies. These interim management agencies are not eligible
for 201 funds.

B. Section 3: Nonpoint Source Control
Recommendations

Nonpoint sources of water pollution are all sources of pol-
lution other than point sources. In the St. Louis area, the
major nonpoint sources are individual home treatment sys-
tems (septic tanks), urban stormwater runoff, and agricul-~-
tural runoff.3 frhis section advances recommendations for
controlling nonpoint source pollutions through structural
and nonstructural controls.

There are major differences between the impacts of the
Plan's point and nonpoint source recommendations. As men-
tioned above, the point source recommendations will help
-determine federal and state policy for distributing 201

. grants. The nohpolint source recommendations, with the re-
cent exception of septic tank control, do not set policy
for any grant programs. Neither urban stormwater runoff nor
- contruction site runoff controls are eligible for construc-

tion grants. Acceptance by local communities of the con-
trols, therefore, is voluntary. '

The other major problem with the nonpoint source control,-
as also mentioned above, is their inplementability in sec-
ond class counties. This issue will be resolved by an
opinion from the Missouri Attorney General (see Appendix F)..

C, Section 4: Residual Waste Control
Recommendations

Residual wastes, commonly referred to as sludges, are the
by-products of the wastewater treatment process. They are
the inorganic and organic materials removed from the waste-
water concentrated into a semi-solid form. Residual wastes
must be disposed of in an environmentally suitable manner,
or else the organic materials will f£find their way into
. streams and pollution will once again result. This section
describes the Plan's recommendations for the disposal of
residual wastes. '

3Agricultural nonpoint source controls are being
addressed on a statewide basis by the Missouri Department-
of Natural Resources.
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" D. Section 5: Water Quallty Effectlveness

An important aspect of 208 planning has been the ablllty to
estimate the future water guality of this area's rivers and
streams by using sophisticated computer models. This sec-
tion describes these models and summarizes the expected
water guality of this area's rivers and streams as the
recommendations of the Plan are implemented.

E. Section 6: Plan Implementation

This section develops the management system of the Plan--it
describes which local governments shall have the responsi-
bility for implementing the Plan's pollution control recom-
mendations; how the recommendations are to be financed; and
when . the controls are to be implemented. . Issues dealing
with implementation, which are mentioned elsewhere in the
report, are described in detail. This section should be
read very carefully because it gives an in-depth analysis of
the Plan, its opportunities, and its limitations.

Developing a management system for implementing the pollu-
tion control recommendations has been one of the challenges
of 208 planning. The current management system wastewater
treatment (see Figures 8 through 11) is uncoordinated and in
many areas inefficient. The Plan recommends measures to
coordinate these management activities, plug gaps in man-
agement responsibilities, and upgrade the competence of
ex1st1ng management agencies.
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2. POINT SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES

I. INTRODUCTION

Growth trends in the St. Louis Region have often resulted in
the development of land for residential, commercial and
industrial purposes prior to the extension of central sewer
gystems and treatment. In many areas this has resulted in a
proliferation of small treatment facilities located in close
proximity.  Since these "slusters" of small systems were
generally constructed in the absence of overall regulation
and coordination, significant technical problems such as '
- inadequate capacities can hinder efforts toward providing

- more efficient and larger systems through integration of

. these areas and systems.

Many of the amall treatment facilities were initially designed
and_qcnstructed to meet loading regquirements and specifications
at that time and due to population growth and stricter

stream requirements are no longer adeguate. . As a result of
‘this overloading and upgraded requirements, they are discharging
improperly treated effluent into nearby waterways that do -

not .meet current water quality needs. This gituation is

further compounded by the general practice of providing
inadeguate operation and maintenance on the collection

system and at the plant sites. :

Severe pollution and health problems exist in some areas as
a result of the above practices. Many of these problems of
surface and underground water pollution involve localized ~

" hydrologic and geologic conditions. Many point sources
discharge into intermittent, low flow streams. The effluent
discharges may, therefore, constitute the entire stream flow
‘during dry periods. The pollution problems are obvious
ander these circumstances. Groundwater is also endangered
in areas where effluents are discharged to watercourses
classified as "losing streams.” These streams impact some
or all of their flow directly into the groundwater.
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The water quality of larger streams and rivers is also
affected by point source discharges. For example, investi-
gations have shown that a significant portion of existing
phosphorous and fecal coliform criteria violations which

exist in the study area's larger streams (i.e., Meramec and
Missouri Rivers) can be directly attributed to discharges

from point sources such as, municipal and industrial treatment
plants (see Element 8, 11, 21 and 23 Reports) .

TI. METHODOLOGY FOR DEVELOPING POINT SOURCE CONTROLS

A. Alternative Development

' In order to generate and evaluate alternative point source
control measures, a determination of the guantity and quality
of wastewater to be transported and treated as well as the
location of all discharges was necessary. Information on’
‘existing discharges was collected from available operating:
records, EPA storet data, NPDES data, existing sewer studies,
onsite interviews and the Missouri Public Service Commission
 files. This information was assembled onto large scale

work maps which provided the baseline data for the alternative
evaluation process (see Figure 12). ‘

The methodology for establishing future wastewater flows
involved the assessment of, and extrapolations from, data on
flows to existing treatment facilities and water consumption
figures of waterworks systems. Future industrial flows were
based on existing industrial flow contributions plus a
nominal allowance for additional land projected to convert
to industrial usage. These flow factors were then applied
to service area population and land use data to provide

- proijected wastewater flow (see Element 10 and 14 Reports).

. A fifteen percent projected increase in domestic wastewater
flow has been assumed to occur during the planning period.
Also,; projected flows have an allowance for average infil-
‘tration/inflow.. : ‘ :

To provide a méthod of grouping possible individual structural
solutions, six general alternative classifications were
utilized: = - I '

1. Continue Present Trends Plus NPDES Compliance
2. Provide Service to Smaller Communities
3. Consolidation of Systems to Improve Extent

_ and Level of Service . -
4. Consolidation Toward Regionalization
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5. Full Watershed Area Servide

6. Full Compliance with Water Quality Goals
Criteria

Tt should be noted that these are general classifications
only, and that specific alternatives for individual systems.
and facilities have been developed. The individual system
alternatives have been considered on their own merits and
‘not as just a component of the six general solutions listed
above (see Element 10 and 14 Reports).

B. Alternative Evaluation

The point source recommendation summary (beginning on page 42)
presents in tabular and narrative form outputs from the
alternative evaluation and selection process. Each alternative
was analyzed using four major criteria; 1) cost-effectiveness;
2) water quality effectiveness; 3) management/ institutional
constraints; and 4) environmental considerations (see Element
24 Report). A major factor common to all four criteria was
regional population dynamics. High growth watersheds were
identified and these areas underwent small area analysis

'which involved the development of population dot maps (see
Figure 13). The most recognizable use of population dot

maps .is the development and evaluation of regional alternatives.
Technical considerations for regional solutions involve the
treatment plant size and location, interceptor routes and
size, and economies of scale. A reliable population projection
is essential for determining the cost-effective treatment
approach. In conjunction with engineering considerations,
projections are also a strong determinant in formulating
management/institutional arrangements. When presented
graphically, they allow the planner to develop future
annexation policies and determine possible new management
arrangements. Projections also involve costs to be allocated
to the individual household, which can determine the cost-
effectiveness of a given point source alternative.

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

U.S. EPA reguires that cost-effective analysis be presented

on a present worth basis: future costs for construction and
operation and maintenance of treatment facilities and collection
systems should be expressed in terms of their current cost,

as if these expenditures were being made at the present

time, In the cost analysis, the total capital investment in
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wastewater treatment plants and interceptors over the next
25 years have been totaled and an. amortized anntal estimate
has been calculated. This estimate is based on June, 1977
dollars and does not include any inflation factor. Likewise
the operatlon and maintenance cost. figures for a typical
year in the life of the system are expressed in June, 1977
dollars. Present worth cost estimates allow local residents
to evaluate the future value of these gystems by compariing
present worth to other current expenses. People only com-
pare what it costs them as an individual in each case. When
a person takes a bus, for example, the fare put in the box
-is important, not the total cost of the bus systemn.

The household cost for the proposed water quality manage-
ment activities has always been a major concern of the 208
project. Thus, the development of user cost on an ‘annual
household basis has been a critical step in the comparatlve
evaluation of all point source alternatives, both in terms
of water quality levels and the plans to achieve these lev-
els of water quality. The water quallty levels used in
evaluating point source alternatives in the St. Louis 208
 program were: '

Level l--Whatever instream conditions would result
if only secondary treatment of point sources of
pollutlon were applied;

Level 2--Water quality which meets the State of

Missouri's proposed water quality standards* and
criteria; and

Level 3--Water guality which meets criteria devel-
oped specifically for the 8t. Louis 208 program
which will assure control of algal growth and
achievement of the natxonal goals of fishable and
sw1mmable water,

These‘householé cost estimates, therefore, provide a means
of choosing from the various plans proposed by the techni-
cal consultants. Also, the household cost analysis has '
helped to answer the guestion--what level of water quality
can the region afford?

The annual egtimates of costs for hew and expanded treat-
ment systems also provides an indication of the most cost-
effective consclidation of treatment plants. Within a

*the State of Missouri adopted new water quallty
standards in December, 1977.

27



given services area, the number of treatment plants and the-
design of the interceptor system can vary considerably from
one alternative to another, though all systems provide com-
parable levels of treatment service. There also may be
large cost differences between the proposed plans as in the
Lower Meramec. In that system, 6 different point source
alternatives were developed with a $20 spread in the annual
household cost figures. Such cost differentials make it
essential to evaluate the fiscal impacts associated with

each system on both the total project cost level and the
household cost basis. -

Water quality effectiveness is discussed in greater detail
"in Section 5. Management considerations are discussed in
Section 6; and the environmental factors are contained in
the Environmental Impact Assessment (Element 35 Report) .

cC. Integration of Ongoing Facility Planning
Activity

Another important factor incorporated into the point source
alternative development is the status of ongoing 201 stud-
'ies within the 208 planning area (see Figure 14). 201
Facility Planning refers to that section of P.L. 92-500
dealing with the planing and construction of wastéwater
facilities. Ideally, 208 planning should be completed be-
fore. the initialation of 201 Facilities Planning. Because
. of critical water gquality problems, this delay was not
 feasible for the St. Louis 208 region. Whenever possible, -
however, 208 population and land use has been utilized by
the 201 agencies. Further, if 201 planning was in the ini-
tial stages of development, 208 planning and the 201 agency
have coordinated their activities and outputs as closely as
possible (i.e. MSD Lower Meramec Study). In areas where 201
Facilities Planning is anticipated, the 208 point source
recommendation should be considered as the framework for
future alternative development. A 201 Facilities Plan, how-
ever, may preempt a 208 point. source recommendation if the
201 plan demonstrates overriding cost-effective considera-
tions. . In this sense, the 208 Plan is not a static list of
recommendations but represents a dynamic and progressive
policy for guiding future wastewater construction activi-
ties. '

D. Alternative Selection

The original 6 alternative classifications were evaluated
at a series of countywide workshops. Further review and.
evaluation based on workshop outputs was completed by con-
sultants, staff and 208 citizen committees. From this cy-
cle of public workshops, in-house review and 208 committee
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review, a narrowing down from the original 6 classifica-
tions to about two or three alteratives occurred (see Ele-
ment 18 Report). The final alternatives were analyzed in
depth for cost, management/institutional and water quality
factors (see Element 24 Report). The alternatives were re-
cycled again through the above review process: workshop to
consultant/staff to 208 committees (see Element 25 Report).
Also, all alternatives underwent extengsive federal, state
and local review. Through this selection process, those
~alternatives that have been deemed economical and imple-
mentable are presented for final consideration.

The point source recommendations are organized by community
and by county. . Each community recommendation includes a
brief description of the proposed system, design considera-
tions, cost summary, management/institutional issues, and
an implementation schedule. The community recommendations
are classified into two general groups: sewered and nonsew-
ered approaches. Generally, small rural communities have
high household costs for conventional sewage treatment
projects, Where this situation has occurred, the recommen-
dation will include nonsewered options along with the con-
" ventional structural solutions. The following section des~-
cribes in detail the nonsewered alternative approach. Fol-
lowing this section, there will be a discussion in indus-
trial pretreatment regquirements and industrial cost recov-
ery. ‘

ITE. NONSEWERED ALTERNATIVES IN SMALL COMMUNITIES

Conventional . wastewater treatment systems which use gravity
collection systems and mechanical or lagoon treatment
plants are usually prohibitively expensive for small commu-
nities or areas with low population densities. Presently,
the U.S. EPA suggests a limit of the annual user charge to
one percent of the median annual household income in the
area. Based on a national household income average, the
annual user charge would be limited to $130 a year, or
approximately $11 per month. Many of the small community
wastewater systems, even with substantial federal and state
grants, result in. user charges in excess of $11 per month.

The major causes of the high user fees in small communities.
are: ‘

1. Small communities do not have collection

systems constructed, and the capital costs
of these systems are often excessive.
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2. Small wastewater treatment plants are expensive
to operate. BSmall wastewater treatment plants
have a higher cost per unit of flow than do
larger facilities. :

3. Small communities usually have lower population
densities resulting in a system with a lower
contributing population per mile of sewer

. required to serve a given area. Larger _
communities are able to construct collection
Systems with a greater number of users to
share in the cost of the collection system
increasing the overall efficiency. -

4. Most larger communities have already paid
for a substantial portion of their wastewater
collection and control system. Much of this
cost can be included in the property values
of the various homes found in larger areas.
Small communities without a major collection
facility are required to pay for the construction
of collection systems at today's higher costs.

5. Several of thé small communities are located
on streams with a limited flow which requires
much higher levels of treatment than larger
communities along major rivers such as the
Mississippi and Missouri. The water quality and
wastewater treatment problems found in.
csmall communities are distinctly different than
those of the larger cities. Wastewater
-Problems in small communities often are the
result of local septic tank failures which
‘effect a limited number of neighbors. These
problems are characterized by surface failures
of septic systems which may result in the
discharge of improperly treated wastewater
to ditches, streets, or groundwater systems.
The impact of one small community on regional
water quality may be minimum and probably
will not involve a serious impact on the
environment. Collectively, the impact of
all the small communities on regional water
quality may become significant.

Many small communities do not have the dapabilities to

develop, analyze, and implement effective wastewater control
programs. Federal and state drants are usually not available
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to small communities since they lack sufficient priority,
based upon the effect on water guality, to be included on
current grant lists. Studies of alternative wastewater
management procedures for small communities may also be a
financial burden since the "economic" technology for small
community wastewater treatment systems is not well developed.
Small communities do not have the resources to support major
research programs to aid in the development of effective
small community treatment systems. Much of the federal
grant program is directed at helping larger communities
provide better wastewater treatment and are not geared
toward specialized problems of the small community. The
Clean Water Amendments of 1977 point toward a change in
* federal policy with the institution of the Innovative and
Appropriate Technology Program. Under this program, a small
community may receive up to 85 percent federal funding for
low technology treatment approaches. ‘

A. Technical Alternatives for Wastewater Treatment in
Small Communities : LA

Alternative wastewater control systems for small communities
or areas with low population densities generally fall into
two broad classifications: onsité and offsite. Onsite
alternatives usually involve -the construction of some form
of individual home treatment system;  and as such; they
should be governed by the design criteria presented in the
Element 21 Report, Appendix B. (see Table 1). Individual
home wastewater itreatment can be adequately performed by
numerous systems which were outlined: in the Element 11
Report. . However, a septic tank and soil absorption system.
which is adequately designed and located in areas with ‘
suitable soil providés probably the best and cheapest method
of individual home wastewater treatment. Septic tanks also
will accumulate sludge from the wastewater and must be
periodically cleaned. Costs for such disposal of septage
represents an additional wastewater treatment cost and
environmental problem which must also be included in the
comparison of alternatives. The major thrust of our onsite
home treatment program is to insure proper design, location,
construction, and operation of all septic tanks in the study
area.

Alternatives for offsite wastewater systems in small communities
can be grouped into three general combinations of low
 technology: 1) treatment; 2) ¢collection and treatment; and
3) IHTS, collection and treatment (see Table 1). The first
utilizes conventional wastewater treatment technologies but
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TABLE 1

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES: 7
WASTEWATER TREATMENT IN SMALL COMMUNITIES

On-Site Disposal and Treatment

* ‘Septic tanks -- soil absorption systems
® Septic tanks  -- mound soil absorption systems.
*  Septic tanks ~- evapotranspiration soil

"absorption systems

*  Septic tanks -- sand filters with subsurface
' discharge

* Other individual home treatment systems --—

soll absorption systems.

Off-Site Wastewater Treatment, Collection, and Disposal
Systems ‘ : :

*.  Conventional gravity and lagoon treatment systems

*  Individual home grinder pumps with pressurized

sewer systems and lagoon treatment systems’

* Conventional septic tanks with small diameter
gravity sewers and lagoon treatment systems.
(Septage from septic tanks to be hauled to a
central treatment facility.)

* Vacuum sewers with community wastewater treat-
ment : A -

* Septic tanks and soil absorption systems
- serving several households jointly

*  Package wastewater treatmenﬁ plants



tries to reduce the user charge by providing waste treatment -
in low operating and maintenance facilities (i.e., lagoons,
etc.) A second alternative seeks to reduce the user charge
by developing collection systems which are substantially
less expensive and also utilizes lagoon treatment systems to
reduce operation and maintenance costs. The third group of
alternatives tries to reduce the user charge by using a '
combination of individual home treatment systems with
centralized collection systems to reduce opeéeration and
maintenance costs. This groupof alternatives involves using
septic tanks to reduce volume and pumping the effluent in
small diameter pipes for central treatment. The two most
important factors in an offsite program are design and
operation, '

Other "nonstructural" controls could be developed by small
communities to reduce the overall cost and size of their
wastewater treatment facilities. .Suth controls include the
reduction of waste flows and loads through water congervation
and waste load reduction. Water conservation measures 8such
as the requirement of low volume flush toilets, low water‘
usage appliances, water restrictors on showers, and other
methods designed to reduce water usage should be encouraged
or reguired. ' : :

When a small community is considering a new sewer system
{including sewers and treatment), it should evaluate the
economic feasibility of such an often expeénsive improvement
and compare the cost to the cost of upgrading its existing
septic tank sSystem. Other low technology alternatives

should also be evaluated. The State of Illinois has recently
made such a cost-effective analysis of alternative treatmerit
technology mandatory for all small communities submitting
201 Facility Plans. ' ' x

IV. INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY AND INDUSTRIAL PRETREATMENT

Municipal wastewater treatment systems provide wastewater
treatment for several classes of users. The various dischargers
are usually grouped into three classes: (A) domestic dis=-
chargers such as single family residents and apartment
complexes, (B) commercial dischargers such as shopoing

centers, restaurants and governmental institutions, and (C)
industrial dischargers such as manufacturing and processing
facilities. The waste discharges from each of the various
classes have their own unique characteristics which

often dictates not only the type of treatment but also
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effects the size and operatlng cost 6f the wastewater treatment
-plant. A major part of a municipal wastewater control

program is an effective rate structure which distributes

cost to all classes of users uniformly, and a control program
which limits the type of waste discharged to a municipal

system that could detrlmentally effect the treatment methods,
capacity and the hydraullc loadlngs.

Industrlal cost recovery and industrial pretreatment requirements,
while two separate subjects, must be considered jointly.

The objectlves of industrial cost recovery (ICR) and industrial
pretreatment requirements (IPC) are distinctly different.

The objective of ICR is to equally distribute the cost of

all classes of users usually based on actual pollution load.

On the other hand, the objective of IPR is to control or

“limit discharges to a municipal system in order to protect

that system and to restrict the discharge of pollutants to
"~ the environment.

A waste-producing industry, located with access to a public
sewerage system and also to a watercourse, has several
options regarding the disposal of its wastes. It can:

1. Discharge all wastes to the outlet watercourse
following adequate treatment;

2. . Discharge its domestic wastes wastes to the public

sewerage system and its treated wastes to the
watercourse; ox :

3. Dlscharges all wastes to the publlc sewerage
system.

The decision is usually an economic one, i.e., providing
- capital and operational costs ‘for its own treatment facility
or pay the public agency facility for treating its wastes.

This latter option may require pretreatment at the industry
‘before discharge to the public facility, again, often an
ecoriomic decision. If necessary pretreatment to meet
limitations is not contemplated the entire industry's load

must be considered in the design of the publlc treatment
facility (IPR).
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Limitations requiring pretreatment are usually the result
of ordinances placing such limitations on the public
sewerage facility discharges. 1In lieu of pretreatment, an
industry may be permitted to pay the public facility for
treatment of its entire waste load for any surcharge over
the limitations {(industrial cost recovery, ICR).

Public sewerage agencies such as municipalities, sanitary
districts or other governmental bodies, have the authority
to "control"™ the use of its sewerage system which includes
prohibiting any wastes that are not compatible with its
treatment processes or involve a hazard such as gasoline to
'its facilities. Upon such.authority, it can prescribe
regulations for wastes discharged to its sewerage facilities.

such regulatlons can regquire wastes discharged to meet such
limitations as volume of flow, biochemical oxygen demand,
suspended or disolved solids, pH, teoxic substahces, etc. It
can charge for the treatment of wastes discharged to its
.facilities that exceed these established limitations. When
a municipality, for éxample, accepts wastes, it accepts the
responsibility for their treatment to meet their planned

- effluent requirement.

Court decisions have indicated such regulations cannot be
general or vague, but must be specific regarding the effect
of the wastes in question in relation to the treatment
provisions involved.

Where federal grants to public facilities &re involved in
f1nanc1ng the collection and/or treatment facilities, it
reguires that an industry pay its share of the capital,
operation and maintenance costs through an industry-cost
recovery schedule {(ICR). Such costs can include credits for
the industry's ad valorum tax, if the public facility has an
EPA approval user-charge program.

 Federal guidelines have been prepared to supplement and
1nterpret regulations with emphasis on the scope of the
provisions and criteria for acceptable compliance. Charges
are usually based upon volume of flow and constituents

that provide organic loadings on the treatment plant. These
charges include: 1) economy of scale, 2) improved reliability
of treatment through multiple plant units, 3) gualified
operational staff, 4) ability of the public agency to acquire
adequate land for construction of treatment facilities, 5)
value of domestic sewage in providing essential nutrients to
make industrial wastes biologically treatable, ability to
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select ultimate dlscharge point to minimize effect of waste
dlscharges on the environment, 7) economy of scale for
processing waste sludges generated from treatment processes,
and 8) establishment and maintenance of relationships
between local government and industry in that they are
acting jointly to handle a problem with mutual benefit.

Monitoring of industrial discharges to the public sewers
includes several programs. Usually, a municipality relies
on the monitoring results submitted by the industry, but
with sufficient checks to determine the valldlty of such
reporting. These can be made conditions in the ordinances
establlshlng such a control program

A relatlvely new concept is emerging, dlrected toward
regional waste water treatment facilities for only 1ndustrlal
wastes. This is especially adaptable to an industrial
complex or area., Some dlsadvantages may include the hlgh
cost of txansportlng such wastes. No such applications in
this 208 area are proposed. It is again desired to emphasize
the need for considering all of the above prior to the
‘deSLgn of new or expanded vublic facilities.

Plannlng a joint municipal/industrial treatment system
requires close cooperation between municipal and industrial

officials. The planning process anOlVed can be characterized
by eight steps outlined below:

‘1, The municipality should identify and
o ceontact all industrial dischargers.

2. A joint study team made up of both ‘
‘industrial and municipal officials should
be formed to review and direct future
planning efforts.

3. The information requirements of the
municipal and industrial officials must , .
be clearly defined. BAdditionally, raw ' .
data inputs must be clearly defined which
may require sensitive information from
variocus industrial dischargers. Provisions
to protect the industries from disclosure
of this information may be necessary.

4. The development and analysis of alternative

wastewater treatment systems must be
accomplished in a manner which allows a clear
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* identification of advantages and disadvarn-
tages to both industry and municipality
involved in joint treatment.

5. - All alternative wastewater treatment systems

" must include estimates of capital costs,
operation and maintenance costs, and a
preliminary definition of industrial rates.

6. Guldelines for defining the industrial rate
' structures should be jointly defined by
munlclpal and industrial offlclals.

7. Drafts of all contractual agreements,
regulations, and ordinances should be
prepared to eliminate any uncertainties
and to provide a clear deflnltlon of municipal
and industrial roles. S

8. The final step of thé preliminary planning

- process should be an adoption of a specific
plan with both industrial and munlclpal
agreement. :

The development of an industrial cost recovery system.

. requires a detailed knowledge of each individual treatment
system and the makeup of the wasteloads to that waste :
treatment facility. Usually industrial cost recovery systems
will be defined by an operating agency for each individual
wastewater treatment plant. Industrial cost recovery

systems are generally not defined on an areawide basis.,

The industrial sewer users rate contains three major parts:
1).local bond retirement or capital recovery; 2) local
“treatment of plant operation and malntenance cost; and 3)
federal grant payback. Table 2 presents a short description
of how industrial users fees are determined and the allowable
uses of the money . :

Effective control of industrial pretreatment requirement

must be accomplished by a combination of a good monitoring
program and voluntary compliance. The function of the
monitoring program should be to spot-check discharges for
compliance and to identify unacceptable waste dlscharges
-once a particular problem has becomé known. An extensive

" education and voluntary compliance program must be developed
by the operators of the waste treatment plant. An effective
"public information and education program must be a continuing
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process in order to insure the integrity of a wastewater
treatment facility. .

V. POINT SOURCE CONTROL RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY

The following point source control recommendations are or-
ganized by county and by proposed service area. The serv-
ice areas--watersheds, cities, and sewer districts--are . ..
the areas that by the year 2000 should be serviced by cen-
tralized wastewater collection and treatment systems (see
Figures 15, 16, 17 and 21}). Portions of many year 2000
service areas are currently "sewered"; in these areas, the
208 Plan recommends that expanding sewer service to the
current unsewered areas so that by the year 2000 sewer
service is provided to the entire delineated area.

Preceeding each group of county recommendations, a table
(Tables 4, 5, 6 and 8) describes the treatment process for
each service area which is necessary to meet the Level 2
water quality criteria--the State of Missouri water qual-
ity standards of the receiving stream. Certain proposed
.wastewater treatment facilities will require nitrification
to insure meeting state criteria for ammonia (0.1 mg/1
NH3_N un-ionized for A, B, and C streams). .The point
source summary tables will include nitrification where
deemed necessary. In instances where criteria violation
is uncertain, the state may require the community to con-
struct a secondary wastewater treatment facility with de-
sign flexibility for the addition of nitrification units
at a future date. Coupled with this phased construction
approach would be an instream monitoring program down-
stream from the proposed facility. The monitoring program
would measure specifically for ammonia violations. Des-
criptions of the resulting water quality improvements are
found in Bection 6 of this report.

Each service area recommendation is presented in a format
which includes the following items:

-~ A brief description of the service area and
recommended point source control

~- A design table indicating population projec-
tions; the control recommendation; and dis-
charge stream

~-- A cost summary table which shows the total

' project cost, the annual operation and main-
tenance cost and the annual household cost.
All of these costs are in 1977 dollars.
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-~ An identification of eiisting sewer agencies
and the recommended managément agency

== A brief description of steps necessary to
implement the proposal. A more detailed
discussgion of 1mplementatxon issues is pre-
sented in Section 6.

Table 3 offers brief explanation of the format for pre—
senting the recommendations. For a more detailed discus-
sion of IV and V, see Section 6.
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TABLE. 3
HOW TO USE THE POINT SOURCE RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY

I. Brief description of recommendation (a more detailed de‘scrip.ticm
can be found in the Element 20 Reports) '

2000 POPULATION PROJECTION

FOR SERVICE AREA DESIGN FLOW FOR

TYPE OF TREATMENT  PROPOSED TREATMENT.

| SERVICE AREA 1570 POPULATION FOR FACILITY CURRENTLY ~ FACILITY IN MILLION

. ANALYZED . 'SERVICE;AREA' & OPLERATING IN.SERVICE ‘GALLUNS PER DAY
'I. ‘Desi ¢on31 erations g " AREA S |
\ | 1970 2000 Exi-stﬁ _ Dasé bisch |
. Brea Populationj Population System Recommendations |TL1O% S%i’-gaﬁr@'e
. (MGD)

TOTAL PROJECT COST ANNUAL OPERATION AND  ANNUAL COST TO USER
(1977 DOLLARS) ~ MAINTENANCE COST 1N 1990 (1877 DOLLARS)

I1I. Costs .

- "Potal Capital Annual Ogu __appual Household :
EXISTING SEWER AGENCIES ~ 203 RECOMMENDED AGENCY
-WITHIN SERVICE AREA - FOR SERVICE AREA

! Iv.” Management/Institutional

' _Existing Agency Recommended Agency

. V. Implementation Schedule

Brief timetable for bringing proposal into operation.
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SYSTEM NAME

Pacific~§;ay Summit

Beaﬁforﬁ

Berger

Geréld

- Labadie

Lgslie

New Eaven

Pin Oak
Robertsville/Lake
1Serene

- :Stanton

Sullivan?gak Grove.

Village

~ 8t. Clair

Union

TABLE 4

FRANKLIN COUNTY POINT SOURCE
"PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS

PROFOSED ‘TREATMENT PROCESS

Secondary treatment plant with
nitrification and disinfection

3-cell lagoon with disinfection

3-cell lagoon without
disinfection '

3-cell lagoon with

disinfection

3-cell lagoon without disin-
fection

3-cell lagoon with
disinfection

3-cel: lagoon without
disinfection '
3-cell lagoon with
diginfection

3=-cell lagoon with
disinfec¢tion

3-cell lagoon with

disinfection
3-cell lagoon with
disinfection

Secondary treatment plant
with nitrification and
disinfection

Secondary treatment plant

with nitrification and
disinfection
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DISCHARGE STREAM

Meramec River
St. John's
Creek

Berger Creek

Bourbeuse River

Missouri River

8t. John's

Creek

Missouri River
Bourbeuse River

Meramec River

Meramec River

Iron Hollow
Creek

Happy Sock
Creek '

Bourbeuse River



SYSTEM NAME ' PROPOSED TREATMENT PROCESS DISCHARGE STREAM

Washington Secondary treatment plant Migsouri River
' without disinfection ‘




PACIFIC/GRAY SUMMIT

I. Description
Pacgific is located north of the Meramec River in eastern
Franklin County and Gray Summit is an unincorporated area
~directly north of Pacific. Pacific currently operates a 3-cell
 lagoon and a privately owned gingle cell lagoon is located within
its city limits: Gray Summit has no centralized sewér system;
‘saptic téﬂks and a subdivision lagoon provide inadequate.
treatment. The proposal is to build a new treatment facility
which would serve both Pacific and Gray Summit.
II. Design Considerations - i
-} 1970 2000 | Existing | o |Design | pischarge
 Area Population| Population System |Recommendations ?;Z:) Strdam -
9aéifiQ/ _ ‘Lagp?nsf Construct a ‘
‘Gray 3,500 | 8,958 | Septic new treatment 0.85 Meramec
Summit . ‘ ' | Tanks facility ' :
III. Costs
| $7,712,000 | $206,200 5128
IV, Management/Institutional
‘Existing Agency .  Recommended Agency
Pacific - Pacific
' V. Implementation Schedule

Create Gray Summit Seweér District --,January 1979
Intergovernmental Agreement -- October 1972
Initiate 201 Facility Planning -~ June 1980
Start Construction ~- January 1982 :
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BEAUTORT

I. Description

Beaufort, an unincorporated community in west central Franklin

County, currently has septic tanks and a one~cell lagoon. The '

- proposal is to build a central sewer system and a new sewage treatment

facility. Due to the.high projected houséhold'costs, a, nonsewered

approach may be more practical,

_Ei. Design Considerations

Discharge

_ 1970 2000 Existing : . : D§519“ :
Area Population Populationi System Recommendations’ ?Mg;) Stream
Septic ! |[Gonstruct new Tributary
Beaufort 125 250 Tanks; treatment faci- |p.02 +to St. John
R Lo One—-Cell |lity or non- Creek
Lagoons sewered approach :

I1I. Costs

| vota) capital | “anpual osM | Annual Housebold |
$545,000 $4,960 $141

IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agency Recommended Agency
B Franklin County form a
None sawer district

V. 'Implgmentation Schedule

Estabiigh Sewer District or Incorporate =-- January 1981
Initiate 201 Facility Planning -- January 1982 .
Construct Project -~ January 1984
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BERGER

Description

Berger, located in the northwest corner of Franklin County, has

ne central’colleétion system, Berger is scheduled for slow to

moderate growth during the’ plannlng period.

The proposal is to

_construct a collection system and a new wastewater treatment facallty

II.

for the community. This would eliminate numerous septic tanks
now serve individual homes.

nonsewered apprcocach may be necessary.

Design Considerations

which

Because of the high household costs, a

Area

Degign
Flow

1970
Population

2000
Population

Existing

System Recommendations

Discharge
Streéeam

Bergex

(MGD) .

Construct new
facility and
seéwer system or |
nonsewered
approach

Septic

226 440 Tanks

0.04

Bergey -
Creek

ITI,

Costs

1. Total Capltal ..

| Bnoudl QM

4950

Annual Housebold

$1,218,000 $145

Iv.

Management/lnstitutionai

Existing Agency Recommended Agencg'

Berger

Berger

v.

L ‘ L
implementation Schedule!

Initiate 201 Facility planning -- January 1982
Construct project -+ January 1984

i

i
{
;
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GERALD

Existing Agency

Gerald

Recommended Agency :

‘ Gerald

V. Implementation Schedule

t

Initiate 201 Pacilities Planning -- January, 1978
Begin Construction -- January, 1981 :

49

I. Description
. Gérald is located on a ridge between Boeuf Creek and the
Bourbeuse River. The City is presently served by two sing}e
cell lagoons which discharge into branches of each of the major
: t
watersheds mentioned above. It is proposed to combine all Qf
the town's flow and treat it at a new wastewater facility in
the location of the egisting north lagoon.
II. Design Considerations
R 1970 " 2000 Existing - Design | njscharge:
. Area Population| Population] System Recommendations T;gg) Stream .
i GeraldA : 762 1,100 {rwo 1-cell | Construct new 0.10 |Bourbeuse
: : : . Lagoons facility River
' III. Costs
| ___Total Capital Annnal OsM | Annual Household |
$1,378,000 $8,940 - $121
IV. Management/Institutional




LABADIE

Pescription

I.
Labadie, located in the Missouri floodplain of northeastern
Franklin County, is an unsgewered rural community that will experiende
" slow growth. This alternative proposes building a central sewer
system and a secondary treatment facility discharging to the
Missouri River. Because of the high household costs, a nonsewered
approach may be necessary.
II. Design Considerations
PN ‘ s g d . . {Design ‘ ;
L 1970 o 2000" Existing . . K Flow Discharge
. 'Area Populationf Population| System ' |Recommendations (MGD) Streaam
: Construct new. -
o - Septic treatment faci- Missgouri
Labadie 275 300 Tanks 1ity or non- 0.02 River
o Lagoons  |sewered approach .
ITT. Costs
| Total capital | Annual ogm | . Annual Housebold |
$573,; 000 ' $5,000 ' $210 i
IV, Management/Institutional
Existing Agency - Recommended Agency'
. v Franklin County form
L & K Sewer Co. (private) |gower district
V. Implementatién Schedule

:Establish‘Sewer District or Incorporate *u'January 1981
Initiate 201 Facility Planning -~ January 1982 .
Begin Construction -- January 1984
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LESLIE

Existing Agency

Recommended Agency

Leslie

Leslie

V. Implementation Schedule

Initiate 201 Facility Planning -~ ganugry‘1982
Begin Construction -- January 1984
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I. Deacription
The Village of Leslie is located in the southwest portion
of Franklin County at the intefsection of Highways 50 and CC.
‘Presently, Leslie hés no central sewer system with the majo;ity.of'
homes utilizing séptic taﬁks. The recommendation is té build a
gentral sewer system and a sewage treatmen£ facility. Eecause of
the high projected houéehold cost, a nonsewered appro&ch may be
more practical fox.the area. |
IT. Design Considerations
o 1970 2000 Existing o Design Pischarde:
 5.Area. Eopulation Population System Recommendations ?;gg) : gﬁ?iaifge
| | e | [
Leslie 81 200 amTs | gewer systemor |, o, |Johns
' approach - - :
IIi. Costs '
5717,000 ' $5,960 $227
IV. Management/Institutional




NEW

HAVEN

I. Description
New Haven, located in northwest Franklin County along the
Missouri River; is a rural community. New Haven will experience
mb&érate-growth during the next 25 years with most of the growth
occurring within the existing corporate limits. Presently, the
- community is served by a single_cell lagoon and the propesal is to
expand and upgrade this facility.
II. Design Considerations
1970 2000 Existing o . .Dislg" Discharge
Area Population| Population System Recommendations Tugg) Stream
o T Upgrade and _
New Haven 1,474 2,550 1-Cell expand lagoon 0.19 |Missouri
o ' Lagoon and sewer system River
I11I. Costs
$1,562, 000 $13,640 $39
iV, Management/Institutional

Existing Agency

Recommended Agency_

Néw Havan

‘New Haven

V. Implementation Schedule

Initiate 201 Facility Planning -- January 1981
Begin Construction -- January 1984
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I. Description

PIN OAK

Pin Qa¥ is an unincorporated rural area west of Pacific., The

existing treatment facilities consist of septic tanks and'lagoons

with effluent discharging into either wet-weather streams or Pin

‘Oak Creek. It is propesed to construct a central sewer system

and a new treatment facility on the Bourbeuse River, downstream from

the mouth of the Pin Oak Creek. Due to the high projected household

costs, a nonsewered approach may be more practical.

II. Design Considerations

= - e Design '
S 1970 2000 Existing _ Flowg' Discharge
Area Popglatian Population] System Recommendations (MGD) Stream
- ‘ “Septic gongg?gct adhéw A R
Pin Oak -N/A 817 : . aclrllty an Sy
Pin . / Tanks; sewer system; or 0.06 B?urbeuse
Lagoons Inopgewered River
approach . o
ITI. Costs
.L___Jﬁﬁzﬂmﬁﬁainal_u___ﬁ_AmnualmQ&Mm___‘“Annnal_ﬂnnaghnhi_;_
$1,856,000 $10,880 $135 -

Iv. Management/Institutional

Existing Agency

‘'Recommended ‘Agency |

None

¥ranklin County form
Sewer Distrl:%cty a

v. Implementation Schedule

Cr?a?e Sewer District ox Incorporate -- January 1981
Ianlate 201 Facility Planning -- January 1982
Begin Construction -- January 1984
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ROBERTSVILLE/LAKE SERENE

I.  Description \

Located in the east central portion of Franklin County,#hese
uniﬁéo?porated.areas will experience rapid development‘dﬁring‘the
planning period. Present sewage treatment consists of légoons and
séptic tanks. The proposed plan would involve the.consolidation of
the existing treatment facilities into a single treatment faciiity
located in the vicinity of the confluence of Calvey Creek and'the

Meramec River. Due to the high household costs, a nonsewered

approach may be more practical,

II. Design Considerations

. 1970 2000 | Existing | ' gisign pischarge
Area ‘Population]| Populatior] System Recommendations (Mggi Stream

obertgs- "~ lseptic Construct a new

ille/Lake 725 1,500 Tanks facility or non-| 0.13 Meramec

erene _ _ ‘ Lagoons sewered approach River

I1II. Costs

Total Capital Anoual OsM Apnual Household

$4,273,000 $22,900 %164

Iv. Man&gement/znstitutional\

Existing Agency Recommended Agencx'
Franklin County form a
Nona Sewer District

V. Implementation Schedule

Create Sewer District or Incorporéée -- January 1981
Begin 201 Facility Planning -- January 1982
Begin Construction -- January 1984
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" Meramec State Park.

tanks and lagoons.

haescription

STANTON

Stanton is a small unincorporated community located near the

The present population is served by septic

It is proposed that these facilities be eliminated

and iepléced by a sewer collection system and a new sewage'treatment

facility.

community on a wet-weather tributary of the Meramec River.

The treatment facility will be located to the east of the

Due to

the high household costs, a nonsewered approach may be more practical.

IT.

Design Considerations

JArea

1970
Population

2000
Population

.Existing
System

] Recommendations

Design

PFlow

:Discharge

Stream

Stanton

160

250

Septic
Tanks;
Lagoons

Construct a new
facility o©OY non+

sewsred approach

{MGD)

0.04

Meramec

Amiver

ITI.

Costs

©. $1,405,000

|_Anpnal OrM

Apnual Household .. |

$9,900

$300

Iv.

Management/Institutional

Existing Agency

Recommended Agency g

None

Franklin County form &
Sewer Dlstrlct

V.

Implementation Schedule

Create Sewer District or Incorporate -- January 1981
Initiate 201 Pacility Planning —~ January 1982
Begin Construction -- June 1984
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SULLIVAN/OAK GROVE VILLAGE .

Management/Institutional

Existing Agenc
Sullivan and %aé Gféve

Village

Recommended Agency

Sullivan

V.

Implementation Schedule

201 Facility Planning has started L- June 1977

Formal Intercity Agreement -- January 1979
Begin chstructlonwaanuary 1980

56

1. Description
‘Sullivan is located in southwestern Franklin cbunty; Qak
Grove Village is a small community located just north of Sullivan.
The population of this area is projected to almost double by 2000,
Sullivan is currently served by two lagoons and Oak Grove Village
has a small lagoon and numerous septic tanks. The recommendation
is to construct a new facility located just north of Oak Grove
Village on Spring Creek. The existing point sources in the area,
including the Sullivan and Grove Village lagoons, will be eliminated.
IT. Design Considerations
: 1970 2000 | Existing | Design | pjscharge
- Axea Population| Population] System Recommendations i;g;) Stream
[Sullivan/ _ %ullivap~2 | 1ron
ak Grove 5,400 10,250 Og ogggée Construct a new 1.1 HolTow
Village ‘ village-1 |treatment faci- Créek
- Lagoon lity .
III. Costs
i Total Qapitél Annual D&M Annnal Hogaghéld__;‘
$6,052,000 $47,800 $31
. IV,




I. Description

8T. CLAIR

St. Clair, located in the south central portion of

Frarklin County, will undergo rapid development in the next

20 years. The City of 8t. Clair isg served by_five city operated

Iagoons and one trickling filﬁer plant. The proposél is to

construct a new wastewater treatment facility northwest of

the Ccity. The new facility would phaseout inadequate lagoon -

. treatment in the rroijected service area.

also be provided to £helvillage of Parkway.

Sewer service should

II. Design Considerations
1970 2000 Existing . |Pesign Ipischarge
Area. Population| Population| System Recommendations ?;g;) Stresm
- 5 Lagoons | Construct new ' S
5t. Clair 2,978 8,000 and trick-| facility and 0.60 | Happy Sock
" ling plant] extend service Creek -
I1I. Costs
Total Capital _Annual OsM Appual. Household

$2,500,000

$197, 000

$121

IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agenc§

Recommended Agency

St. Clair

St. Clair

V., Implementation Schedule

Construction (Step 3) to Begin Junk 1978 -
bevelop Intercity Agreement With Parkway -—_JunE'1979
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UNION

. nnnurfptinn
Union, in central Franklin County, will experience rapid
growth during the next 20 vears. The city is serﬁed by a l-cell
lagq&h and ﬁhe surrounding area is served by small lagoons and
septic tanks which dischafge into various wet-weather streams.
.The recommendation is to extend tﬁe exiétiﬁg sewér system'
. to provide service for outlying areas surrounding the city and tb

expand and upgrade the existing lagoon to treat all'anticipated

¢

flows,

II. Design Considerations

T 1970 2000 |- Existing | o g;ii;g“ Discharge
" Area Populationj Population System Recommendations (MGD) Stream
- 1l-cell BExpand and up- ‘ '
Union " 5,183 10,500 | 229990  lgrade existing | 1.05 [Bourbeuse
‘ Septic lagoon ‘ ‘ River
tanks
~ III. Costs , .
| 7Total capital .| apnual osm Apnual. Household . |
$4,917,000 $162, 400 . $89 - -

IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agency Recommended Agency
Union Union

V. Implementation Schedule
201 Facility Plan (Step 1) Completéd March 1978

Formalize projected service area -- January 1979
Begin Construction -- January 1981
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1. Description

WASHINGTON

Washington, located in the north central portion of Franklin

County, will undergo rapid development during the planning_pgriod.

The dity is presently in the process of extending its exiéting_sewe;

gystem to unsewered areas to the southwest and northwest portions

of the city. Washington is also planning to upg;ade dpd expand

its existing primary treatment plant to secondary treatment.

II. Design Considerations

1970 2000 Existing

Deéign‘

_ _ o N Flow Dischérge
" Area Population| Populatiorf System Recommendations (MGb} Stream |
. Ll i ) . , ) ;
. ) _ Ierimary gggraie tz sezon~ ' i -
Washington 8,499 14,775 Treatmant Ty treatmen 1.80 %ssourl
S s and expand sewer River
acility : ‘ ‘
gsystem
11X, Costs
$3,112,000  $113,000 ' 568
Iv. Mahagement/rnsﬁitutional
Existing Agency Recommended Agency |
Washington Washington
V. Implementation Schedule
qura&e to secondary treatment-~to be completed November 1978

Formalize service area -- January 1979
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éRECOMMENDATIONS FOR WASTEWATER

TREATMENT: JEFFERSON COUNTY
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@

- legend

PRESENT FACILITY ADEQUATE

UPGRADE AND EXPAND CAPACITY OF
. PRESENT FACILITY

NEW
NEW

FACIITY
FACILITY OR NONSEWERED APPROACH

-2 AREAS TO BE SERVICED: YEAR 2000
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TABLE 5

JEFFERSON COUNTY POINT SOURCE
* PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS

Lower‘Meraméc(inclu~

ding Rock Creek Water-
shed

Herculaneum/Pevely

Lower Big River/
Heads Creek

Olympiah Viliage.
Cedar Hills

,-pésotb
Féstus/cry;tal Ccity

Glaize Creek Water-
- shed o

Selma

PROPOSED TREATMENT PROCESS

Secondary,treatﬁent plant

without disinfection

- Sezondary treatment plant .

without disinfection

Secondary treatment plant

with nitrification and
disinfection
SeGOndaryutreatment‘plant
with nitrification and
disinfection

Secondary treatment plant

_ with nitrification and

disinfection

Secondary treatment plant .

with nitrification
Secondaryrtreatment plant
without disinfection

Secondary treatment piant
without disinfection

Secondary treatment plant
with nitrification
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. DISCHARGE STREAM

Mississippi

‘Joachim Creek -

Teibutary of
Big River

- Plattin Creek

Big River
Joachim Creek

Mississippi
River

Mississippi
River :

Muddy Creek




LOWER MERAMEC SYSTEM
(Ingiuding Rock Creek Watershed)

Description

I.
Currently, the Lower Meramec region is experiencing rapid
urbanlzatlon with numerous lnadequate treatment facmlltles prevalent
;n_the ared. The proposal involves the constructlon of a reglonal
secondary treatment facility in St. Louis County near the confluenpe
- of the Méramec and Mississippi Rivers. This regional facility would
provide sewer serv1ce via major 1nteraeptors for the Lower Meramec
area (southern St. Louis cOunty and northern Jefferson County) and
- the entire Rock Creek watershed in Jefferson County.
II. Design Considerations
' isti - ' Design | = -
o lQ?O . 2000. Existing ' - pischarge
Area Population] Populatiory System Recommendations ‘(MGD) Stream
o ' . Numerous . | Construct ‘ T
Lower ApproX. " | “onstruct new : Mississippi
Meramec 140, 000 563,281 [PrS°hargesilysn s, rouis 30,90 |1iSsissippl
‘ - , PBeptic Lo River
: “ranks | County Facility ‘
I1¥. Costs
. ngal Qﬁgi;;l ' Annual OsM ; ﬁﬁnual Housabgid -
$89,106,000 51,092,000 539
IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agency Recommended Agégcg‘

V.

.Arnold and Private Sewer |Jefferszon Cqunty form a
Companies sewer district
Implementation Schedule
Arnold

Interceptor Construction Under%ay ~= January 1977

Unincorporated Area
Organize Sewer District ~- June 1979
Initiate 201 Facility Planning -- January 1980
Start Interceptor Construction =-- July 1981
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Description

CEDAR HILLS

Cedar Hills is located in the northwestern portion of

Jefferson County on Highway 30. fThe proposal is to construct

a new mechanical treatment plant. The service area would

include Skullﬁone Creek, Isum Creek and Sand Creek watersheds,

and the Belew Creek watershed inéiuding Lake Tishomingo.

-

Due to high household costs, a nonsewered approach may be

more practical.:

II. Design Considerations
, T Design T
o 1970 2000 Existing o Fizwg Discharge
Area "Populationj Population System Recommendations . (MGD) Stream -
: N Lagoon andiConstruct'a new
e ) > 1o, . N
Ceda; Hills 300 6,110 Septic facility or ron .50 Big River
sewered approach )
Tanks , o
"TIX. - Costs
|~ Total capital’ | appual osM [ Annual Housebold |
$7,127,000 $140,600 $150
IV. Management/Institutional
Existing Agency Recommended Agency
Mone Jefferson County forma
) sewer district
V. Implementation Schedule

Organize Sewer District -— January 1979
Initiate, 201 Facility Planning -~ January 1981
Start Construction -- January 1983
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Description

DESOTO

DeSoto, located in the southern portion'of Jefferson County,

will'experience rapid growth during the next 25 years. Currently}

DeSoto has a central sewer system with a lagéon providing sewage

treatment. Thé proposal is to upgrade and expand the existing

facility for processing anticipated flows. The service area

1

would be expanded to include growth areas.
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II. Design Considerations
- — e _ Design N '
: —— V-J1970‘. : 2000‘ Exlgtlng, . ] Flow Discharge
. Area: Population] Population] System Recommendations (MGﬁ) Stream
; e ! ‘ : D
 beSoto 5984 11,000 Lagoon Upgrade and 1.68 Joachim
expand facility Creek’
'III. Costs
|————mﬂm-——“‘. - j i - "“"E!] iu B : - l
$3,656,000 - $170,000 $98
IV. Management/Institutional
Existing Agency Reéommended Agencv'.
beSoto DeSoto
V. Implementation Schedule
\ ,
Initiate 201 Facility Planning -~ January 1980
Start Construction —-- January 1882




FESTUS/CRYSTAL CITY

Existin A'ehcy

Recommended Agenc

- [Festus/Crystal Sewage Com~
1ssxon(not qrant e igible)

Festus
Recipiont*

Grant

V.

Implementation Schedule

' Gomplete 201 Facility Planning -~ October 1978
Start Construction =« July 1979. :

*Festus/Crystal. City Sewage Commission: Operating Agency
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I. Description
| ‘Festus/Crystai City, located in the east central portion

of Jefferson County will undergo mpdérate development 6uri§g
the planning period. The existing Festus/Crystal City piant‘is
located 1.5 miles upstream of the Missigé;ppi'Rivar along
Plattin Creek, The propqsal is to expand the existing treatment'
facility, and to add an outfall to the M1s51531ppl River. ?he-
-outfall constructlon is more cost effectlve than upgradlng
the exzstmng facility to meet new State standards($701000 vs.,
$1,180,000) .

II...Désign‘Consideréhions

o TTe70 2000 .Existing‘ . gizigh‘ Disggagge
grea ‘ Population{ Population] System Recbmmendatiqns‘ (MGD) Stream
: . ExéandAéxisting‘ - Mississippi]
| Festus/ 11,428 16,000 Secondary { facility add 2.0 River .
Crystal ' ' treatment | discharge line - :
‘ C;ty_ plant § to Miss, Rivgr :
TII. Costs i
[ — - - - ". ' _ —
| $4.699{000 | s124,800 $70 |
1?, Maéagement/Institu#ional




GLAIZE CREEK WATERSHED

I. Description -

The Glaize Creek Sewer District is located in the north
eastern portion of Jefferson County along Highway M. It presently
serves the lower portion of the Glaize Creek watershed. The
existing plant is located along Glaize Creek one mile upstream of
the Mississippi River. The proposal is to provide treatment service
to upper Glaize Creek above Barnhart and to construct an outfall to

'the Mississippi River. The outfall construction is considerably
‘less expensive than upgrading the existing facility to meet new
- state water gquality criteria ($472,600 vs, $1,110,000).
II. Design Considerations ! :
- . i Design .
. :1970‘. 2000. Existing o Flowg' Discharge
Area: Pépulation] Population System Recommendations " (MGD) Stream
o ‘ Secondary |Expand Sewer Mississippi
Glaize ApPprox. Treatment |System and con- River
Creek 3,800 9,000 Facility struct cutfall 1.0
K to Miss. River
ITI. Costs
| _Total Capital | annual OsM Annual Housebold
- 53,636,000 $129,000 5111

IV. Management/Institutional

ixisting Ageﬁcy

Recommended Agencz

Glaize Creek
Sewer District

Glaize Creek

V.

Sewer District

Implementation Schedule

¢

Expand Glaize Creek Sewer District —-- January 1980
Initiate 201 Facility Planning —-=— January 1982
Start Construction -- January 1984
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HERCULANEUM/PEVELY

I. Dascription
Herculaneum/Pevely, located in the easteﬁn portion of
Jefferson County, will experience rapid development during the
planning periocd. The original 208 proposal of a regional facility
for the area in all likelihood will be ovarridden'by current 201
Facility Planning. Based on more recent cost effective considerations, .
the‘201'plah'will recommend upgrading the operation at the existing
Pevely plarit; expanding the treatment facility at Herculaneum; and
constructing a new facility to serve Horine. These recommendatioﬁs
are subject to 208 review and approval.
IT. Design Considerations
P 1970 2000 . Existing ‘ gTSl?n_ Discharge
. Area ‘ngulation Population System Recommendations (MZ;) Stream:
Hercula- Contingent upon ) U
: : ocachim
neum/Pevely 4,526 15,000 |TXe¥tMeNt | recommendations | 3 g0 |7
. . facility of faq;llt¥ 3 . Creek
planning study Co
and 1ag9°“ now underway
III. Cosﬁs
b——Total Capital | ZAugwal OgM 1 Anoual Household. |-
$12,786,000 $144,800 - T %81
1IV¥. Management/Institutional

Existing Agahcy

Recommended Agency_

JHerculaneum Sewer
District; Pevely

Contingent upon 201
fagility planning

V. Implementation Schedule

Pacility Plan Completed ~- May 1978
Start Construction -- January 1980
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LOWER BIG RIVER/HEADS CREEK

Existing Adgency

Recommended Agency

Iower Big River
Bewer District

Lower Big River
Sewer District

V. Implementation Schedule

Expand Sewer District -~ Janmaary 1979
Initiate 201 Facility Planning -- January 1981
Start Construction -- January 1983
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I. Description'
The Lower Big River/Heads Creek area, located in the -
northwest poftion of Jefferson County, will develop rapidly
during the p;anning peribd.
. The project area is fragmented into multiple service
areés and treatment Ffacilities. The propoéal is to congtruct
a treatment facility to combine &hé;serviqe areas of Lake
Montowese, Heads Creek and Lower Big Rivér.
II. Design Considerations
T 1970 2000 Existing ?iﬁign bischarge
. Area .?opulation Population System Recommendations (Hgg)‘ | Stream
'zzzzixiigas gpgggx; 8 500 iigozzztic CongtFuct new - 0.69 Tfibétary
Creek d i canks I facility pf Big
- - : River
I1I. Qosts_
M annual Q&M Annual Household
. $6,173,000 $171,700 $113
IV. Management/Institutional




CLYMPTIAN VILLAGE

I. Description
blyﬁpian Village'is lpcaﬁed in thé southgrn.portion of
Jefferson County on Highway 67. The proposal‘is to consfruct
- a-new treatment facility aischarging into Plattin Creek. The
gservice area will includé those portions of Olympian Village
and surrounding areas Withih the ‘Plattin Creek Qatersheé.
Due to high projected household costs, a nonsewered approéch
may be more practical; | |
LI, IDesign Considerations
' T Design | . S
Area. Pgéizgtion Popiggzion z;;:z;ég :Recomméndations T;gg). ﬂiiiﬁgf?e
ouympian | Appros. Munezous | Constract 2nev | Lotatein
Village 750 " 1,735 |septic g nonsewered 0.18 Creek,
: Tankg approach
ITI. Costs .
$2,387,000 $73,600 _ $202 ol
Iv. Manégemént/lnstitutional '
‘Existing Agency Recommended Agency_
Olympian Village Olympian Village
V. Iﬁg;emen£atioﬂ Schedule

. | )
Initiate 201 Pacility Planning —- January 1982
Start Construction -~ January 1984
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SELMA

Description’

Selma; ldéated in the southeast portion of Jeffe¥son Cpuﬁty,
will deveiop slowly during‘the planning period. The existing.
treatment facility (Imhoff tank and sandfiltex{ is nearihg capaéity.
and would'héve to be expandgd to accommodate the projected growth.
The proéosal is to construct a new treatment facility'at tﬁe
existing plant site. Due to the h;gh household costé, a nénsewe;é&
approach may be moré.pfacticalL

II; Dé;ign Coﬂsiderationé
1970 2000 Existing . |Pesion | piscnarge
4‘$rea. Popglation Population] System Recpmmendatiogs ?;;;) Strgam‘
Selma APProX. 560 EZE?;'T:? iZZiig;;O:rGPm 0.05 | Muddy
100 nonsewered Creek
approaches
I1I. Costs :
Tdtal Capital Anmual OsM Annnal Household
$260,000 $35,700 $182
IV, ‘Manggemenf/lnstitutional
Existing Agency Recommeﬁded Aggpcv'
JeEZorsen County foma
V. Imﬁlementatian-Schedule
Ofganize S;wer District.or Incoéporate - January 1981

Initiate 201 Facility Planning -- January 1982
Start Construction —- January 1984 ‘
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¢ RECOMMENDATIONS FOR WASTEWATER

TREATMENT: ST. CHARLES COUNTY

legend
PRESENT FACILITY ADEQUATE
EXPAND CAPACITY OF PRESENT FACILITY

® UPGRADE AND EXPAND CAPACITY OF
PRESENT FACILITY

¢ NEW FACILITY
~ & NEW FACILITY OR NONSEWERED APPROACH
\— AREAS TO BE SERVICED: YEAR 2000

]

78 st cHARLES
LW MISSOURE RIVER

3
i
&

P10 . DUCKETT
£

f / . CREEK

figure 17




- SYSTEM NAME

St, Charles
Consolidated System

Augugta

'Duckett Creek
Watershed

‘Matson/Defiance
New Melie o
; Orchard Farm
”Pofﬁége Des Sioux

St. Charles/
Missouri :

. West Alton

Wentzville

TABLE &

ST. CHARLES COUNTY POINT, SOURCE
PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS

]

DROPOSED TREATMENT PROCESS

Secondary treatment plant
with disinfection (operate
existing carbon system)

3~gell lagoon without
disinfection i
gecondary treatment plant
without disinfection - '

3-cell lagoon without
disinfection

3-cell lagoon with
disinfection

l-cell lagoon with
diginfection and land
. application

Secondary treatment plant
with disinfection

Secondary treatment plant
without disinfection

3-gell lagoon without
disinfection

Secondary treatment plant

~with nitrification and
disinfection

#2

DISCHARGE STREBM

‘Mississippi River

Missouri River

Missouri River

" Missouri River .

Dardenne Creek-

Tributary to -
Mississippi

. River -

Mississippi River
Missouri River

Missourl River

McCoy Creek



ST. CHARLES CONSOLIDATED SYSTEM

I. Description
The secondary stage of the $t. Charles Mississippi River
Plant would be expanded to treat all Wastawater from the
_follow;ng watarshads. Spencer. Cfeek, Cole Creek, Sandfort Creek,
’ lower Dar&enne Creek, 1ower Perugue Creek, and the Belleau Creek.
All wastewater discharges to streams in the service area‘would-
'ba eliminated. The following communities would be connected:
St. Charles (Mississippi wétersheds), St. Peters, O'Fallon, Lgke
Saint Louis, Harvester, Weldon Sp#ing Heights, Kampville, South’
Shore, and Lake Village Harbor.
L IT. Désign.Consiéerations
| 1970 2000 | Existing Design | - .
Area jPopulation} Population| System |Recommendations ?;gg) E%?gairge
st. Chaf;eSI Individual}
Consoli~ conmmuni i ' Mississippi
, N/A 147,300 &1 : . PP
dated Sys- ’ giiggge Reglonal sgstem 16.5 River
tem _x sewer COm=.
panies
ITI. Costs
Total Capital 2l Anonal Household
$69,832,176 1. $1,736,632 ' '$60
IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agency

_ Recommended Agenc

$t. Charles, O'Fallon
Duckett Ck., St, Paters

V.

To be determined by
208 continued planning

Implementation Schedule

Organize Sewer District -~ October 1979
Initiate 201 Facility Planning -- July 1980
Start Construction -~ July 1982
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VI. Additional Des&tiption

Bécause the recommenaatibn for a consolidated s?étem represents a major
dépa?fﬁre f#om preseﬁt ﬁaéteﬁater treatment practices in St. chafiés
County, iﬁ is necessary to”fufther explain how the raqommendation‘was
afriveﬁ,at. Thfee alternatives for providing wastewater treatment were
éﬁaiuaﬁed:durinq Phase 3 of the 208 program. These glternatives'had

survived the Phase II -alternative analeis and were judged to be the

mosﬁ:costweffective‘alternative for further eva;ﬁatién {see p23 to 30

&6f this se&tion), Besides the consolidated system (Alternative 3}, the

other two alternatives were:

Alternative 1: The City of S$t. Charles, St. Peters, O'Fallon,
: and Lake Saint Louis would continue operating
their own treatment facilities, expanding
their systems to service their immediate .
unincorporated areas. No watershed-wide
treatment would be provided for the lower
. Dardenne Watershed. The St. Peters, O'Fallon,
and Lake Saint Louis facilites would be up-
graded to meet State water gquality standards
and their capacities would be expanded. '

Alternative 2: The City of St. Charles Mississippi treatment
plant would service the same area as in
Alternative 1. A new facility would be built
to service St. Peters, the lower Dardenne
watershed and Weldon Springs Heights. A new
O'Fallon facility would be built which would .
extend service to Lake Saint Louis.

Alternative 1 was judged as being the least cost-effective alternative.

‘The difference between Alternatives 2 and 3, however, was much‘smalle:.

As can be seen in Table7,  the two alternatives are very close in

terms of capital outlay. There is a decrease in annual operation and
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maintenance costs with Alternative 3. However, the cpnsolidgte@ syStgm
(Altexrnative 3) would provide a water quality advantage since }tlgliminates
all discharges to St.'dharles' Cognty strgams within ;hé sexrvice areéi'
Alternative 3 would also provide some'iésprance again#;_more st:iggéht
water quality standards being imposed at some futurg dat?, ‘Staff éﬁd

‘ consultants, therefore, recommended Alternative 3, the consolidated system.

TABLE 7
Capital Annual _ Total Annual
Alternative . Costs osM : annual - Household
2 © 865,721,140 $1,940,526 $2,531,097 _$6§;89
3 . 69,832,176 1,736,632, 2,364,144 .  59.91

During th;‘secona phase of “bridge—buiidinéf@eatinés"(see Section 15 and
during thé Phase IXI St. Chailes County Workéh§ps, a numbe; of concerns were
expressed regarding iﬁplementation of Alﬁerﬁéﬁive 3. These concerns“
inciudea‘wﬁd wiillbe the mahagement agency:fgr thé service area; how will
ongoing facility planning actiﬁities be phased into implementétion;.what
type of user cést arrangements would bé deféloped; and, perhaps most
importaﬁt,IQhét éowefs willlthe,componeht municipalities And sewey dis-

tricts have over sewer extensions within their areas of Jurisdiction.

Figures 18 and 19 shows two major obstacles to implementation - the current
facility planning areas within the proposed service drea, and the current
management agencies within the proposed service area. Figure 18 shows

that curvent facility planning areas are not coterminous with the service
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<& ST. CHARLES COUNTY CONSOLIDATED SYSTEM:
" PRESENT FACILITY PLANNING AREAS

legend .
e PRESENT FPA BOUNDARY
mw PRESENT FPA SUB~AREA BOUNDARY
sus SERVICE AREA BOUNDARY
4 TREATMENT FACILITY
= COLLECTION SYSTEM

=% POINT SOURCES TO BE ELIMINATED
' (see figure 12 legend)
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ST. CHARLES COUNTY CONSOLIDATED SYSTEM:

PRESENT MANAGEMENT AGENCIES

iegend
F PRESENT MANAGEMENT AGENCIES
=sm SERVICE AREA  BOUNDARY
€ TREATMENT FACILITY
= COLLECTION SYSTEM

g POINT SOURCES TO BE ELIMINATED
¥ (see figure 12 legend)

figure 19




.

area. Facility planning within this area, has not beeﬁ done in a
coordinated manner (braft Plan, Appeﬁdix A): some areas are in Phasé 3,
others Phase 1, others inactive. A major.challenga that emerged from
staff discussionsz, therefore, was teo develop an impieméﬁtatioh strétegy

‘which would address these concerns,

.The recommended strategy is the followiné:

1. The service area should be subdivided into three subdistricts:
St. Charles, St. Peters/Duckett Creek, and. O'rallon {(see
Figure 20)}. For each subdistrict, the above-mentioned
communities and sewer district are recommended to be designated
to receive 201 facility planning grants. BAll future and

' ongoing facility planning within these subdistricts should

be directed at eventually merging into the consolidated
system. - Based on our recommendation, only trunk sewers and -
interim facilities would be eligible for Step 2 and 3 grants.

The jurisdictions within the subdistricts would have total
«oontrol over the development of subtrunk sewers. Local areds
would, therefore, have control over the direction and
_magnltude of development w1th1n their jurlsdlctlons.'

2. An agency to manade the trunk and treatment component of
' the system will hot be designated until a consensus is
reached among St. Charles County and the component service
area jurisdictions. This consensus should be reached by
October 1978 in order to meet the implementation schedule.

208 continued planning funds should be used to help the
entities involved reach this important consensus. It
is, therefore, recommended that a project commence as
as soon as funding is available, that will result in the
implementation of this overall management agency. Once
the agency is formed, it should immediately initiate
Facility planning to detail the specific steps necessary
toward consolidation.
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8T CHARLES COUNTY CONSOLIDATED SYSTEM
SUBDISTRICTS -

legend
& TREATMENT FACILITY
“~~ SUBDISTRICT COLLECTION SYSTEM

—-= MAJOR CONNECTING TRUNK SEWEH
=== SUBDISTRICT BOUNDARY

==nm SERVICE AREA BOUNDARY

g@%@ POINT SOURCES TO BE ELIMINATED
(see fngure 12 legend)
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AUGUSTA
 1;'-Desd;iption ' . ;o . %
hugusta is located iﬂ the southweﬁfern portion of
St.lCharles County. Preseﬁtly, Ahguéta has nd'tréafmént-
-system. The.pfoposal is for a secondafy treatment facility
to serve thé main area of the town as well as areas to the
nofth. Discharge from the facility WOuld be through an 6utfall‘

sewer directly to the Migsouri River. Due to the high house- -

‘hold costs, a non-sewered approach may be more practical,

II. Design Considerations

. 1970 2600 Existing |- : , _ |Pesign Discﬁéxge
' Area- . |Population|Population System Recommendations i;gg) Stream
. o . Secondary treat-| = Missouri’
Augusta 259 400 IHTS ment facility or | 0-03 River
o - non-sewered :
approaches
ITI. Costs
Total Capital. _Annual QM ‘ annual Household
$1,342,000 $8,900 : $164
IV. Management/Institutional
Existing Agency Recommended Agency :

8t. Charles County form

None ’
dsewer district

v. 'Implementétion Schedule
' - !

Initiate 201 Facility Planning w- January 1982
Start Construction -- January 1984
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DUCKETT CREEK WATERSHED

Description
Duckett Creek watershed, located in the eastérn portion of
5t. Charles County; will expetriience rapid grbwth.durihg the a
planning ﬁeriod. The exigting secondary treatment faci;itﬁ
willlhave adequate capacity through the next 25 years. The
Proposal is to extend the_éxisting sewer system to proviée
treatment for thé'entire watershed.
II. Design Considerations
, 3 s d ‘ ~ IDesign
Aréa. PpéizZtion Poéigggion ﬁ;:i;;ng 3gcommendations ?igg) giﬁgggrge
Duckett [Approxi- Secondafy Expand sewer | Missouri
Creek mately 7,097 ' |treatment | system 0.61 River
Watershed| 2,200 facility
III.- Coats

 $1,499,000 $58,500 . 859
Iv, Management/Institutional
Existing Agency _Recommended Agency
Duckett Creek Sewer Duckett Creek Sewer
District District
v. 'Implementation Schedula

Initiate 201 Pacility Planning —- Jamuary 1982
Start Construction —-- Januazry 1984
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MATSON,/DEFIANCE

1. Description
The communities of Matson and Defiance are located on the
southeastern tip of St. Charles County. These two small com-
munities have individual septic tank systems and a secondary
treatment facility is propoéed to serve both communities. Waste-
vater from ﬁatson would be pumped via a force main to the new
plant. Due to the high projected household costs, a non-sewered
approach may be more practical.
II. Design Congiderations
- 1970 2000 Existing : Design Diéchafge"
Area Population‘?opulation System Recommendations i;g§5 Stream
'Matgon/ T - Septic Construct a new Missouri
Defiance [75 {est.) 300 Tanks facility or non~| 0.030 { River
o ' ‘ sewered approach ‘ '
I1I. Costs
© $1,248,000 . $7,900 $263

Iv. Manégement/:nstﬁtutibnal

‘. Existing Agency

Recommended Agency.

_None

St. Charles County form
sewer district

V.

Implementation Schedule

i

Organize Sewer District -- January 1981
Initiate 201 Facility Planning -=- January 1982
Start Construction -- January 1984 '
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NEW MELLE

Bescription
New Melle, located in the central western portion of
S$t. Charles County, will remain rural in character over the

planning period. Presently, New Melle has no'¢ollection‘and

treatment system. A new secondary facility is proposed and will

discharge to a'tributarylstream of Dardenné Creek.

ITI. Design Considerations

V. Implementation Schedule

|
Initiate 201 Facility Planning =-- January 1982
‘Start Construction -~ January 1984

83.

o 0 2000 Existing | | ‘Di$1gn Discharge
. Area Population| Populatior] - System Recommendations imgg) Stream
R , ‘ Construct new i
New Melle}! 300 - 550 Septic treatment facili~0.05 Dardenne
: : Panks ty ‘ Creek *
Tribgtary
I1I, Costs | |
| Total capital | annual oeM - | Annual Household .|
$995,000 ' $8,900 $195
IV. Management/Institutional
Existing Agency . Recommended Agency |
: o 8t. Charles County form
New Melle sewer district

"



ORCHARD FARM

Description

Orchard Farm is a small ru#al comﬁunity, located in the
eastern portion of St. Charles County. The community is présently
sexved by individual home treatmeﬁt'systems. Tt is pfoposed to
constxuct a sewer system ana storége lagoon fer'the community with
the effluent being utilized for ir;igatioh purposes. Due to the -

“high projected household costs, a nonsewered approach ﬁay be more

‘pracﬁical.

II. Design Considerations

o 1970 2000 Existing Design | =~ . ¢
. Area Population| Populationf System [Recommendations Flow %ii%ﬁi?g@
‘ - (MGD) Pam,
Orchard’ | septic Construct a
Farm . 175 200 storage lagoon 0.01 ' None
. Tanks or nonsewered -
approach

. III. Costs

" 85,000 5144

- Total Capital
$584,000

Iv. ﬂanagemenﬁ/xnstifutional‘

Existing.Agency . Recommended Agency.

g+, Charles County form
gsewer district

oOrchard Farm

v. Implementation Schedule
Organize Sewer District or Incoxrporabe —- January lgs1

Tnitiate 201 Facility Planning -- January 1982
Start Construction -~- January 1984
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Desoription

" The community of Portage Des Sioux, located in eastern

PORTAGE DES SIOUX

. 8t. Charles County will uhdergo moderate growth in the next 25

years. Portage Des Sioux is presently served by a'coﬁmunity

septic taﬁk. A new secondary faciiity Eischarging to thé Misgissippi

River; is proposed for the servicé area. Due to space limitations,

a 3-cell lagoon system is not a feasible alternative.

II. Design Considerations

1970

Design

. : - ‘ 2000 Existing . o rrow Discharée
_Area. - QQPQIation Populatiorf System  _Recommendat1ogs (MGD) ‘Stream
Poxtégé Community Construct'a'néw ~'_ : MissiSSiPPi
Des Sioux 509 759 Septic facility - 0.06 [River
; Tank :
III. Costs
3760, 000 516,100 5097

iv, Manageﬁent/Institutional

ixisting Agency

' Recommended Agency

Portage Des Sioux

Portage Des Sioux

V. Implementation Schedule

Pl

i

Initiate 201 Facility Planning -- January 1978

Start Construction -~ January 1081
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Description

ST, CHARLES~MISSOURI RIVER

1.
The city of St. Charles is currently in the process of ex—
panding and,upgiading its Missouri River primary treatment
plant to a secondary facility to meet effluent discharge
requirements. This would also inelude expanding the existing
sewer .system to include developed areas to the northeast
of the city.
Ii. Design Congiderations
o 1970 2000 Existing | | Diﬂgn Discharge
Area’ Population} Populationy System Recommendations TMS;) Stream
St. Charlesd . Primary Upgrade to sec- .‘Missouri
issouri N/A 22,600 Lreatment |ondary treatment| 3.33 [River
iver Facility and expand
%
ITI. Costs
$4,579, 000 " $185,000 $60 1
IV. Management/Institutional
Existing Agency Recommended Agency J
City of St. Charles = | City of St. Charles
V. Implementation Schedule

Completing 201 Pacility Planning -- July 1978
© Btart Construction

k4

B6

-~ July 1979




 WENTZ$ILLE

I. Description

Wentzville has recently received funding to construct a 1.0

MGD capacity contact stabilization plant that will treat all

wastewater from the Wentzville/Flint Hill area. Effluent will be

discharged directly to McCoy Creek. Under new State standards
(208 Level 2 criteria}, the faciiity under construction will

eventually require upgrading which involves nitrification and

disinfection. -

II. Design Considerations

' e . |Design o
1 1970 2000 Existing . 'Fiowg _Discharge
¢ -Area _w}qpulatlon Population Syaztem Recommendathns (MGD) ‘Stream
"a, CoL T B - - 2 lagoons ‘ ‘ : McCoy '
eqtzvi;le‘ 3,223 - 10,000 & trick- Upgrade facility] 1.00 Creek
: . : ling fil- ' e
o= A
I1I. Costs
. Total Capital | annual osM | Annual Household .|

$2,200,000 : $147, 000 L 487

IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agenc9 el BRecommended Adency
Wentzville - Wentzville :

V. Implementdtion Schedule
- _ | ’
Complete Construction ~- January 1979
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Description

WEST ALTON

West Alton is located in the eastern portion of St. Charles

County.

small package plant serving the West Alton Recreation Area
wégﬁ-of town.,
facility and central sewer system to serve the area.

high projected'househoid costs, a nongewered apprbach may be

‘more practical.

II.

Désign CDnsi&exations

The proposal is to construct a new secondary

- The only facility operating in the area presently is a

bue to the.,

© Area

1970
Populatipn

2000
Population

Existing.

System

Recommendations

Design

Flow
{MGD)

Discharge
Stream

tWest Alton

425

875

Septic

Tanks

Construct a new
facility or non-

.isewered approach

0.05

Missouri

River

XTI,

Ccsts'

 $1,736,000

| Anpual OgM |
'$9,800

§123

v,

Management/Instiﬁutional

Existing Agency

Recommended Agency

None

V.

implementation Schedule

St. Charles County form
sewer district

Incorporate or Form Sewer District —- January 1981i
Initiate Facility Planning —- JFanuary 1982
Start Construction -- Jahuary 1984
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 SYSTEM NAME

- Lowey Meramec

Caulks, Creve Coeur,
Cowmire Creeks (MSDh

Northwest)

‘Bissell Point{including

Spanish Lake)

Coldwater Creek
Watershed .

Lemay. (including .

Martigney Creek .
Watershed) -

_Eureka/Tiﬁes Beach

Bugar Creek
Watershed

. TABLE B

ST. LOUIS-CITY/COUNTY
PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS

 PROPOSED TREATMENT PROCESS '

Secondary treatment plant
without disinfection

Secondary treatment plant
without disinfection

Secondary treatment plant
without disinfectdion

Secohdary txeatment plant
with nitrification and
disinfection’ ‘

Secondary treatment plant
without disinfection

Secondary treatment plant

"with nitrification and

disinfection
Secondary treatment plant

without disinfection

90

DISCHARGE STREAM

Mississippi River
Missouri River
Migsissippl Rivex

Coldwater Creek

Mississippi River

Meramec River

Mississippi River



LOWER MERAMEC SYSTEM
(Including Rock Creek Watershed)

I. .Description
Currently, the Lower Meramec region is experiencing rapid
urbanization with numerous inadeqﬁate treatment facilities prevelant
in the area. The proposal involves_the construction of a rggiqnal
secondary treatment facility in St. louis County'nearkthé coniluence
of the Meramec and Mississippi Rivers. This regional facility would
provide'sewér,service via major interceptors for the LoWer_Meramec
area {southern St. Louis Cbunty and northern Jefferson County) and
the entire Rock Creek Watershed in Jefferson County
. [
II. Design Considerations
1870 2000 Existing | . Design ‘Discharge
Area Population{ Population, System EKecommendations T;Zg)‘ Stream
. : Numerous Constract new ..
Lower APpProx. _ Discharges;IMSD St. Touis - Mississippil
Meramec 140 ’ OOO 263 . 281 Septic County Facility 30,90 River
. ' Tanks
ITI. Costs
1. Tokal Capital Annual OsM_ | Anoual Housebold
$89,106,000 $1.,092,000 539

IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agency

MSD.

Recommended Agency

MSD

V.

Implementation Schedule

Facility Plan Completed -~ May 1978

Start Construction =~ January 1979
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Description

BISSELL POINT

The existing MSD primary treatment plant located along the

Mississippi River north of downtown St., Louis currently serves

approximately 60% of the city of St. Louis and.a portion of

g+, Louis County. The present flow to the 250 MGD plant is

approximately 130 MGD.

The proposal is to ‘upgrade the existing

primary plant to secondary treatment and to expand the existing

sewer service area to include flow frbm the Spanish Lake area

_in north St. Loulsg County.

II. Design Considerations
. T 1970 2000 Existing _ Design itonar
 ; Area<: ‘ ?opﬁlation population System - Rebommendatiops i;gg) Stream:ge
Bissell . Primary Upgrade and ex- . IMississippi
P01np/5 N/A 579,031 |Plant; Span-| pand Bissell 132.1 |river
iiinls ish Lake |Point plant ex- :
ie‘ facility pand sewer systen
III. Costs
' ‘ : T Bissell Pt. -~ $33
- 856,800,000 82,500,000 Spanish Lake -~ 514

IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agency

MSD

MSD

Recommended Agency

V. Implemenﬁation,Schedule

-

Design (Step 2) £o be Completed -- September 1978
Start Construction -- January 1979
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CAULKS CREEK, CREVE COEUR, COWMIRE CREEX WATERSHEDS
{MSD NORTHWEST)

I. Description
The existing Fee Fee treatment facility (10 MGD rated capacity)
serves Fee Fee C;eek and Crevé Coeur Creek watersheds. The Cau;ks -.
Crégk area is presentiy éerved by several_sﬁall ‘treatment facilities
énd Cowmire Creek area contains two major treatment facilitiesﬁ
Bonfils and Berry Hills, and other smaller facilities. The Fee Fee
treatmént plant will be expandeé and trunk sewers will 53 constructed
- to phase out the exis@ing facilities in‘Caglks Créek‘ahd Cowm;re

Creek watersheds.

I1I. Design Considerations

_ - 1970 2000 | Existing | ‘ : Deslgn | i scharge
- Area’ Population|Population] System  {Recommendations - ?;Zg) Stream
 Eaulks creek S K Fee Fee |Expanded Fee Fee :  Missouri
[Creve  Coeur} - N/a 151,510 Master IPlant -and con~ - 20.52 jriver °
Cowmire 1 g Plant struct new trunk : Lo
reek — S sewers : i

I1I. Costs

L Total Capital . Annual OsM Annual Hopsehold 1"
$26,340,000 $739,500 , $40 '

IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agency Recommended Agency [ :
MSD . | MSD

- V. Implementation Schedule

Initiate 201 Faciiity Planning -- June 1978
Start Construction -- January 1980
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COLDWATER CREEK WATERSHED

Descirption °

The Coldwater Creek secondary treéatment plant, operated by

MSD, is-approéching=overloaded conditions. The alternative of pumping

effluent to the Missduri River from this fagility versus upgrading

the facility to meet new State standards are analyzed. A slight -

cost advantage toward upgrading the facility was indicated; however,’

both alternatives should be studied in greater detail during 201

Facility Planning. The proposal is to expand and upgrade the

existing facility and to include the entire Mill Creek watershed-

in the service. area.

II. Design Considerations

ITI.

| _Total capital | Anpual ogM
$9,746,000

_Annual Household

51,121,000

$29

IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agency

MSD

MSD

Recommended Agency

V.

Implementation Sche&ule

Start Construction -- July 1979

4

Initiate 201 Facility Planning ~- May 1978

B 1970 2000 Existing - |Pesion | pischarge
© Area 7?QPUIation Population] System - |Recommendations i;gg) Stream
Coldwater Secondary Upgra&e and ex— | |coldwater
Creek N/& 194,000 |treatment | pand existing 28.30 |creek

facility facilities ' ‘
Costg




EUREKA/TIMES BEACH

201 Facility Planning to be Completed ~- June 1978,

Formalize Intercity Agreement —- Octoﬁer 1978
Begin Construction -- January 1980
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-Description
The Cities of Fureka and Times Beach, located in the western
portion of St. Louis County, will experience rapid growth during
the planning period. The City of Ehreka is served by a secondary
tyeatment faaility followed by a polishing pond. The City of Times
Beach has no central sewer system and relies mainly on septic tanks. -
The proposal im to upgrade and expand the existing facility and
‘to expand the service area to include Times Beach and Six Flags'
commercial area.
i
'/ II. Design Considerations
1970 | 2000 Existing Design Discha&ge
Area Populationf Population] System AReqommendations_‘ﬁigg) Stream
| | . Treatment ~ ‘ ! .
Fureka/ Upgrade and s
. - lant and £ 4
Times Beach{ - 2,384 4,700 goliéhing expand facility 0.67 | Meramec
B lagoon : Rlve#‘
ITI, Costs °
| ~Total Capital Annual OSM Annuﬁluﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁhgld;-
1,791,000 . $144,200. ) $29 :
- IV. Management/Institutional
Existing Agency Recommended Agency |
Bureka/Times Beach Eureka
V. Implementation Schedule




I. Description

| LEMAY .

v

The existing MSD primary treatment facility serves south

'St. Lodis and southwestern portions -of St. Louis County. The

-~prbposa1‘is to upgrade the Lemay facility to secondary treatment

and to include Martigney Creek watershed im the service area.

Plant capacity would be decreased from tﬁe 175 MGD to the

secondary treatment design of 125 MGD. ‘The new plant desion would

utilize existing structures as much as possible.

II. ‘Design Considerations

+ .

IV. Management/Institutional

‘Existing Agency

MsP

Recommended Agengy |
MSD '

V. Implementation Schedule

~ Construction (Step III) started -~ January 1977

%6

o 1970 2000 | Existing TP 16n | precharqe
. Area Populaticn| Population System Recommendations T;Z;i Stream
Lemay . . S _ IPrimary Upgrade facility] . .| Mississip-

‘ N/A 644,777 iFacility | to secondary 125.00 | pi River

: {175 MGD) traatment ’ :
I1I. Costs
{oeTotal Capital | 2Annual OsM Tinnual..ﬁans.emii,._ '
553,600,000 $2,254,000 ) 329 '




Description

MARTIGNEY CREEK WATERSHED

" The Martigney Creek watershed, located in the southeastern

portion of St. Louis County, will undergo moderate growth during

Ithe next 25 years. The area is currently served by 2.0 MGD

secondary treatment facility.

bue to the proximity of a MSD

pump station, the plan is to phase out the existing facility

and route the flow through the pump station to MSD's Lemay

 treatment plant.

I1. Design Considerations

IV. Management/Institutional

Existing Agénéy

Martigney Creek Sewer Co.
and MSD

MsD

Recommended Agency

V.

Implementation Schedule .

Initiate 201 Facility Planning -- Jamiary 1982
Btart Construction ~-- January 1984
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. 1970 2000 | Existing | Design | @ ccharge
Area  lPopulation|Population syétém Recommendations ,ﬁigg) Styeam
Martigﬁéy - -+ |mwo contact|Expanded sewer | . Martigney
Creek’ 8,060 11,951 |stabiliza~ |system and con-' | 1-40 [Creek
: ' - |tion faci- tnect to MSD's
lities Lemay plant
III. Costs
Y. Total Capital Anpual OsM | Annual Household
' $894,000 1 $110,000 $38




SPANISH LAKE

IV. Management/Institutional.

Existing Agency

MSD

Recommended Agency

MSD

i

V.

Implementation Schedule

Initiate 201 Facility Planning -~ June 1278
Start Construction -- July 1980
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T. Description
| The Spanish Lake area, located in northern St. Louiévcaunty;‘is-
served by a-MSD secondary treétmént facilitﬁ. Appfoximately 48
: percenﬁ-of the Spanish Lake ser#ige area is preséntly unsewered.
The proposal iz to abandon the Spanish L;ke treatment facility.and
pump the flow to the MSD Bissell Point sécondary treatment plant.
Sewer sexvige would be provided for the entire Spénish Lakercfeek‘
watershed area.
- II. Design Considerations
Ar@é _ Po;zzgtion Pogigggion g;i:Zing Recommendations g;z;gn ,\gi:g:irge
S e - ' {MED) - :
B | e | s [T (B e e
. iver
' Bigsell point
IiIf Costs
._;__;Iﬂﬂﬂl_ﬂﬁéihal_;“_“;_Anﬁual_ngﬁ‘ Annual Houséholé
$1,908,000 $16,000 $14




SUGAR CREEK WATERSHED

Existing Agency

South bounty Sewer Co.

Recommended Agency |
MSD

V.

Implementation Schedule

L

Initiate 201 Facility Planning -~ Japuary 1982

Start Construction -~ January 1984
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I. Description
The Sugar Creek Wate:sﬁed locaged in southéaétenn St. Iouis
County, will'aeﬁalop xapidly over the planning ﬁeriod. Currently,
the area has a secondary treatment fécility, The proposal is to
exten& se;vice to the ?emainder of tﬁe watershed. During 201
Fécility Plénning,_the.alterﬁaﬁive éf routing sewage flow to
the proposed Lower Merameé treétment élant should be éxamingd
closely. |
II. Design Considerations
. 1976 2000 Exigtihg | : _ Désigh-, ﬁis;hqﬁgé
" Ayea 'Pbﬁulatioh Populationl -System ?egommendétions T;gg} Asﬁrﬁam'
T g , A _.'E Extended -Expand sewer.‘ T ‘Sugar
“{Sugar preek 1520 3140 aeration system to entire{ 0.40 ] Creek:
‘ plant watershed
III. Costs |
| . ‘:Q:al génj;aj . Apnual O&sM Annual Household
1,012,000 $28,600 - s63
Iv. Management/Inatitutional






