6. PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

T.  INTRODUCTION

Areawide 208 planning is, by its very nature, planning for
~ implementation. Moreover, the ultimate implementation of .
approved plans has been clearly mandatéed by Congress in the
~ .language of Section 208 as well as in other sections of the.
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-500).
‘Both the letter and spirit of this law clearly emphasize
the necessxty for implementation as the prime objective of
the entire planning process. In addition, the Envircnmental
Protection Agency, in drafting guidelines and regulations
for the 208 program, has gone even further to assure that.
final plansiwill, in fact, be carried out. To assure im~-
plementatlon, EPA has encouraged 208 planning agen01es
like. Gateway to design.an institutional system that is
directly linked to this region's water gquality and finan-
cial needs as well as to its partlcular governmental struc-
ture. -

Many of the specific requirements for the 208 management
system are set forth in the controlling federal law. These
reguirements relate, in part, to the financing, consgtruc~
tion, operation and maintenance of wastewater treatment
works. The law also includes a general reguirement that
pertains to the entire management/lnstltutlonal program.
This requirement states simply that the management program
must be able to carry out the approved 208 plan. This gen-
"eral feature of the law goes beyond those .plan elements
relating to treatment works, to insure that all managemant
functions c¢alled for in the 208 plan are handled effectlvely
by the system. PFurthermore, it requlres that the final man-
agement/institutional strategy be politically feasible and
be built upon organizations that either exist or that are
likely to be created with enough power and funding to do

the job.that needs to be done.
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Thus, 'the prime -ocbijective of the -iliplenentaticn program Has
:hgen to 'develop -a ‘managdiment/ingtitutional program that ‘will
‘revolve around -cdompetent -decision-making bodies working
together ‘for -the ‘achiévément of ‘water ‘quality cbjectives

-at +the lowest .econeniic, ‘Social, political ‘and environmental
-aoskt. . .

I1. METHODOLOGY

A. Financial BApalyvsis and Recommendations

Introduction. -An important preliminary &tep which = . .
underilies the broad management recommendations present®d in a
later section is %he fimantial analysis of alternative point
and nonpoint sourde pollutien eontrol technjiques. An undér-
standing of the Fiwancial analysis presentéd below is criti-.
cal to an objective evaluation of management/institutionil
options presented later. o ‘ S

In this final plan, annual household cost estimatés are pré-
sented for each of the srecommended ‘point and nonpoint. sotirce -
alternatives.. These ¢ost figures represent the culmination
of a lengthy process of surveying existing water. quality.costs,
estimating future cosks; and eliminating eéxcessively costly
alternatives. The anfval ¢dst £6 local residernts of the pro-
posed water guality measures has cértainly béen & major con-
cern of this 208 projeck. '

Financial analysis is oné thread that ties various eleménts

of the planning process together:. Certain fiscatl criteria,
including adéquate ahd flexible financial powers, &concomiés of
scale, and effective administrative structure, were used to
evaluate the management alternatives. Cost effectiveness
guidelines werée applied to eéach point source and nonpoint source
alternative proposed by the. technical: consultants,; thereby
aiding the eliminatien of the least feasible projects.
Finally, annual costs provided a common basis for comparison
-0f all the alternatives. The point source control recommenda-
tions which are included in this final plan are ac¢tions’ which
- will provide the St. Louis region with the best waker quality
possible at the Jeast cost. ' :

The financial analysis component of the 208 project included
three phases: examination of existing conditions, costs and
bowers; estimation of alternative costs; and eliminatic’of
alternatives and refineniént of costs. Each eleément built upon
the products of previous work te move continuously toward :

providing cost estimates and other data for the’ evaluation of

each recommended action. :
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Financial Background Data.

a. Glogsary. In order for those - 1nvolved in
water quality management plannlng to. understand the finan-
cial technigues involved in implementing an alternative, a
glossary of basic financial terms was prepared (Element 13,
Appendix 1). Included in this section were definitionsg and
explanations of advantages and disadvantages associated with
such financing tools as general obligation bonds, revenue

* bonds, intergovernmental grants, ad valorem taxes, and

industrial cost recovery. These. terms commonly appear in
discussions of public finance and they were referred to
frequently in the survey of existing management agencies.
An understandlng of financial tools and operations was
important in many later phases of the 208 project.

b. Survey of Exisgting Financial Condltlons.
Early in the St, Louis 208 study (&lement 9 Report), a sur-
vey was conducted of existing operatlng agencies to provide
a base line of current practices in water guality managementl
activities. This survey did not, however, include questmons
relating specifically to financial matters. Since it was:
felt that an understandlng of current financial condltlons
would be necessary in assessing the financial impact or any
. proposed action, a much more detailed financ¢ial survey was
made of 18 public and private sbwer entities (Element 13,:
Report). Financial data was collected for each agéncy,
including current operating and maintenance costs, sources
and amounts of revenue, indebtedness and annual user costs.’
The survey results were supplemented by information from the
agencies' financial statements to prov1de a cons;stent set
of financial data.

The financial survey covered a variety of agencies ranging
from small municipal systems and private companies to the

- vast scale of the Metropolitan Sewer District. The bottom
line of the survey was the calculation of per capita cost.
It was found that differences in size of service area,
treatment capacity and level of treatment led to wide dif-
ferences in the costs of operating the system, the types of
revenues raised and the methods of financing the present
operatlons and future plans of the system.

The results of the survey are summarlzed-ln Table 14. Sev-
eral significant conclusions were drawn from these results:

1. Present costs of wastewater treatment are generally low
with annual per capita costs ranging from $12 to $93.

2. - Large cost benefits can be derived from the economies
- of scale of wastewater treatment. Small facilities
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must operdte at a less efficient scale and thereby
incur higher operating costs.

3. Public agencies depend upcn federal and state grants
to reduce the significant capital costs of wastewater
treatment facilities.

4, It is economically unfeasible for pflvate sewer companies
which are ineligible for government assistance to make
the improvements to their systems nece551tated by P.L.
94—500

5. Most agencies are plannlng expansions and/or improve-
‘ ments to their systems under the agsumption that fed-
eral and state grants will be available to subsidize
their capital costs. Survey responses indicated ex-
cessive demand for limited intergovernmental grants.

6. Numerous factors influence the true cost to the con-
sumer of wastewater treatment. - Such variables include
the level of treatment, operating level of the plant,

' ablllty of the agency to obtain grants, capital finan-
cing capabilities of the communlty and administrative
efficiency or the operating agency.

7. Funds required for both daily operatlon and maintenance’
costs and amortizationh of debt are being raised through
a variety of mechanisms. Agencies differ widely on
their utilization of particular_fiscal tools.

8. Consumers may pay several different charges for their
sewer service including tax levies, service charges,
connection fees and special assessments.

Bagsed on these conclusions, three fiscally-related issues
of long term significance were identified. First, the sur-
vey pointed up the need to obtain assurances from the State
of Missouri on the future availability of State aid for
wastewater treatment facilities. Second, regional waste-
water treatment projects have to be prlorltlzed so that
available funds can go to the areas with the most pressmng
problems. Flnally, acquisition of private sewer companies
by public agencies is necessary to achieve the national water
quality goals mandated by Congress. Efforts have been made
throughout subsequent stages of the 208 program to resolve
these early financial concerns.

¢. - Legal Analysis. The third element in the
development of a financial conditions data base was a con-
sideration of the constraints imposed by Missouri law on the
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financial operations of various management/institutional ‘
agencies (Element 9, P. 26-44; Element 13, P. 85-100). The
development of effectxve financing arrangements to implement
the 208 plan hinged upon a clear understanding of the cur-
rent fiscal tools available to and limitation imposed upon
wastewater management entities. The d651gnated management
agencies must have the legal capability to raise the reven=-
ues needed to carry out alternatlve water guality control '
programs.

In addition, Section 208(c)(2) of P.L. 92-500 specifies four
powers related to financial capability that the management

-structure must possess: the authority to (1) accept and

utilize grants; (2) raise revenues and asgess user charges;
(3) incur debt; and (4) assure proportional community pay~
ments for use of the facilities. Since compliance with both
federal requirements and State statutory constraints is
essential, Missouri laws were reviewed early in the study to
determine the extent of fiscal powers a water guality
management agency can utilize. Constitutional amendments
and/or legislative changes would have been necessary if
local agencies lacked sufficient authority to finance the:

- actions being proposed under the 208 program.

Table 15 summarizes the fiscal tools available to municipal-
ities, sewer districts and private sewer companies operating
inh Missouri. Each operating entity now possesses sufficient
authority to meet the federal criteria for management agen-—
cies, although clarification of certain powers may be desir-
able. The study indicated that the St. Louis Metropolitan.
Sewer District has the broadest range of- revenue-raising,

tax assessment and bonding powers. These wide fiscal powers
will be of great a551stance in implementing the St. Louis
208 Plan.

Estimation of Alternative Costs. . Water quality
management plans prepared in accordance with Section 208 of
P.L. 92-500 must identify "measures necessary to carry out
the plan (including financing)" and must also make prelim-
inary determinations of cost~effective treatment systems.
Towards this end, cost estimates were prepared, in cooper-
ation with the technical consultants, for over 100 point
source alternatives. Given the regional focus of 208 plan-
ning, detailed financial planning for each service area is
not possible. The development of user charge systems and
industrial cost recovery arrangements {(see Section 2, P. 34)
are functions, rather, of 201 facilities planning studies.
The cost estimates developed in the 208 project have been
valuable, however, in identifying the most cost-effective
configuration of treatment plants, in determining the level
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TABL

E 15

FlNANCiAL POWERS AND CONSTRAINTS OF WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCIES

REVENUE SOURCES

DESY LIMITATIONS A Valorem User Fees/ Special Connection or | Public
Type of Agency Example General Obligation ! Revenue Property Tax Service Charges | Assessmants Tap-in Fees Grants
Municipaiities ~Manchester Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
~Pacific «Total city debt not|{ +No total Part of $1.00/ +lust and equit~ | +For special «As special
~Union to axceed total . | limit, $100 a.v, ¥imit | able charges or | bemefit to assessment
«Arpold annual income and - | unless ear- *yent® £o users, | area or class
~Eureka revenie plus - &7 mad. marked for re- of residents, | *No guidelines,
~Wentzville balante. approval. payment of a *Wday charge
~Washington . bond {ssue, higher rate to
~-5§t. Charles +2/3 voter approval | +35 year customars aute
-St, Peters Timit at up to 20% | maximum side city.
-G'Falion assessed value period.
(ATl of above {a.v.}1)
" responded to 6% rate
the Jong form] -Repay all bonds maximum
of the 208 within 20 years. {8 poss.)
Management/ .
Institutional] 6% interest Pay with :
survay) 8% 1n certain ravenue
. . instances. from sewer
system,
+Must have annual not taxes.
real property tax
Lo repay.
Sewer District
{Three ATternative
Types .
*County Court District Yes ' Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
{operated by county Same 1imits as +Same as +Same as munfci~ | +Based on amount ['May not exceed
court) municipality mmnicipal pal of water ysed. 1§ 1/2% A.V. or
.005¢/5100
BV,
Second tlass County “Herculaneum Yes Yes Yes Yes Ko Yes Yes
District «Lake Adelle +Same as above "Same, but Same, to defray | -Can differ
(More autonomous *Grey Summit can éiffer { annual operating | with different
from county tourt) {proposed) with im- costs. cost of treat-
. . pact of ment
different
users, -
*Common Sewer Bistrict | RS, We - Yes No Yes No Yes Yas
{oriented to county .1 St. Charles To pay D&M as Including
wide or large water~ | County well as debt cantribu-
shed coverage) - ' service on tions from
revenue bonds. county or
municipal
*Charges to be governments
"reasonable”,
-Based upon
volume of water
used may charge
restdents of
municipalities
user fees.
3t. Loufs Metropolitan M5D Yes Yas Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sewer District *Total debt not to *Same “At Teast suffi~ {-Charged semf-an- | use to pay
sAuthorized by exceed 5% of all limits as cient no pay PRI} nually off G.0. Bonds.
Missourt Constitution, taxable property municipati~} on bonded indeb-
Specific Powers by fn district. ties. tedness within May base on: rMay from sub-
Charter 20 years, . ~water use districts to
*Same peried, rate ~plumbing fix- {pay for improved
and approval ~Maximum rate tures - | ments in sube
limits as municipal @10¢/3100 a.v. ~parsons served [(districts,
‘Rate set annu-
ally.
«May pay part of
. OEM as well.
Private Sewer +Fee Fee Ho Ko Ko Yos No Yes No
Companies : :Can {nclude ser-
+ Imperial *Relies on private vice contracts
comercial birrowing w/customers
. : to finance debt. .
ounties Yes Yes Vg
Same powers as . ‘ Yes Yes Yes | Yeg
Municipalities

can be fmplifed)
" State of Missour!

3

~ Yes,
Up to §150 M,

intended to assist
local governments
in matching federal

grants.

1) AV, will be used to abbreviate "assessed vajuation®
2) O&% 45 an abbreviation for "Operations & Mafntenance®

3) P4l is an abbraviation for “Principai A Interest®
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of water quality the reglon can afford and in 1ndlcat1ng
the financial impacts that water quality management actlv—
ities will have on St. Louis re51dents. :

Prior to receiving any cost estimates ‘from the technical con-
sultarnts, two methodologies were developed for the financial
analysis of the point source and nonpoint source alternatives
(Element 13, P. 112). These preliminary methodologies indi-
cated that certain basic assumptions would have to be made
“in order to prov1de a meaningful analysis of local financial
impacts. Assumptions were made regarding the level and
avallability of federal and state grants, the interest rate
on long-term municipal bonds, the length of the amortization
period . and the fiscal capabilities of the management agency.
The steps included in the methodology illustrated the con-
cepts underlying. the allocation of costs to residents and
.governmental podies while indicating the procedures involved
in financial analysis. Through these methodologies, & better
understanding was gained of the financial difficulties the
reglon will face in implementing the 208 Plan..

Extensive work by the technical consultants provided the
study team with specific cost estimates for each of the -~
service areas. Capital construction cost estimates were
‘developed as well as year 2000 operation and maintenance
costs for each new or expanded system., In applying the
methodology  to each alternative, cost allocations were
made to the federal and state government and to service
area households.

The broad steps identified in the Phase IIT methodologles
provided the basis for the detailed fiscal evaluations of
the point source alternative costs. Certain changes were-
made in the assumptions of the methodology to comply with
federal regulations for cost-effectiveness studies and to -
agree with more recent management proposals. However, the
general proceduras used in allocating actual costs were
based upon the preliminary methodology.

EPA reduires that "present worth analysis" be usged in eval-
vating -all water guality projects. Present worth analysis
means that future costs for construction and operation and
‘maintenance are all expressed in terms of their current' cost
as if these expendltures were being made at the present
time. 'Thus, in this analy51s, the sum total of the capital
investments in plants and pipes that will be made over the
next 25 years have been totaled and an annual estimate of
all future investments has been calculated. This éstim-

ate is based on June, 1977, dollars and does not include any
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inflation factor. Likewise, the operation and maintenance:
cost flgures for a year in the life of the system are ex-
pressed  in June, 1977, dollars. Present worth analysis, in
affect, allows local resmdents to evaluate the future value
of these systems by comparing their present worth to other
expenses the household currently has.

A more accurate estimate of annual household cost would be
possible if operations and maintenance costs could be based
on the flows of an interim year of the system's life. Year
2000 operation and maintenance costs represent the level of.
costs that can be expected when the system is operating at
' its designed capacity and its most cost efficient level.
However, the plants will be operating at somewhat less
efficient levels for the intervening years. The year 1990
was selected as more reflective of the average operations
and maintenance cost for the system. The engineers calcu-

- lated the operating and maintenance costs for each service.
rarea based on projected 1990 flows. At this point, annual
operating and maintenance costs related to commercial and
industrial users were separated from residential treatment

- costs. The financial impacts of each vroject would now more
closely reflect the true costs to residential users. Such
detailed cost estimates have been vital in accurately pro-
jecting the economic effects of the proposed projects.
Table 16 summarizes the methodology for developing house-.
hold cost estimates.

Elimination of Alternatives and Refinement of Cost
Estimates. By this point in the project extensive data had
been developed on water gquality impacts, management options
and issues, and public acceptance and political feasibility
of implementing particular point source alternatives (Ele-
ment 18 Report). Costs for levels one, two and three treat-
ment -standards (see Section 2, p. 27) were also available.
Local residents could choose the level of water quality they
preferred based on how much they wished to pay.

Each of these factors were considered in eliminating those
systems considered unlikely to be implemented. In formulat-
ing their recommendations, the technical consultants rejected
level one alternatives because the effluent quality of these
systems would not meet State of Missouri water quality stand-
ards. Cost-effectiveness criteria were the basis for elimin-
ation of level three alternatives; the improvements in water
guality achieved under level three procedures could not be
justified by the substantial increases. in capital and oper-
ating and maintenance costs. Level two treatment was judged
to be the most cost-effective alternative, providing the -
highest water quality possible at the least cost.
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Recommendations for particular point source alternatives
were made for many of the service areas. But the initial
review of alternatives also indicated that new configura-
tions of plants should be developed for some service areas.
Revised designs and cost estimates were prepared for systems
in Jefferson and St. Charles County. In other service areas,
the competing water quality cost factors and political

_ considerations were so strong that the consultants did not

~ feel justified at this point in recommending cne alternative
over another. In later phases of the project, discussions
with area residents regarding these alternatives and addi-

' tional technical information aided the project team in

" making final recommendations.

The last major refinement of annual cost estimates was the
inclusion of capital and operating and maintenance costs
related to residual waste facilities. 'While these costs did
not influence the relative costs of different point source -
alternatives, inclusion of thése expenses in the household
cost estimates enabled a more accurate evaluation of the -
financial impacts of the recommended plans.

Estimated annual cost figures were presented at the Phase
III workshops for each- recommended new or expanded system
(Element 24 Reports). The annual cost to each household
represents the household's share of the community investment
in constructing a wastewater treatment plant and collection
system plus payment for the benefits the household receives -
in having its wastewater treatment by the community facili-
ties. The estimates are useful for comparison purposes, and
to indicate broad economic impacts of proposed actions. The
figures represent a portion of the total estimated 1990 user
charge for wastewater treatment. Precise cost estimates and
detailed financing plans are not within the scope of the 208
project. The detailed collection and treatment costs of the
201 plans will provide the basis for choosing specific
revenue-raigsing options and cost assessment alternatives.

, ‘Recommendations. With approval of the 208 plan,’
each of the designated management and operating agencies
" will have to take certain steps toward the implementation of
the plan. The function of the 208 plan has been to identify
those broad measures that are necessary to carry out a
regional water quality plan. . Specific programs for .financ-
'ing the local costs of these systems will be formulated
during 201 facility planning. Based on the financial
evaluation, the following critical issues relating to-
financing the pollution control recommendations are:
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‘ a. The future availability of State grants.
Within the next few years, the State is expected to have
committed the entire $150 million in water pollution bonds
authorized by the voters in 1971. Local communities now :
depend upon this State aid to subsgidize the capital costs of
treatment plants and collection systems. Without additional
‘bonds, many of these projects cannot be implemented.

. b. The development of the county and regional -
water guality boards. Coordination, planning and monitoring
tasks will be the responsibility of these boards. The
boards may be important in mediating between local service
areas and influencing priority for government funds.

c. The development of cooperative arrangements
among the various operating entities. These contractual
arrangements will have fiscal impacts which cannot be ignored,
particularly in the lower Meramec where management of the
water guality activities is complicated by a two-county
service area. . As a result, Jjoint capital financing schemes
by the St. Louis Metropolitan Sewer District and a Jefferson
County agency will have to be worked out. The legal feasi-
bility, public acceptability and costs of such contractual
arrangements and assessment methods need to be evaluated
during 208 continued planning. . ‘ -

- : d. The development of detailed implementation
schedules. Detailed implementation schedules will be devel--
oped through the 201 facilities plan. However, in the next
six months, the operating agencies could consider broad
plans in designing their long-term implementation schedule.
The -recommended actions will be implemented over a period of
years., The timing of acquisition of existing facilities and
- the phasing of new construction will determine how much and
when additional capital funds must be allocated to invest-
‘ment in waste treatment facilities. .As specific plans are
produced by the 201 process, more detailed financing arrange-
ments can be developed. In the meantime, management agen-
cies can gain a familiarity with the issues involved and
‘begin to solve the complicated problems of financing the
construction and operation of waste treatment systems.

B. Management/Institutional Analysis and Recommenda-
tions ‘

‘ . Introduction. The management/institutibnal anal-
ysis completed by Gateway led to the selection of the recom-
mended management system and implementation program presented
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" in this Final Plan. In undertaking the management/institu-
tional analysis, objectives and criteria were developed for
the assessment of existing agencies and management alterna-
tives evaluated later in the planning. process (Element 9,
p- 6}. : :

Four main areas of investigation were undertaken. Local man-
agement agency profiles, jurisdictional/watershed profiles,
an authority/utilization report,’ and a research bibliography
were prepared for the purpose of reaching some interim con-
clusions about the current wastewater management system and -
the potential resources and problems that bear on the 208
strategy implementation. The methodology for undertaking
this assignment is.shown graphically in Figure 26 and
explained below. ‘ : )

Local Management Agency Profiles. .The”collection
and organization of data. on individual sewage treatment agen-
cies required the handcrafted development of a series of
data collection forms. Because of time and efficiency con-—
" siderations, it was determined that a sample survey would be
utilized (Element 9, Appendix C). The goal of the survey
was to fulfill the study's data needs and at the same time -
give an accurate picture of the variety of water treatment
agencies operating in the region. Questionnaire forms were
mailed to the appropriate agencies with Gateway making fol-
-low-up telephone calls to offer assistance and to encourage
the agericies to complete and return the gquestionnaires. 1In
addition to the survey data,. many personal interviews were
conducted to obtain more information about the actual day~
to-day operations of the key sample agencies.

o Jurisdictional/Watershed Profiles. The jurisdic-
tional/watershed profiles (Element 9, p. 45) were prepared
by a different method. Regional maps were prepared with
stream basins and treatment agency jurisdictions outlined to
allow comparison of watersheds to jurisdictional coverage.

Research Bibliography. Another aspect of the data
collection system was aimed at providing a view of the
"state of the art" of management/institutional planning A
related to waste water treatment. A bibliographic search
was undertaken, a project library established, and a re-
-search bibliography compiled (Element 9, Appendix C).

Authority/Utilization Report. The fourth aspect
of the management/institutional analysis produced a legal
-authority/utilization report and matrix (Element 9 - . '
P. 31). The matrix shows the required 208 functions and
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the agencies that have the statutory authority to: perform
these functions. In addition, an analysis was conducted to
‘deternine the extent to which required 208 functions were
‘actually being exercised by these entities. This informa-
tion was helpful not only in understanding the statutory
"gray areas," but also in more fully appreciating the rela-
tionship between various major actors. S

The resulting matrix (Figure 27) demonstrates the difficulty
of finding a single agency type that possesses the legal
authority or the resources to act as a sole areawide waste
treatment management agency. The necessity of creating an
optimum combination of private, local, county, regional and
state agencies to implement and manage the areawide plan was
thus identified. '

Development and Evaluation of Alternatives. A
most important analytical effort that was built around these .
_initial efforts was the development and evaluation of six -
major management/institutional alternatives (Element B, .
Chapter IT). These alternatives were evaluated in a number
of ways: _ ‘ '

. .a. . The alternatives were considered in terms of
the management/institutional criteria developed earlier in
the study. ' -

| b. The alternatives were weighted on the basis
of their capacity to be implemented in a phased, incremental
manner. ‘ .

L c. The alternatives were tested on the basis of
their county-by-county viability. ' -

d. Area citizens and policy-makers evaluated the
alternatives in a variety of meetings and regional work-
shops. . .

This evaluation process allowed for alnarrowing of alterna-

_‘ tives and permitted the selected management/institutional

options to be measured against the detailed engineering and. -
financing proposals that were evolving. This match-up was
absolutely critical to the development of alternatives that

are economically viable, politically realistic and techni-
cally feasible.

Having completed an evaluation of the existing areawide
wastewater management system, it was possible to start _
exploring alternative systems that could improve this re-
gion’s ability to implement its adopted 208 plan. Instead
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of merely working with variations on the present system-
shifting powers and responsibilities about from one actor to
another--a special research task was undertaken.

An analysis was conducted of. the existing institutional
arrangements other regions have devised to achieve improved
water quality (Element 23, Technical Supplement). This
effort evaluated a variety of approaches from different
metropolitan areas of the country, ranging from Atlanta to
Chicago and Minneapolis. A number of ideas emerged from.
this review and lead directly to the development of the six
broad institutional alternatives. '

Ten basic management/regulatoxy'entities were considered as
possible actors within these institutional arrangements:

1. Federal Government
2. State of Missouri _
3. Bi-State Development Agency
4, East-West Gateway Coordinating Council
5. Sewer Districts ‘ _
6.  Metropolitan Sewer Digtrict (MSD)
7. Counties '
8. Private Companies
-9, Municipalities .
10. Soil and Water Conservation Districts.

The alternatives considered were as foilows:

I. Present System Continued
II. = State Centered Approach
IIT. Regionalized System (a) MSD

{b) Bi-State
Iv. Subregional System ‘
V. Coordinated Public System

. a. Present System Continued. It was concluded
that to continue the existing system would be to perpetuate
‘an uncoordinated management program, lacking -any single
agency with the authority and resources needed for true
oversight and assessment. Moreover, the mandated water
quality goals of P.L. 92-500 would simply not be met.

b. State-Centered Approach. Pursuant to this
alternative, the State of Missouri would have moved more
vigorously into water quality management, assuming the role
of envirommental supervisor and coordinator as well as

planner for all water quality related factors within this
study area. : . :
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The State-centered concépt, it was concluded, had both.

political and operational problems. The State, while anxious

to participate in water guality management on a broad scale,
did desire a more centralized and expanded management role..
Tn fact, because of detailed regional needs, these functionsg
had already been allocated by the State on a more localized
bagis among various regional planning agencies and local
political jurisdictions. '

- The 208 program area designations themselves evidenced the

State's desire in this regard. Thus, it was felt that

centralization needed to evolve from the local level and not

from the State. Moreover, it was unlikely that a proposed
State review of environmental impacts arising from land
development would be enacted by the Missouri legislature.

_ c. Regionalized Systems. Two potential region-
alized approaches were considered as the. means for central-
izing the water gquality management responsibilities as well
as for securing overall geographic coverage and the best
technical competence. ' ‘ '

One approach, revolving.around an expanded role for the St.
Louis Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD) was certainly,

in some respects, a logical concept since MSD is today the
major wastewater treatment operating agency in the region.
MSD, under this concept, would have secured the legal auth-
ority to extend its geographic coverage over the entire 208

~ study area. It was noted, however, that an enlargement of

MSD's potential jurisdiction would be very difficult to

‘achieve, requiring an amendment of the Missouri Constitu-

tion.

A second approach was based upon activating the Bi~Sta£e

Development Agency's latent powers (water guality manage-

ment). Wastewater would have become merely another operat-
ing arm of the agency as are transit and port operations.’

These concepts cored poorly in terms of feaéibility. Neither

MSD nor Bi-State indicated any interest in‘pursuing‘such 
options. More importantly, citizens and public officials

‘alike were uniformly opposed to these alternatives.

d. Subregional System. A basic determinant in
this alternative was that MSD's basic operational area would
be confined, as its Charter now limits it, to St. Louis
City/County-the most heavily urbanized  sectors of the re-

" gion. However, any other major treatment would be on a

subregional basis using a new sewer district or districts
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for the other urBanizing sectors of the region. Alterna-
* tively, a single subregional sewer district would have been
created to coordinate treatment in all three of the non-MSD
counties. ‘ o - :
Regional sewer districts created either at the county or.
tri-county level presented a major issue for resolution. It
'was agreed that for purposes of coordination and jurisdic-
tional authority over the impact areas, there was some logic
+o this idea. Yet, serious questions were raised as to
whether this concept was truly implementable from an opera- -
tional or engineering vantage point in Franklin, Jefferson
and St. Charles Counties.

‘ e. Coordinated Public System. Of all the alter-
natives, this concept would be most similar to present '
practices.  Without radically -changing the existing system,
this -alternative would add the consolidation and coordina-.
tion of responsibilities necessary to meet the ‘challenges of
208. Consolidation would result from a number of changes.
Pirst, private sewer corporations would be eliminated from
the scenario because their financial status makes them
unlikely actors in any future water quality plan. Second,
this alternative would create a single program planner,
supervisor and coordinator-~East-West Gateway.

Tn, the area of point source control and facility operation
and- management, MSD would basically work within its char-
tered jurisdiction with a continued effort to involve MSD by
contract in other parts of the study area, where such in-.
volvement was locally desired. In Jefferson County, St.
Charles County, and Franklin County, sewer districts and’
municipalities would continue to play a significant role in
point source treatment and regulation.

While thia alternative would foresee a much stronger role
for sewer districts in providing service and coordination
than such entities currently provide, these districts would
"be ‘less powerful than the subregional sewer district pro-
posed in Alternative IV. In this coordinated public system,
the sewer district would, rather than pre-empting municipal
power, attempt to work hand-in-hand with municipal operators
to assure the greatest possible coverage and quality of
_service. In the area of nonpoint source control, this
‘alternative would not be radically different from present
practice. ‘

It was felt that this alternative would be the most politic=
ally feasible; it would not radically change the existing
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functions of either the state, MBD, or municipal operators;
it also would not necessarily require the creation of numer-
ous large-scale sewer districts. On the other hand, new
sewer districts would, at a minimum, be created to serve
currently unserviced areas.

Tt was determined that this alternative, while in some ways

not significantly different from present practices, would,
if successfully implemented, provide the region w1th a
trong management/lnstltutlonal system.

Recommendations. The management/lnstltutlonal
analys;s had thus proposed a number of broadly stated alter-
natives in which resp0n51b111ty for the key 208 functions
had been allocated to various levels of government, with
various degrees of centralization or decentralization.

Through this evaluative process, project staff and citizens
alike recognized that the present management system in the-
region was inadequate t6 fulfill the mandate of Federal law.
The consensus moreover was that a relatively decentralized
system with significant local control would prov1de the
basic framework for the management system that is now recom—
mended as part of this final 208 Plan.

The consensus suggested also that the proposed system woul& _
most closely resemble the corodindted Public System alterna-
tive (Figure 28). To translate this alternative into an
actual implementation program requlred overcoming a number.
of obstacles. As illustrated in Figure 28, the conceptual
alternative made no attempt to either group the required 208
functions into a manageable number or to allocate ultimate
responsiblity to a particular entity.

ITIT. THE RECOMMENDED ST. LOUIS MISSOURI 208 MANAGEMENT
BYSTEM ' :

A. Introduction

An important methodological step in moving from an evalua-
tion of alternatives to the proposed. 208 management system
‘was to group the eight functions developed earlier in the
study into a smaller, more manageable number of "functional
groupings." This grouping of functions was pursued for
reasong other than mere practicality. The groupings &dre, in
fact, one of the logical cornerstones of the proposed man-
agement systems.
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: 1. Program planning, supervision and coordina-
tion. Water pollution control measures should be viewed not
- only as solutions to local problems, but also as parts of a
coordinated strategy to control water pollution throughout
the area. Federal law requires that a management system be
created to oversee implementation of the 208 Plan and its
provisions. This management system must have the power to
deal with implementation on a regional basis and yet still
be sensitive to the wishes of the counties and their munici-
palities.

2. Point source regulation and compliance in-
cluding point source permitting, standard setting, monitor-
ing and enforcement) Legal sanctions are a necessary aspect
of a water pollution control program. 208 requires that _
management agencies have the power to regulate the volume,
strength ‘and composition of discharge through permit; moni-
tor this discharge; and enforce the terms of discharge
permits if violated. A management agency must also have the
- power to set standardse for insuring a desired level of in-

stream water gquality. '

. 3. Treatment Plant development, finance, opera-
tion and maintenance, Properiy planned, designed, and cor-
rectly operated and maintained, sewage treatment plants can
'bé& one. of the most important mechanisms for controlling
water pollution. ' The federal government and the State of _
Missouri are well aware of this fact, as evidenced by their
combined 90 percent grant funding of new wastewater treatment
plants and upgrading and expanding of existing ones.

" Section 208 requires that certain agencies be designated to
receive these federal and state grants. This is done to in-
sure that these agencies have the financial powers to meet
their 10 percent share of the total project cost, and have
the expertise to operate the treatment facility and collec-
tion system in a proper and efficient manner.

| 4. Management of Nonpoint Source Controls. 208
requires that there be agencies designated to develop, apply
and enforce nonpoint source control measures.

Before turning to the proposed allocation of responsibilities
within the four management groupings identified above, the
basic philosophy of the proposed coordinated public system
should be stated. This philosophy is one of logically di-
viding 208 responsibilities among three key levels of
government at work in the study area-~regional, state and
local (county/municipal). ' ' '
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It is, thus, proposed that certain 208 management functions
need to be handled at the State level, other functions
should fall to regional government and a great variety of
functiong should be dealt with at the local level. We turn
first to those functions which should and can be most effec-
tively dealt with at the regional level of government.

B. Program Planning, Supervision, and Coordination

Fast-West Gateway Coordinating Council is recommended as
this area's water quality planner-coordinator. Gateway is
the St. Louis Area Council of Governments; its Board of
Directors is comprised of elected officials and agency .

. representatives from the State, County and municipal levels
and citizeéns appointed by eleécted officials. Its area of
coverage gives Gateway the ability to address water quality
problems on an areawide basis; at the same time, as illus-
trated by its composition, Gateway can be sensitive to local
concerns. Moreover, Gateway is recommended as the 208
Coordinator because its strengths-experience, regional.
scope, and commitment to 208 planning-override its major
weakness-lack of direct enforcement powers.

76 insure that the concerns and inputs of local plant opera-
tors, planning commissions and sewer district representa-
tives are adequately addressed, development of a two-tiered
Water Quality Board to work with Gateway on implementation -
"of the 208 Plan will be an important feature of the manage-
ment system. ' o ‘

A Regional Water Quality Board will be formed and integrated
'into the Gateway structure. The Bodrd will be the formal
mechanism through which Gateway's planning and supervisory
decisions are channelled. The proposed placement of the
Board within Gateway hierachy is shown in Figure 29.

The Board should meet monthly and will, with the assistance
of Gateway personnel, assure that the 208 program is moving
ahead at an acceptable pace, sensitive to local needs, yet
consistent with theé objectives of the 208 Plan. '

The Regional Water Quality Board should, at a minimum, be
cqmgosed'of the following 15 voting members: :

ﬂ%redtgr'of Planning, Franklin County
Director of Planning, St. Charles County
Director of Planning, St. Louis County

Directh of Planning, Jefferson County {(when Planning
Commission is established) .
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Director of Planning, City of St. Louis

2 Representatives--Jefferson County Water Quality
Board (CWQB) Municipal and Sewer District Repre-~
sentatives (1 each} : ‘

2 Representatives--St. Louis County Water Quality
Board Municipal and Sewer District Representatives
(1 each)

2 RepresentatlvaSmeranklln County Water Quallty

" Board Municipal and Sewer District Represanta—
tives (1 each)

2 Representatives--St. Charles County Water Quality
Board Municipal and Sewer District Representa-
tives (1 each)

2 "At Large" Citizens--appointed by Water Quallty
Tagk Force.

The actual comp051t10n of the Board will be formalized over
the next few months. The 208 Policy Advisory Committee and
Water Quality Task Force will assist the Gateway staff in
forming the committee and writing its by-laws.

N |
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The make-up of the Board reflects the degree to which this
new entity within Gateway and will be composed of influen-
tial, knowledgeable and locally appointed representatives,
The key to such representation is the proposed link be-

tween this Regional Board and four County Water Quality
Boards. .

- The County Water Quallty Boards will be set up in each of
the affected Counties in order to attract its key deci-
sion-makers and establish the kind of meaningful dialogue
that can lead to successful review and. implementation of

the alternative water quallty plans developed for each
county. -

The County Water Quality Boards will be voluntary bodies
set up pursuant to intergovernmental agreements rather
than as a result of statutory enactment. The Boards, to
be created in St. Charles, Jefferson and Franklin Coun-
ties, in addition to. joint St. Louis County/City Board,
will represent the interests of all levels of government
active in wastewater management, 1ncludlng municipalities,
- sewer districts and county governments. It will be com-
prised of voting and non-voting members, as shown in Table
17. The actual composition of the County Boards and the

- necessary intergovernmental agreements w1ll be developed
durlng 208 continued planning. .

Notwithstanding thelr lack of enforcement powers, County
Water Quality Boards can be highly meaningful bodies, par-
ticularly once successfully integrated through their rep-
resentatives into the Regional Water Quality Board. These
bodies can be the counties' voice at the regional, federal

and state levels on the whole range of water quality
issues.

_The County Water Quallty Boards will have, among other
things, the follow1ng functlons. :

a. Each of the County Water Quality Boards will
be the liaison between the County and Gateway regarding
‘the State of Missouri programs of discharge permitting,
standard setting and monitoring. The Board should be noti-
fied of new State-issued discharge permits within the
County. The Board should have an opportunlty to comment
on whether granting the discharge permit is consxstent
‘with local water quality goals.
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: - TABLE 17
COUNTY WATER QUALITY BOARD

VOTING
1 County Court Judge (in St. Louis County, member
of County CQuncil)
2 Prosecuting Attorney (in St. Louis County,
County Counselor) C
3 County Building Commissioner (in St. Louis
County, member of the Public Works Department)
4 County Health Department Director '
5 County Director of Planning
6 . Representatives of Designated 208 Management
- Agencies (Municipalities or Sewer Districts)
8t. Charles: Approximately 5 (assume
' . County Court Agency for
rural areas) S
' pranklin: . Approximately 11 (assume
' " County Court Agency fox
rutal areas)
Jefferson: Approximately 7 {assume
: County Court Agency for
rural areas) E
St. Louis: Approximately 2
7 County Citizen (appointed initially by Gatewa
208 Water Quality Task Force) s
NON-VOTING.
1 Representatives of Additional Operating Agencies
(not deisgnated as management agency by 208 Pplan)
2 Home Builders Association Representative
3 Scil and Water Conservation District Representa-
tive : ‘ :
4. Gateway Representative
5 State DNR Representative (1) .
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b. The Board will monitor the management changes
that are necessary for implementing point source controls.
Issues created by the need for expansion of jurisdictional
scope, intergovernmental agreement, and new management agen-.
cies can be addressed through the expertise and leadership
of the Board members. ‘

C. The County Water Quality Boards should meet
‘with municipal and county representatives for the purpose of
developing a set of model nénpoint gource programg and ordin-
ances that could be adopted countywide: S

The creation of a two-tiered Water Quality Boaxrd system,

as illustrated in Figure 29, will not, of course, overcome
Gateway's lack of enforcement powers but should greatly in-
crease the agency's ability to achieve voluntary compliance.

' Other means exist for incredsing Gateway's power to implement:
the Plan's recommendations. One approach would be to have
Gateway make more forceful use of its MA-95" review function.
. As a regional Council of Governménts, Gateway is required by
federal law- (OMB Circular A-95) to review and support or
oppose a variety of Federal grant reguests. A negative find-
ing by Gateway greatly diminishes the likelihood that the '
federal granting agency will authorize requested funding.

A policy decision to reject "201" treatment facility grant
proposals where they are inconsistent with future regional
208 goals would, if given support by EPA, become an import-
ant supervision tool for Gateway. Should it be determined,
as the 208 program progresses, that Gateway is incapable of
coordinating the regional program on a primarily voluntary
basis, then it becomes necessary to turn to some other type .
of regional entity. Barring such a possibility, East-West
Gateway Coordinating Council, aided by a Regional Water Qual-
ity Board, should be well equipped to handle the 208 plan-
ning, supervision and coordination functions and provide

the following additional services:

_ a. Provide technical assistance to local com-
munities. Gateway would help local .communities develop the
institutional arrangement and intergovernmental agreements.
that are necessary for implementing local control measures
~including forming sewer districts. Gateway would help medi-
ate disputes between competing entities by developing solu-
tions amenable to all parties. CGateway will also assist
local communities by making sure their applications for
grant assistance are based on'a plan of study in conformance
with the 208 plan.
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b. Assess the effectiveness of the Plan's control
measures. As the control measures are put into effect--new
treatment plants built, existing treatment plants upgraded
or expanded, nonpoint source control measures adopted--Gate-
way would assess the resulting improvements in local and
areawide water quality. '

| c. Update and revise plan recommendations. By .
evaluating the effectiveness of the control measures and up-
dating its population projections, Gateway will update the
provisiong of the Plan:. the capacity, area of coverage, and
level of treatment of proposed wastewater treatment facili-

ties as well as the effectiveness of implemented nonpoint

source controls. Gateway will also make more detailed stud-
ies of nonpoint source problems, especially urban stormwater
runoff and individual home treatment systems. With the
assistance of local governments, Gateway will institute
watershed level control programs for control of the above-

mentioned sources.

C. Point’ Source Regulatory and Compliance Functions

T+ is recommended that the State of Missouri continue to
assume responsibility for assuring 208 point source compli-
ance.  Both past practices and current attitudes seem clearly
to dictate this result. ' '

The  State of Missouri is already the dominant actor in

point source permitting and -standard gsetting. ‘The State is
also clearly responsible for administering the existing mon-
itoring program. The State, in exercising these functions,
has in many ways been responding to the mandate imposed upon
it by the federal government under P.L. 92-500 and related
legislation and regulation. There seems to be no question
that responsibility for monitoring, standard setting, and the
NPDES program {which is at the heart of point source permit-
ting) mut remain with the State of Missouri.

. Enforcement has been included in the grouping of functicns
delegated to the State. It is important to note that in
allocating enforcement responsibilities to the State, the
term "enforcement" is being used in a fairly narrow sense,
only for point sources. In particular, this means enforce-
ment of NPDES provisions. Enforcement as described here does
not refer to nonpoint source regulations, which are more '
localized in nature and should be dealt with at eithexr a
municipal or county level. C .
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. Notwithstanding the State's continued role as the region's

- chief point source regulator, the efforts of the Department
of Natural Resources, the Clean Water Commission and other
State agencies can be positively influenced through the more
active involvement of local agencies and dEC1SLOn—makers.

For example, while future decxsxons regarding standard set-
ting in the 208 study area are likely to be made by the
Clean Water Commission, formalized local input into the
standard setting function remains a distinct possibility.
As the region's current 208 planners, Gateway has attempted
to bring to the (Clean Water Commigsion's attention the
attitudes and needs of local residents. State standards
have created some controversy in this 208 region and this
suggests the importance of these standards to local govern-
mental officials and other interested citizens. The State
must remain cognizant of the need for submitting its stand- .
ards to public scrutiny and input. Local governments and
other management agencies involved in implementing the 208
process will have to maintain clear channels to the State so
that standards consistent with both local needs and federal
requirements can be established. Relatedly, although DNR
and the Clean Water Commission have been seeking some volw-
untary compliance with the State monitoring program, local
input into the monitoring process has been fairly limited.
Given .the objective of a truly comprehensive and thorough
monitoring effort, the 208 program for the St. Louis reglon
must encourage a stronger program at the State level since
successful implementation of the 208 plan demands the pin=~
.pointing of non-conpliance. At the same time, a program of
greater involvement from the area‘'s wastewater treatment
entities is necessary both to bolster State enforcement
efforts and to provide the kind of data that continued 208
planning and research will require. As is detailed in
Appendix B, a highly detailed water guality monitoring

-~ program has been proposed for the 208 study area, Varlous

- types of monitoring efforts are recommended as part of a
very comprehensive monitoring program. These efforts in-
clude monitoring for point source effluent major streams,
urban streams, detailed urban runoff and individual home
treatment gystem effluent (see Flgure 30 and Table 18). The
proposed program places monitoring for NPDES purposes at the
top of its priority list. Yet, as the program emphasizes,
.data used for enforcement and establishment of standards may
be useful for continuing planning as well. To make the most
out 6f the limited funding and staffing that are available
from various sources for monitoring purposes, Gateway, as
- 208 supervisor, must develop a program to coordinate the
efforts of the dozen or more entities that currently con-
tribute to the area’'s water quality data. While the State .

193



¢ | | |
~¢ RECOMMENDED MONITORING SITES _

-  legend
o STREAM SAMPLING
-+ [HTS SAMPLING

- SEE JABLE ON
FOLLOWING PAGE

figure 30




TABLE 18

RECOMMENDED WATER QUALITY MONITORING SITES

i

Monitoring Program Elements (For Description, See Appendix B)

A = Major Stream
B = Urban Stream
C = Detailed Urban Runoff
D = Biota Sampling ‘
E = Slgnlflcant Ind1v1dua1 Home Treatment Syetem Discharge
Site
Location . Program
Number Location Elenent Type
1 Upper Bourbeuse @ Hwy. H A Instream: boundary inflow
2 Bourbeuse @ I-44 A Instream: Impact of Devel-
- o . . opment & growth
3 Upper Meramec Near Sullivan A Instream: Boundary inflow
(Hwy.. 185) . .
4 Meramec Above Bourbeuse Near ‘A Instream: Quality Above
Hwy. AM . " Impact of Bourbeuse
5 Meramec Near Robertsv111e @ A Ingtream: Impact of
Hwy. N ‘ Bourbeuse, Before Pacific
6 St. Johns Creek @ Hwy. 100 A Instream: Rural Nonpoxnt
. ' & IHIS
7 Robertsville E THTS receiving watex
8 Villa Ridge E . IHTS receiving water
9 ~ Krakow E IHTS receiving water
10 South of Union , E IATS receiving water
11 Meramec at Eureka @ Hwy. W A Instream: Impact of Pacific
12 Big River near DeSoto @ A Instream: Boundary inflow .
Mammoth Bridge ' - ‘
13 Blg River @ mouth near Hwy W A " Instream: Point Source
\ Impact, Growth
14 Belew Creek @ Mouth Near A Ingtream: Point Source Im-
Hwy. BB pact (208 alternative
. has discharge to creek)
15 Joachim Creek @ Victoria A Instream: Point Source
16 Plattin Creek Near Village of A Ingtream: Point Source
Plattin 7 : _
17 ~ Joachim Creek near Mouth @ A Instream: Urban Impact, .
Hwy 61-67 ' Growth
18 Rock Creek @ Hwy. K A Instream: Impact of
: Growth, Removal of
Point Sources
19 Saline Creek @ Hwy. 141 A Instream: Impact of
growth, removal of
: IHTS
20 bugar Creek (tributary of C,E

Saline) north of Roeck Creek
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TABLE 18
(Continued).

Site ‘
Location . Program
Number Location Element " Type
21 ‘Meramec River at Paulina Hills A,D Instream: Biota (weekly
S , sampling for Instream)
22 Meramec Meadows Lake (near E IHTS reeveiving water
Dutch Bottom Road @ Hwy,
141) . : .
23 Lonedell Terrace, Lonedell E THTS receiving water
_ Road west of Hwy. 141 o
24 Murphy E IHTS receiving water
25 Upper Antlre E . IHTS receiving watexr
26 Cedar Hills Lakes E IHTS recelving water
27 Duckett Creek near Mile 1.0 A instream: Urban Develop-
- . " \ ‘ ment | - ‘
28 Dardenne Creek @ Hwy. 40-61 A Instream: Upstream of
‘ c Developed Area
29 Dardenne Creek @ I-70 A Instream: Impact of De-
: | e © velopment
30 Peruque Creek above Lake St. A Instream: Upstream of
‘ o Louis @ BHwy. 40-61 - Developed Area
31. Peruque Creek below Lake St. A Instream: Impact of De-
: Louis & I~70 velopment
32 Peruque Creek @ Hwy. P A,D Instream: Removal of
| o , Point Source ;
33 Peruque Creek and Downstream D Instream: STP Impact
of 0'Fallon .
34 Cuivre River @ Hwy. 79 A - Ingtream: Rural Nonpoint
. Impact
35 0'Fallon Hills-Drainage Ditch E IHTS receiving water
36 Cedar Lake Estates--—Receiving E IHTS recelving water
Stream :
37 St. Peters Road-~Receiving B IHTS recelving water
Stream’ ‘ :
38 Koch Subdivision--Drainage E IHTS receiving water
Ditch S
39 lox Creek @ 0ld Hwy. 66 D Instream: Rural Non-
: point, Future De-
' ' velopment
40 Wild Horse Creek @ Wild Horse A Instream: Rural Nonpoint
Creek Road :
41 Bonhomme Creek @ Hwy. 40 A Instream: Development
42 Creve Coeur Creek @ Olive A Instream: Urban and Rural
Street Road Impact on Lake
43 Creve Coeur Creek & I-70 A Instream: Impact of
: ‘ Development _
44 Mississippi Rilver at Eads A Instream: Long-term
Bridge Quality Change
45 Coldwater Creek Tributary, C Urban, Urban Runoff:

south of St. Charles Rock
Road, St. Ann
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' TABLE 18

(Continued)

Site
Location . Program ‘
Number Location Element Type
46 Coldwater Creek Tributary, C Urban, Urban Runoff: Com-
Hazelwood, north of Lambert mercial, light industrial
Airport I '
47 Coldwater Creek Tributary, C Urban, Urban Runoff: -
northwest of Coldwater School, Developing Area
St. Ferdinand ‘ .
48 Coldwater Creek @ 0ld Halls B Urban: Urban Instream Im-
Ferry Road .  pact '
49 Coldwater Creek @ Hwy. 67 B Urban: Urban Instream Im—
. ' * pact, Point Source
50 Maline Creek @ Goodfellow Road B Urban: Urban Instream Im~
‘ . - . pact
51 Deer Creek in Warson Woods c Urban, Urban- Runcff:
‘ , ‘ "Residential
- 52 Gravois Creek above Confluence c - Urban, Urban Runoff:
‘ with River Des Peres , Developed area
53 - River Des Peres @ Broadway c Urban, Urban Runoff: Com-
3 ' : bined sewer overflow and
impact of MSD, control
- combined séwer overflow
54 Mattegse Creek @ I-35 c Urban, Urban Runoff: Res-
: ' ' . idential and commercial
55 Grand Glaize Creek € Manchester C Urban, Urban Runoff: Single
Road family residential
56 c Urban, Urban Runoff: Tm-

Fishpot €reek @ Ballwin Road
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(through DNR, the Department of Conservation and the Geolog-
ical Survey) can greatly assist Gateway in this coordinating
. effort, the cooperatzon of other monitoring entities such as
the Corps of Engineers, MSD, the U.S. Geologlcal Survey;
EPA, various private laboratories and universities (both
state and private) is also regquired. Developing a coor-
dinated monitoring program should be a critical continued

208 planning assignment for Gateway, undertaken with the
assistance of its newly formed Regional Water Quality Board.

U51ng the management/lnstltutlonal crlterla developed in the
early stages of this project, the decision to promote the
State of Missouri as the prime point source regulatory body

- seems quite appropriate. The State has the clear and suffi-
cient legal authority needed to carry out these functions.
The State has adequate financial powers to fund these efforts
although the availability of funding is always a question
mark. . In addition, the State certainly has sufficient
geographic authority to administer thege functions.

In the area of staffing, the State must, on its own initia-
tive, seek the gtaff additions that an expanded 208 regula-
tory role requires, For example, the Clean Water Commission
must work with the Attorney General's office to assure that
the latter hire more attorneys to assist in prosecutlng

. water guality vioclations.

p. Plant, Finance, Development, Operation and
Maintenance

The funding, development, operation and maintenance of
sewage treatment facilities have been the responsibilities
of municipal governments, sewer districts, and private
treatment companies. Given citizen opinion as well as
strong practlcal and polltlcal conslderatlons, there is-
little reason to suggest a major shift in these responsibil-
ities except as relates to private utilities. Allocation of
management responsibilities related to plant operation must
begin by excluding private sewer companies from considera--
tion. The inability of these private utilities to receive
State and Federal financial assistancé prevents such bodies
from assuring the continued high gquality, low-cost treatment:
service that federal law and local citizens demand. Munici=-
palities and sewer districts will, therfore, be strongly
encouraged to continue their acquisition of prlvate utili-
ties.
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The strengths of both the munlcxpal and dlstrlct approachas
to plant operation are &ignificant. Both municipalities and
sewer districts have the clear and sufficient legal author-
ity necessary to operate. treatment plants. Both entities
have available the adegquaté and flexible financial powers
needed to raise the local share reguired for matching Fed~
eral and state facilities grant programs. Staffing is an
issue that varies from system to system. Yet, the overall
guality or supply of existing operators does not seem an
insurmountable obstacle. In political and practical terms,
sewer districts and municipalities have the track record
and local- support necessary to continue to play a major role
in excercmslng plant operational functions. Both systems
are, in addition, readily accessible to the publlc and an-
swerable to 01tizen complalnts and suggestlons.

It is.unreasonable to suggest that one or the other approach |
is preferable within the 208 study area. Rather, the type
- of management entity designation will vary from county to

county and from watershed to watershed. In St. Louis County .

the district approach will dominate because of MSD. In St.
Charles County, water quality and cost-effectiveness sug-
gest the long-range information of a countywide district,
although some municipal systems will continue to function

as collection agencies, even if most of the County is serv-
iced by such a major. district. New sewer districts operat~
ing in the Countiés are also necessary in Franklin and Co
Jefferson Counties. - These districtg will share rasp0n51bl—
ity with existing municipal systems.

There is thus no set reglonal formula for descrlblng how
sewer districts and municipalities should respond to the
future responsibilities imposed by the plant design and
operation function. Yet, once it is accepted that both en-—
tities will play a role, albeit varied, in each County, the
208 plan can attempt to define the level of coordination
necessary to assure a high level of wastewater treatment.

The 208 Plan seeks to establish the degree of . cooxrdination
necessary to assure a high level of quality in wastewater
treatment. It will not be enough simply to encourage sewer
districts and municipal systems’ to work together. Rather,
the County Water Quality Boards created in each county will
generally oversee the activities of treatment plant opera-
tors. The County Board, when coupled with the existing

- operational strengths of the municipalities and sewer dis-
tricts, will provide each county with an effective manage-
ment system for assuring successful point source treatment.
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E. Nonpoint Regulation

The development of a nonpoint source control program that
both satisfies the mandates of 208 and is implementable is

" perhaps the most difficult task of the 208 program. There

are a number of factors which greatly complicate develop-

ment of adequate solutions to the problems of nonp01nt source

regulation.-

There is a multiplicity of entities currently involved in.
some. form of nonpoint regulation. The greatest split in
authority over nonpoint source regulation exists between
various county and municipal govetnmants. Through incorpor-
ation, municipalities have generally immunized themselves
from county land use controls and their related nonpoint
source controls; various municipalities conduct their own
regulatory programs and exclude county government controls._
County governments conversely are limited in their juris-
dlctlonal scope when dealing within incorporated areas.

The State of Missouri also has a role in nonpoint regula—
tion, specifically relating to individual home treatment
systems in subdivisions. Sewer districts and so0il and water-
conservation districts are other entities that have, in
varying degrees, an advisory role in nonpoint regulation.
‘The allocation of responsibilities is even broader when one
considers the various bodies within either municipal or
county government that become involved in nonpoint regula-
tion. These include bulldlng commlsSLOns, health depart-
ments, planning and zoning comm1551ons, and departments of
publlc works. : :

This manywactored uncoordinated system makes it difficult
to determine how nonpoint source control authority should be
delegated and what role, if any, each of the entities des-
cribed above should ideally play in a 208 nonpoint strategy.
The smtuatlon is further complicated by the fact that non-
point. source programs can involve significant costs, not
only for the governmental body that seeks to enforce such
programs, but also for those on whom the ordinance is imposed.
Thus, neither county nor municipal government is llkely to
adopt such regulations unless {l) a clear-cut problem in
need of a response has bheen identified; (2) the proposed

- regulation responds directly to that problem in a cost-
effective manner; and (3) the county or municipality can. be
assured that it will not be acting alone when it adopts a
regulatlon of this kind.

" Two overriding concerns thus dominate this analysis. First,
the 208 program must assure communities that nonpoint source
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regulations actually do need to be adopted, and second, the
program must attempt to assure that regulations are, to the
fullest extent possible, being consistently applied in prob-
lem areas throughout each county. It is this latter concern
that the proposed nonpoint source mahagement system must re-
spond to. :

Under the recommended nonpoint source Program, primary re-
sponsibility for developing and enforecing nonpoint controls
will continue to be shared by municipal and county govern-
ments- within their respective jurisdiction. .Since it is
highly unlikely from either a legal or political standpoint
that jurisdictional boundaries can be reached for nonpoint
source purposes, municipal governments will have to be con-
tent with retaining responsibility for adopting those regu-
lations that can improve water quality in their own commu-
nities while county governments remain responsible solely
for unincorporated areas. This does not mean that present
nonpoint source practices. should necessarily continue with~
out change. Many of the municipal and county governments
have not developed the type of mechanisms necessary to .
alleviate the water pollution that arises from urban. runoff,’
. inadequately built and maintained home treatment systems, .
and other forms of nonpoint source pollution. Rather than
involve new enforcement entities in this process, it is pro-.
posed that municipalities and county governments be given
the legal authority and technical assistance to adopt effec-
tive local programs. For example, the second class counties
in the study area (Jefferson, St. Charles, Pranklin) faces a
major obstacle in gimply attempting to impose nonpoint con-
‘trols within their own unincorporated areas. The Attorney
‘General of Missouri must clarify the extent to which second
class county governments can impose nonpoint source controls
under existing legislation. Legislative change to remedy
this particular statutory shortcoming will bear a fair
chance of passage so long as it does not infringe upon
municipal land use autonomy. This kind of strategy change
is in fact a critical recommendation of this 208 program.

Sewer districts could greatly assist municipal and county
governments in developing and enforcing nonpoint source con-
trols. ' However, again, statutory and practical burdens ex-
ist. The Metropolitan Sewer District, with its expansive
powers to deal with stormwater on a county-wide basis, is
the best equipped of any existing sewer district in the
study area to take on nonpoint source responsibilities. How-
ever, in certain key respects, MSD is atypical, MSD draws its
sewer district powers from a special charter and not from
the Missouri statutes. The MSD charter is much broader than
the State statutes that authorize the creation of other
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sewer districts. As a result, MSD's involvement in nonpoint
source controls seems far more clearly authorized than does,
for example, St. Charles County's Regional Sewer Districts
(RSD). RSD wag created pursuant to so called "common sewer
district” legislation which is the most generous of any
available sewer district legislation in terms of the dis-.
trict powers it authorizes. Yet RSD seems clearly lacking
" in even the indirect authority needed to take on NPS con-
trols linked to land use management. Relatedly, "second
class county" and "county court" sewer districts set up in
Jefferson County and St. Charles County suffer from the same
inability to become legally invelved in controlling land

use.

Because of legal and political constraints, only MSD, among
existing sewer districts, has served even as a nonpoint
source ‘technical advisor. Such constraints would make ill-
advised a recommendation that any sewer district play an
expanded role. However, the link between point and nonpoint
source pollution is sufficiently strong that all sewer

‘. districts should at least be consulted on nonpoint source

" decision-making. ‘ ' '

The obvious drawback in this management system for nonpoint
source controls is that it reguires a ruch stronger degree
of coordination among municipalities, county governments and
the various districts than has heretofore been exhibited in
the region. To overcome this drawback, the two-tiered Water
Quality Board has been proposed as the vital coordinating

- mechanism the 208 nonpoint source control recommendation.
The Water Quality Board would have these nonpoint source
responsibilities: ' :

1. The Board will meet with municipal and county repre-
sentatives for the purpose of developing a set of model
nonpoint source programs and ordinances that could be
adopted universally throughout the county. Assuming in
turn that representatives from the County Water Quality
Board will be able to effectively influence decision-
making on the Regional Water Quality Board, adoption of
region-wide model ordinances could be a feasible objec~
tive. :

2. The Boards will also serve as the forum in which muni-

: cipalities and county governments will receive formal
comment and review on proposed nonpoint programs from
sewer districts and soil and water conservation dis-
tricts. ‘
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3. The County Boards will alsoc work with Gateway and the

' Regional Board in developing erosion control plans,
criteria, and ordinances for urban stormwater manage-
‘ment. The Boards will be involved in ongoing evalua-
tion of the region's nonpoint problems including future
monitoring efforts geared toward determining the con-
tribution of nonpoint sources to overall stream guality.
A continued study of environmentally sensitive areas or
"hot spots” in the region will assist in identifying '
those watersheds most in need of nonpoint source con-
trols.

Having the State of Missouri become more involved in land

use controls relating to nonpoint source pollution. raises
severe legal and political problems. The State has gener~

. ally been limited by law to a "hands~off" policy regarding
local or county land use regulations. While the State,
‘under the 208 program, would seem to have the added author-
ity needed to develop nonpoint source. controls and to re-
guire their imposition at the local level, the likelihood of
such an occurrence is minimal. The State of Missouri has
given indication that it is not interested in local nonpoint
source control; in fact, the State seems very much disposed.
toward having the nonpoint source programs established and
implemented strictly at the local level. If, however,
‘future study, implementation difficulties, and citizen
interests suggests that a more forceful and aggressive _
program is justified, then a State-mandated nonpoint source

management system may have to be reconsidered.

Iv. POINT SOURCE CONTROL RECOMMENDATIONS: MANAGEMENT
ISSUES AND IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS

A. Issues and Options

Introduction. In Section 2 of this report, point
source control recommendations for the St. Louis 208 region
were presented. These recommendations were selected from a
group of alternatives developed early in the 208 program
(Element 10, Element 20, Element 24), ' '

For the most part, the process of eliminating certain alterna-
tives and making recommendations revolved around four major
analytical criteria: 1) water quality effectiveness; 2) cost,
3)_management/institutional considerations; and 4) environ-
mental assessment. More specifically, a set of alternative
measures for addressing an area's point source problems were.
developed and the following questions were asked: What level
©of water quality can be achieved with the various alternatives?
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What will the overall cost of the alternatives be? What will
the per household cost be? What is the political feasibil~
ity of each alternative? Will each of the alternatives be
publically acceptable? Is there a management entity avail-

able to take on the responsibility of implementing the vari-
ous alternatives? What is the environmental impact of the

_various alternatives?

While the above list of guestions does not represent the
total consideration that was applied to each alternative, it
does suggest the breadth of issues that were considered in
arriving at a single recommended technical solution for each-
major service area. ' : ‘

The purpose of this section of the report is to focus on

the management issues and implementation options that arise

as a result of the selection of a particular recommendation

and to advance a recommended implementation strategy. This

analysis will be pursued on a county~by-county basis with a

sulmmary discussion detailing thé problems that the region as
a whole must confront in implementing the recommendations

presented in this report.

Alternative Institutional Solutions. The point

. source control recommendations invariably dictate one of
three different kinds of institutional situations in which a
.management solution must be finalized. These three situations

might be termed: expansion, creation, or consolidation. More
fully developed, the alternative institutional situations are
as follows:

, a. -Expansion of Servi¢a Area. Many of the recom-~
mendations inevitably will result in the expansion of an'

existing public wastewater treatment system's service area.

Tn other words, the recommendation will suggest that an
existing public system (usually a municipal system) serve
an area larger than it is currently serving. The problem
inherent in an expansion of this kind is that there is gen-

" eally a very good reason why a particular system is currently

serving a given area. For example, a municipal system will
normally be serving those who live within the incorporated
boundaries of that municipality. Alternatively, a treatment
plant operated by a sewer district will be serving those
people who chose to be within the original boundaries set up

-for the service district. Notwithstanding this situation, a

municipality or sewer district may be more than anxious to
serve a larger area, assuming such expansion is economically
and politically feasible. Opposition may come, however, from
those who are currently not within the service boundaries

204



and who may, depending upon the means used by the management
agency, fight expansion. Assuming that expansion of an exist-
ing public system is the overriding institutional situation
in which a management alternative must be developed, four
alternative approaches should be considered.

1. Annexation--option is for the existing agency to annex
the area in which it is to expand its service. Annexa--
- ation procedures for municipalities are clearly set out
'~ in Missouri statutes and,- although some differences ex-
ist in procedural rules (depending upon the classifica-
tion of the municipality involved) a fairly straight-
forward procedure can be followed. -

Annexation is of course a significant step hoth from
the perspective of a local government as well as those
who are about to be annexed. Annexation cannot simply
be pursued for the sole purpose of expanding sewage
treatment service areas; if successfully implemented,
it requires a municipality to provide a broad range of
services to annexed areas and -subjects previously unin-
corporated areas to municipal taxes and other respons-
ibilities. Thus, there are a number of considerations
that enter into an annexation decision and procedural
steps such as elections that must be dealt with.

Annexation makes sense from a municipal standpoint if
local government i$ otherwise convinced that such a
step is in the city's best interest. Certainly once an
annexation has been accomplished, it is far easier for
a municipality to provide sewer service since it has
both control over and a vested interest in its expan-
sion area. However, if a municipality feels that it
cannot justify annexation or alternatively decides that
opposition from its own citizens or from those in the
unincorporated area is too great to surmount, then an
alternative approach has to be sought. '

If a recommendation calls for the ‘expansion of a sewer
district service area, state statutes also set out a
procedure for accomplishing this objective. It should
be noted that a recent lawsuit regarding the Glaize
Creek Sewer District in Jefferson County raised some
serious legal questions about .second clasg county sewer
district annexation provisions and this issue must .be

- regolved before sewer districts become too actively
involved in annexation programs. ‘
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Service Contract-~-An alternative for expanding service
area without annexation is to use service contracts.
Ssewer districts and municipalities have the legal ,
authority to service areas that are not within their
incorporated boundaries if a service contract has been
entered into. Since state statutes specifically auth~
orize municipalities to charge an increased service

fee to unincorporated areas outside municipal boundaries,
extended seérvice of this kind may prove economical to

existing municipal systems. In situations in which

annexation is opposed by either the public entity or
outlying service areas, such a contractual alterna-
tive should be considered. ' :

The disadvantage in this approach is that unincorporated
areas, despite being served by municipal systems, will
remain subject to the overall contrcl of county govern-
ment. The municipality, therefore, is left without any
say regarding the development of that area which it has
agreed to serve. Continued division of responsibility

‘and potential conflict are both negative features of
the service approach. ) ‘

' Form Sewer District in Expansion Area--The third al-
" ternative, given this particular institutional situa-

tion is to encourage an unincorporated, unserviced

.area to create a sewer district which would in turn

sighn a service agreement with an existing municipal
system. The advantage in this approach is that the
municipal system could sign a single service agreement
with the district rather than having to deal individually -

'with each homeowner desiring service.

" Form Sewer District for Total Service Area--The fourth

alternative would be to form a new sewer district in
a proposed expansion area and designate this new dis-
trict as the management agency for both the existing

‘gservice area as well as the expansion area. In other

words, a new sewer district would be formed to serve
both areas and responsibility for collection and treat-
ment would be transferred from the municipality to the
gewer district. This was the pattern followed by the.
Metropolitan Sewer District in its initial development
and recent annexation program.

Implementing this approach on a small scale can pre-
sent difficulties. ' A municipality may see no reason

" for turning over responsibility for operation of its .

own plant to a newly formed sewer district. Thus, such

.an approach would only be likely where a municipality
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can be convinced that, from the ecdonomic and political
standpoxnt, it will gain from such a step by relieving

the City of the bhurden of operatlng a sewage treatment
plant.

b. Creation of a New Management Entity. A
second major institutional category in which management
solutions must be developed involves those areas in which a
‘new treatment system is proposed and yet no management
agency currently exists within that service area to assume
the responsibility involved. 1In these situations, three
alternative management solutions should be considered:

1. Annexation of Service Contract—-—Rather than try to de-
velop a new management agency to take on treatment
system responsibilities, a service area can' look to a
neighboring municipality or sewer district to service -

- that area pursuant to contracts or annexation. If this
option is unavailable because there either is no neigh-
boring management. entity or no interest in this kind of
arrangement, a new management agency must be designated.

2. Incorporation--A new agency might either be a proposed
‘new sewer district or a proposed new municipality.
Encouraging a community to incorporate to gain the
statutory powers necessary to deve10p and 0perate a
treatment system is viable only in those areas in which
a fairly strong sense of community already exists and
where other reasons for incorporation are also a
factor. The obligations and the responsibilities that
befall a local government as well as its citizens in a

" case of incorporation are substantial and may not be
justifiable if the only purpose for such action is to
accommodate a sewage treatment alternative.

3. Form Sewer District-—-The more likely approach is to

' form a sewer district. It is a management entity
specifically authorized under Missouri law as a special
service district and thus better suited toward prov1d~
ing a framework for the prov1510n of a single service
such as sewage treatment.

In addition to MSD, every klnd of sewer district authorized
under Missouri law has been created somewhere in the St.
Louis 208 region. A "common sewer district" has been auth-
orized by the voters in St. Charles County (although RSD
remains a nonfunctioning entity at this time). "Second
class county sewer districts” have been formed in Jefferson
County and St. Charles County. Although sewer districts are
an extremely important part of the 208 implementation. pro-
gram, the difficulty of gettlng such a district into
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functioning order must be emphasized. The process requires
dedicated leadership and patience; a number of time-consuming
procedural steps must be takén to create such a district and
get it to the point where it can, in fact, assume managemerit
responsibilities. A particular difficulty of a new sewer
district is raising its local share of funding costs to

" match grants from the federal and state governments.

An added problem in unincorporated communities isg the lack

of an existing governing body to spearhead the process of -
sewer digtrict creation.. As noted above, there are many
steps that must be taken before such a district can come
into being. Among these steps is the selection of the type
of district to be created as well as the election or app01nt—
menht of the district's leadership body. Yet these points in
the process cannot be reached without the initiative of some
ex1stlng governmental entity.  Federal 208 policy, in fact,
requires that the responsibility for creating newly proposed,.
management agencies rest with existing management agencies.
In other words, the responsibility for merely initiating the
sewer district process must rest with an existing govern- _
mental entity. Such a designation thus precludes unincor-
"porated areas from accepting current wastewater management

‘ reSpOnSlbllltleS.

As of yet, undeveloped sewer dlstrlcts cannot be given the
responsmblllty for implementing a. po;nt source program. In
such instances, the 208 program turns to the various County
Courts who have the legal authority to create localized
sewer districts. Where the County has been named the desig-
nated management agency for a particular watershed, the
responsibilities imposed on the County Court are twofold-

- either directly create a so-called. "county court sewer.
district" or, alternatlvely, be responsible for organizing
local citizens so they in turn can set up their own dis-
trlct. :

The course of action to be taken by the County Courts will
.and should vary within different geographic areas. A con-
sistent County objective should, of course, be a desire to
‘satisfy citizen concerns regarding local decision-making and
to achieve improved water quality. The allocation of re-
sponsibility to the County in such instances should be
viewed as an interim designation with final desmgnatmon for
201 funding purposes shifting to the appropriate local sewer
district once that agency has come into existence.
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c. Consolidation of Existing :Systems. The third
institutional situation particular to the 208 point source
recommendations is where consolidation of existing treatment
systems into a new, larger system dppears advisable. This
institutional category suggests that a large scale service
area, perhaps county-wide in nature, is required from a ‘
- water quality and fiscal standpoxnt. It, therefore, demands
from a management perspective the consolldat;on of existing
sewer districts and/or municipal systems. Thete are two
management approaches to solv1ng this type of institutional
51tuatlon. ‘

1. Regional Collection and Treatment--In the first approach,
-7 existing systems are phased out of oPeratlon and re-
-placed with a large scale system serving all previously
serviced areag. All operational and management re-
sponsibilities are turned over to a single entity which
would most llkely be a new sewer dlstrlct.

The obvmous dlfflculty to this approach ig gaining the
support of those municipalities or bsmall sewer dis-
tricts whose plants will be put out of operation and
whose cohtrol over sewer service may seem diminished by
- transfer of control to a large -scale district. An
acceptable political arrangement for this kind of
situation does seem negotiable and reasonable under -
existing sewer dlstrlct legislation, assuming munici-
. palities and other small districts can be convinced of
- the viability of this approach and particularly the
long~term financial and environmental benefits to looal
resmdents. , ' :
The proposed creatlon of large scale or county-wide: .
-districts is the most difficult from a political and
- management perspective and is the most difficult to
deneralize about. Phasing, for example, may be one
means of ultimately establishing a large scale sewer
dlstrxct through the incremental combination of ex1st—
lng systems.

2. . Reglonal Treatment; Local Collection--A second. approach
" would limit the role of the large scale sewer district -
to that of a treatment agency, leaving collection
" systems under local control. The large scale district,
~through intergovernmental agreements, would coordinate
act1v1t1es within the total service area.

In the following sectlons of this memorandum the various

technical alternatives for each of the four counties is
congidered in terms of the institutional situation described

20¢



above. An effort is made to identify the situation into
which each technical alternative fits and in some cases to
describe which of the management solutions to that situation
seem preferable. 1In a number of cases the management altet-
native cannot be identified at this time. However, the.
options available to a community should be narrow and lim~
ited enough so that a .clear course of action can be deter-
mined and steps in that direction begun. ' .

B. County-Specific Manhagement Recommendations

- Franklin County. The point source recommendations
for Franklin County create six specific institutional situa-
tions dictating expansion of an existing public wastewater
treatment system service area beyond current jurisdictional
. limits. These institutional situations are noted below to
gether with a designation of a single management entity to
be given responsibility for implementing a management solu-
- 'tion within the recommended treatment service areas.

. a. = Expansion of Service Area (see Figure 15, P.
42). : , _

Designated
, Management
Service Area ' __Agency
- 8t. Clair . 8t. Clair
New Haven New Haven
Union Union '
Gerald ' A Gerald
Washington | Washington
Pacific . Pacific

St. Clair:

It is recommended that a new facility be, constructed north-
‘west of the City of St. Clair. This recbmmendation is con-
'sistent with the city's own 201 Facilities Plan. Expansion

of the service area as proposed will include Parkway Village-

and thus leave St. Clair with the option of either annexing
the proposéd expansion area or entering into a service
contract, This report makes no specific proposal regarding
the best means for the City to accomplish this expansion:
this should be a local decision with the County Water Qual-
ity Board and Gateway available for technical assistance.
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New Haven:

It has been proposed that the existing trlbutary system
accommodating flows from the City of New Haven be expanded
not only to handle the increased flow generated by the City
of New Haven, but also certain surrounding areas. The City
of New Haven is designated as the management agency and given
the option of either annex1ng or entering into a serv1ca con-
- tract with the expansion area. :

Union:

The recommendation for Union would provide service for out-
lying unincorporated areas surrounding the City and upgrade
and expand the existing lagoon to treat all anticipated
flows. The City has, in the past, expressed interest in )
annexation of the proposed expansion area and this manage- |
ment solution would be perfectly acceptable from a 208 manage-
ment perspective.

erald-

The proposal for the City of Gerald would combine all the
city's flow as well as an expansion area and tredt it at a

new lagoon. Service contracts would appear to be the best way
for the City of Gerald to accommodate this aspect of its
mariagement responsibilities.

- Washington:

The technical proposal for the City of Washington would ex-
" tend the municipal sewer system to serve unincorporated
areas to the southwest and northwest of “the City. This pro-
posal is consistent with Washlngton s own 201 Facilities
Plan and the City seems clearly ammenable to annexing this
area or negotiating service contracts if the former alterna—
tive does not prove practical.

rPacific:

The recommendation for Pacific calls for the enlarging and

- upgrading of the existing Pacific sewer system and con-
struction of a new treatment facility. The expansion would
include both Pacific and the Gray Summit community as well
-as. the surrounding unincorporated area in Labadle Creek
Watershed.

As the 208 project has evolved, the community of Gray Summit

has looked to the City of Pacific to assist it as well as
the rest of Brush Creek watershed in combating water guality
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problems. The . recommendatlon will support Gray Summlt and
the proposed Brush Creek Sewer District in their efforts to
work with the City of Pacific toward a water gquality solu-
tion. The 208 program supports that effort. Although the
City of Pacific has in the past expressed sonme unwilllngness
to expand its service area to take in these nexghberlng

- communities, there seems little justification for such a
rejection. The 208 program designates the City of pacific
as the management agency responsmhle for 1mplementat10n of
the point source control. : :

It should be noted that smgnlflcant expansion of the Pac;flc
system as recommended herein will not totally relieve the
Labadie area of management responsibilities. A new plant
may, in fact, have to be built and a sewer district formed
to spearhead that effort. An "unsewered" alternative for
‘Labadie should also be considered. Yet, .as will be noted
below, the responsibilities of this new district will be:
significantly less severe because of the shift 1n responsg-’
ibilities to the City of Pacific. :

b. Creation of a New Management Entity.

Service Areas - o Degignated

(See Figure 15, P.42) Management Agency
Berger . . Berger
Leslie Leslie
Pin Oak Franklin Co. (Interim)
Stanton Franklin Co. (Interim)
Beaufort Franklin Co. {Interim)
Robertsville/Lake

Serene Franklin Co. {(Interim)
Labadie Franklin Co. (Interim)

The above recommendations present simhilar institutional sit-
" uations. 1In each area, the 208 plan calls for new wastewater
facilities in areas that currently have no centralized sewer
gystems and have relied on individual home treatment systems,
lagoons, or small package plants. In each service area
there is an identifiable community with a small population.
There is one significant factor, however, which distinguishes
.~ gertain of these communities. While some have remained
unincorporated, others have established themselves as in-
corporated governmental entities and as toyns, villages or
fourth class municipalities have established local governments.
For the purposes of the 208 program, this distinguishing
feature is critical in designating a responsibile management
agency. As noted earlier, federal policy requires the 208
plan to designate only those management agen01es that cur-
rently have the legal authority to exercise the functions
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assigned ‘to it. Thus, management responsibility for imple-
menting the point source proposgsals for unincorporated Pin
Oak, Stanton, Beaufort, Robertsville/Lake Serene and Labadle
is designated to Franklin County.

Where Franklin County has been named the designated managew
ment agency for a particular watershed, the responsibilities
imposed on the County Court are as follows- either dlrectly
create a so-called “county court sewer district" or be
responsible for organizing local citizens so that they in
turn can set up thelir own district with locally_elected
representatives serving on a sewer district's Board of
Trustees. The course of action to be taken by the County
Courts will and should vary within different geographic
areas. A consistent County objective should be satisfying-
citizen concerns regarding local decision-making as well as
achieving improved water quality. . The allocation of resporis-
ibility to the County in such instances should be viewed as
an interim designation with final designation for 201 fund-.
- ing purposes ghifting to the appropriate local sewer dis-
trict once that agency has come into existence.

From a management perspective, ﬁhe clear. alternative for
incorporated Berger and Leslie seems to be to designate each
of the individual communities as the responsible management
entity. These two communities may either accept the re-
sponsibility and power authorized under Missouri law or seek
- to form a sewer district to which wastewater management
respon51b111tles might be allocated. Either of these options
would appear to be acceptable as long as the choice reflects
the desires of the local community.

:Partlcular reference should be made of Labadie because of
its relationship to the Pacific recommendation discussed
above. As noted in that discussion, the major responsibil-
ity for Pacific, Gray Summit and the Brush Creek Watershed
has been allocated to the City of Pacific. Nonetheless, the
specific proposal for Labadie still requires the construc-
tion of a treatment facility to serve Labadie and its sur-
rounding area. Franklin County has been designated to
initiate the formation of a sewer district, for the purpose
of implementing the Labadie proposal.

c. Consolidation of Existing Systems.
Service Area o Designated
{(See Figure 15, P. 42) - Management Agency

Sullivan/Oak Grove '
Village ' Sullivan
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The final type of institutional situation is one in which
two treatment systems, each with its own management agency,
should be consolidated into one new system. This situation
applies to the sullivan/Oak Grove Village area since both of
these communities currently operate treatment facilities.
The recommendation calls for developing one treatment plant
to serve the entire area. |

Because Sullivan is the larger community, the 208 plan
degignates it as the management agency responsible for
implementing the point source recommendation. Sullivan, as,
part of its designation agreement, will work with Oak Grove
village to make certain it is properly serviced by the
proposed treatment facility. '

A number of management options could be exercised in this
situation.  The two communities could form a joint sewer
commission (such as that found in Festus/Crystal City) with
both communities sharing certain responsibilities. Alterna-
tively, Sullivan might be the sole managemént agency with a
service contract to serve the Oak Grove Village area. To

- avoid controversy between the two communities, a sewer
district might be formed with representatives from both
‘communities. Any of these management options would be
‘acceptable as long as they reflect local decision-making and
will help facilitate the construction of the proposed plant.
Continued 208 planning, through the Franklin County Water,
Quality Board, could help the communities arrive at an
acceptable solution. :

Jefferson County. The point source control recom-
mendations For Jefferson County propose six service areas -
which dictate expansion of an existing public wastewater
treatment system service area beyond its current jurisdic-
tional limits. These institutional situations are noted -
below together with the designation of & single management
entity to be given responsibility  for implementing a man-
agement solution within that particular service area.

a. Expansion of Service Area.

Service Area Designated
(See Figure 16, P. 59) Management Agency
Festus/Crystal City Festus e :
Glaize Creek Watershed Glaize Creek Sewer

~ District '

DeSoto DeSoto
Olympian Village Olympian Village
Lower Big River Watershed Lower Big River S.D.

Hillsboro ' Hillsboro

. 214



Festus/Crystal City:

. i A
The recommendation. for Festus/Crystal City calls for expan-
aion of the current service area boundaries to include areas
1located south of the City of Festus. The existing manage-
ment option being pursued by these two municipalities is
unigque in .the 208 region and should not Be affected by the
implementation of this recommendation.

Although both municipalities share in the decision;making'of
the Festus/Crystal City Sewer Commission, federal require-
ments have necessitated that only one of the municipalities
be designated as the future grant recipient. Festus, because
it has applied for and has been the recipient of wastewater
treatment grants, is designated as the management agency for’
the service area. However,. the designation agreement signed
by Festus should reiterate the municipalities'’ commitment to
the joint sewer commission and toward Crystal City's contin-
. uing share in management responsibility. ‘

Although~Festus might wish to annex the area included in the
expanded service area, political considerations suggest that
a service contract arrangement might make more sense.

Despite other difficulties’ in their working relationships,
Festus and Crystal City seem to have worked out a solution
to wastewater management; Festus must be certain to maintain
this relationship as part of its responsibilities as manage-
ment entity for the area. . -

Glaize Creek Watershed:

Parts of the Glaize Creek watershed, including the City of
Barnhart and surrounding areas, are served by the Glaize
Creek Sewer District. The recommendation calls for expand-
ing the service area to the entire watershed. Since the
area of proposed expansion is unincorporated, expansion of
the Glaize Creek Sewer District is the obvious institutional
approach. ‘

_Glaize Creek Sewer District is designated as the management
agency for the proposed service area and is given the re-
sponsibility of extending service to the expanded service
area. It should be noted that a recent attempt by the
District to expand its service area through annexation has
been challenged in court; and until this suit (which dis~
putes the general viability of the annexation powers of a
second class county district) is resolved, the District may
have trouble carrying out the recommendation.
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1f it appears that legal problems will prevent the District
" from expanding an effort should be made to create a new
sewer district in the expansion area and have it enter into
a service contract with the Glaize Creek Sewer District. To
avoid further legal challenges, the District might alterna-
tively seek a service contract with the expansion area and
thereby avoid annexation. This option ig, however, less
 desirable and should not be pursued unless the pistrict is

convinced. that it has no other viable alternative.
DeSoto:

The recommendation for DeSoto calls for extension of the
existing service area to include areas north of DeSoto.

annexation and contracting for service are both options

DeSoto should pursue.

| Olympian village:

Olympian Village is a small community who's growth potential
- warrants the development of a new sewage treatment facility
o serve both the existing community and its surrounding
areas. The most logical management solution is to designate
Olympian Village as the management agency and give it the
option of either annexing the proposed expangion area or
developing some type of service contract. The need for some
centralized authority in this type of growth area would
suggest that annexation by Olympian Village is the preferred
alternative. Some service arrangement would be possible if
annexation proves impractical.

Lower Big River/Heads Creek Watérghed:

“The Lower Big River Sewer District is currently serving the
unincorporated lake development of Lake Montowese. The
recommendation for this area calls for the construction of a
new facility to serve the lower portion of Heads Creek and’
all of Lake Montowese Watersheds. The Lower Big River Sewer
District is designated as the management agency for this |
recommendation. As the responsible management agency, the
district should accept responsibility for expanding its
service area to take in the proposed watersheds., Sewer
district annexation would appear to be the most logical
management option for implementing this proposal.
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b. Creation of a New Manageément Entity.

Service Area Designated _
(See Figure 16, P. 49) . Mandgement Agency.
Selma : , Jefferson Co. {(Interim)
Cedar Hills Jefferson Co. (Interim) .

These above recommendations present similar institutional
situations. In both areas, the 208 plan calls for new
wastewater facilities where centralized systems have to date
not been relied upon. . Within both service areas, there is
an identifiable, but unlnccrporated, community thh a small
populatlon.

As noted earlier, federal policy requlres the 208 plan to
degsignate only those management agencies that currently have
the legal authority to exercise the functions assigned to it.
Thus, management responsibility for implementing these
recommendations is designated to Jefferson County. Where
Jefferson County has been named the designated management
agency for a particular watershed, the rasponsibilities im-
posed on the County Court are as follows: either directly
créate’'a so-called "county court sewer district," or be re-
.sponsible for organizing local citizens so that they in turn
can set up their own district with locally elected represen-
tatives serving on a sewer district's Board of Trustees. .
'The ccdurse of action to be taken by the County Courts will
and should vary within dlfferent geographic areas.

A consistent County objective should, of course, be the sat—'
isfaction of citizen concerns regarding local decxsmon—maklng
and the achievement of improved water quality. The alloca-
tion of responsibility to the County in such instances

should be viewed as an interim designation with final desig-
nation for 201 fundlng purposes shifting to the appropriate

local sewer district once that agency has come into exxst—
ence.

'-,c. Consolidation of Existing Systems

Service Area ’ Designated
(See Figure 16, P. 49) - Management Agency
Lower Meramec (includ- Jefferson Co. {Interim)
ing Rock Creek Water- Metropolitan Sewer
shed) District (St. Louis
County portion)
Herculaneum/Pevely Herculaneum Sewer
District
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Lower Merameg:

Providing adequate treatment to the Lower Meramec Watershed
is one of the most important recommendations of the St.
f,ouis 208 'Program. Since the Lower Meramec and its severe
water quality problems affect both St. Louis and Jefferson
Counties, both counties must be partners in the management
golution. o

7o satisfy initial political concerns, earlier technical
proposals suggested that treatment facilities might be

- developed in both Jefferson County and St. Louis County. It
became quite clear, however, that from a technical and
economic standpoint, the construction of two facilities
would be impractical {Element 20, Element 24). This fact
has generally been acknowledged by decision-makers as well
as local citizens from Jefferson County. The recommenda-
tion, therefore, is to construct a facility in St. Louis
County that will serve that County as well as Jefferson |
County. :

- The St. Louis Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD) has com-
pleted a Step 1 facility plan for this facility and is
designated as one of the management entities responsible for
 implementing the recommendation. This is, however, a unigue
‘situation within the 208 study area; it demands that another
‘mahagement agency be designated in Jefferson County to devel-
op the trunk sewer system in that county as an integral part
of the total control recommendation. = .

A Jefferson County/Lower Meramec sewer district is necessary
because MSD cannot legally expand its jurisdiction into
Jefferson County. This Lower Meramec sewer district would
be responsible for developing the trunk sewer system and for
contracting with MSD for treatment service. : '

There are options involved in forming this sewer district.
There are three kinds of sewer districts that can be formed
under Missouri statute; the one appropriate for the service
area should be selected. The City of Arnold is located with
the proposed service area and has been aggressively pursuing
a program of treatment system consolidation and negotiation
with MSD; how Arnold fits into the sewer district must be
determined. The Rock Creek Watershed is also included in
the service area; its relationship to the overall management
structure of the district must, too, be defined.

It is recommended that a high priority of continued 208

planning be a project to address the above-mentioned and
implement a sewer district for this area. This project
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" should be undertaken in conjunction with the County Court
and a committee comprised of local decision-makers mnd
citizens. :

Herculaneum/?evely 1%

The recommendation for Herculaneum/Pevely is to expand the
facility currently operated by the Herculaneum Sewer Dis-
trict to serve Pevely, Sandy Creek Watershed and the Lower
Joachim Creek Watershed. The two existing management enti-
ties. in this area are the Sewer District and the City of -
Pevely. The Herculaneum Sewer District is recommended as
the management agency.

The Sewer District would be required to enter into a service
~agreement with the Clty of Pevely and also to expand its
boundaries - to take in the Sandy Creek Watershed. Although
the City of Pevely has expressed opposition to our management
recommendatxon, that municipality has expressed interest in
the past in being served by the Herculaneum Sewer District,
and this option should be implemented as part of the 208
program.

. 8t. Charles County.

a. Expansion of Service Area.

Service Areas ‘ Designated
{See Figure 17, P. 70) Management Agency
'St. Charles-Missouri City.df St. Charles .
" River ' :
‘Wentzville - Wentzville
Portage Des Bioux’ - Portage Des Sioux
Duckett Creek Water- - Duckett Creek

shed S Sewer District
' .St,_CharleSHMissouri River

The recommendation for this area is to. upgrade the treatment
facility to secondary treatment and expand the existing
- sewer system to include a number of areas outside of the
city's jurisdictional boundaries, northeast and southwest
of the City.

*This: management recommendation is subject to change based

on the recommendatxon of the Step 1 Facility Plannlng Study
now underway.
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It seems quite clear from a management perspective that
expansion of the St. Charles system to cover these areas is
appropriate and that the City of St. Charles should be
designated a management agency for accomplishing this expan-
sion. To accomplish this objective, the city will have to
purchase two existing private treatment companies and serv-
" {ce a number of subdivisions that have sprung up in unincor-
porated areas surrounding the city limits. This report
makés no specific proposal at this tihe regarding the best
means for the city to accomplish this expansion. . Annexation
of the unincorporated area may well be the best solution; .
however, some type of service arrangement between the city
and the expansgion area is also a viable option. o o

Wentzville:

A new treatment facility to serve Wentzville and gurrounding
areas is under construction. This facility, located in the.
Flint Hill area north of the city, has been designed to
seive areas outside of current municipal boundaries. Such .
an expansion of Wentzville's current service area is consis-~
tent with antiecipated growth in the area and should logical-
1y be accommodated by Wentzville either through the annexa-
tion of the neighboring area or through service contracts.
The method used by the City in accomplishing this service
expansion should be decided locally, with assistance by the.
St. Charles County Water Quality Board.

Portage Des Sioux:

A new . secondary treatment facility is recommended for the
aréa currently served by the town of Portage bDes Sioux as |
well as some fringe areas to the east and west of the town.
The town is the logical management agency and has the.re~
sponsibility for working out an agreement with those fringe
areas that will be included in its ultimate service area.
The number of additional persons to be served by the ex-
panded service area is not significant and thus service
contracte might be fairly easy to facilitate. In addition,
the town might be anxious to directly benefit from the
increased population in thig expanded service area.

puckett Creek Watershed:

‘The recommendation is to expand existing sewer system to the
entire watershed. The Duckett Creek Sewer District, estab-
1ished and managed by the St. Charles County Court, is
designated as the management agency.
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b. Creation of a New Management Entitg;

. Service Area ' Designated

See Figure 17, P. 70) , Management Agency
Augusta : Augusta
New Melle - : New Melle _
West Alton : 8t. Charles County
(Interim)

Orchard Farm .8t. Charles County

: (Interim) ,
Matson/Defiance St, Charles Count

. {Interim) ‘

The above recommendations present similar institutional
situations. In each area, the 208 plan calls for new waste-
water Facilities in areas that currently have no sewer
systems and have relied on individual home treatment sys-
tems, lagoons, or small package plants. In each service ,
area there is an identifiable community with a small popula-
tion. There is one significant factor, however, which o
. distinguishes certain of these communities. While some have
remained unincorporated, others have established themselves
as incorporated governmental entities and, as towns, vil~
lages, or fourth class municipalities, have established
local governments. For the. purpose of ;the 208 program, this
distinguishing feature is critical in designating a respons-
ible management agency. As noted earlier, federal policy =
requires the 208 plan to designate only those management
agencies that currently have the legal authority to exercise
the functions assigned to it. This management responsibil-
ity for implementing the point source proposals for unincor-
porated West Alton, Orchard Farm and Matson/Defiance is
-delegated to St. Charles County. )

Where St. Charles County has been named the designated
management agency for a particular watershed, the responsi-
bilities imposed on the County Court are as follows: either
directly create a so-called "county court sewer district,"
or altérnatively be responsible for organizing local citi=-
zens so that they in turn can set up their own district with
locally elected representatives serving on a sewver dig=-
trict's Board of Trustees. The course of action to be taken
by the County Courts will and should vary within different
geographic areas. A consistent County objective should be
satisfying citizen concerns regarding local decision-making
as well as achieving improved water quality. The allocation
of responsibility to the County in such instances should be
viewed as an interim designation with final designation for
201 funding purposes shifting to the appropriate local sewer
district once that agency has come into existence..
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The;incorporated communities of Augusta and New Melle (the
latter is currently in the process of incorporation) have
2 options avallable in order to accept the management re-
sponsibility involved. The community must either use the
statutory authority available to it to directly seek fund-
ing for developing a treatment facility or set up a sewer
district for the sole purpose of point source treatment.
Either option would appear to be acceptable; the choice
should rest with the local communlty.

In all these communities, it should be the responsibility
of the designated management agency to work with 5t.
Charles County and the Water Quality Boards to implement
an improved program for individual home treatment systems
as recommended in Section 3 of this plan. This commitment
is part1cu1arly important since developing central treat—
ment - systems in these communities will take a number of
years and, more importantly, central treatment systems may
be too costly for these communities to afford. Effective
individual home treatment system control programs should
be - developed through continued 208 planning. -

c. Consolidation of Existing Systems

Service Area Designated’
(Figure 17, P, 70) ‘ , Management Agency
o : !

8t. Charles Consol—- Interlm Reconimen—

idated System: ‘ ‘dation:

8t. Charles-Mississippi St. Charles County’
‘River Watershed; St. develop overall
Peters; O'Fallon; management system;
Lake St. Louis; 0'Fallon, St.
Dardenne Creek Water- Peters/Duckett

- shed; Weldon Springs Creek Sewer Dis-

_ Helghts trict, City of
: St. Charleg~-
eligible for 201
grants for devel-~
opment of interim-
facilities and
trunk sewers

The most difficult institutional situation that will have
to be dealt with in St. Charles County involves this rec-
- .ommendation. In terms of anticipated water quality as well
as cost-effectiveness, however, this recommendation is the’
most desirable of the alternatives that have been consid-
~ered for this area (Element 20, Element 24 Reports). The
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creation of this service area would not only consolidate °
collection systems and eliminate numerous treatment facilities,
but would also provide service to unincorporated areas that '
are not receiving centralized wastewater treatment at this
time. Point source discharges to the streams within this

area would be eliminated. Thus, the challenge is to deter=

. mine a management solution to accompany this recommendation.

Given a situation in which two or more treatment systems,
each with its own management agency are to be consolidated
into a new system, the management options would appear to

- be two-fold. ' v

The first option is to designate one of the existing managé-
ment agencies as the agency responsible for the expanded
service area. Since centralized treatment under the .
recommendation would be at the City of St. Charles-Mississippi
River Fac¢ility, that city might logically be the designated
agency were this option pursued. Yet, it certainly could be
argued that the only justification for such a designatiOn
is the physical proximity of the centralized plant to the
City of St. Charles and that the city is in no other way,
more qualified than any other existing management agency to
- take on this responsibility. In addition, this municipal
.approach -does not provide the institutional framework in .
which a number of other municipalities and the county could
work together. The more feasible approach would seem to be
the creation of a sewer district which would represent both
municipal and county interests. '

' It is recommended that the expanded St. Charles-Mississippi
River Plant be operated by a Common Sewer District. This

type of sewer district is specifically authorized under
‘Missouri law and is the most effective mechanism provided

by Missouri sewer district legislation for managing wastewater
treatment in an institutionally diverse ‘area. This type of
district is potentially county-wide in jurisdiction. It can
be divided into subdistricts which can include municipalities
and other types of sewer districts. The common sewer district
is authorized to coordinate subdistrict activity through
joint agreements; yet, the district has complete power to
fund, own and operate major treatment facilities. The

- governing body of a common sewer district is a five-person
board of trustees appointed by the county court. The
district is also regquired to set up an advisory board com-
prised of subdistrict representatives who are to work with
_the district trustees on the matters of construction and
operation as well as any future rate structures.
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Appointment of the board of trustees by the county court is
a potential stumbling block to acceptance of this management
concept to the extent that it could limit input from munici-
palities into district policy decisions. Although it is rec-
ommended that the St. Charles County Court be designated as
the management agency responsible for implementing the over-
all management structure, it is guite clear that from a
political gtandpoint, that the composite communities have
~irput into the implementation process. Thus, it is proposed
thHat in order to receive 208 management designation, the St.
Charles County Court agrees not only to work towards the
creation of a functioning common sewer district to operate
the major regional plant, but also to appoint an equitable
number of representatives from major municipal subdlstrlcts
to positions on the Boards' trustee group.

It could, of course, be suggested-that if the proposed man-
agement solution calls for common sewer district control,
then the logical management entity should be St. Charles' .
existing common sewer district--RS8D. RSD may ultimately
prove to be the organization that controls the expanded St.
Charles Mississippi River Plant. Because this entity: has
already received voter approval, it has a major advantage.
‘over any new common sewer district that might be initiated.
- On the other hand, because of its failure to.receive public
financial support, RSD has been dormant for a number of
years and as guch, may not be a viable management agency
from the public's po;nt of view.

.Helplng to develop an overall management structure for this
service area sghould be the first task of the St. Charles
County Water Quallty Board. Working through Gatewhy, the

" Board can assist in a project which would select the appro-
priate management structure (a new common sewer district;

- RSD; other arrangements) and implement it and resolve the
difficult 1mplementat10n igsues inherent to this recommenda-
. tion. These issues include the control of local collection
systems, rate structure, phasing of current wastewater proj-
ects and financing. 208 continued planning grants could be
made avallable for this project.

St. Louis City/County

The Metropolitan Sewer District has jurisdiction over all’
point source control recommendations other than Eureka/TLmes
Beach. Eureka is currently completing Step 1 of a Fac1llty

Plan and should begin to formalize an agreement to service
'Times Beach. '
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V. NONPOINT SQURCE CONTROL RECOMMENDATIONS: MANAGEMENT
' ISSUES AND IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS a

A. Noripoint Source Control Recommendations

In gection 3 of this report, recommendations are made for
two major categories of nonpoint probléms: individual home’
treatment systems and urban stormwater runoff. For each :
category, comprehensive programs have been developed for the
five counties within the 208 region. Although many of the
same programs are recommended for eadh county, certain sig-
nificant differences do exist. More importantly, certain
strategies which are strongly recommended for one county

are de-emphasized in others. As explained in Section 3, an
effort has been made to match problem solving programs with

- significant localized problems; a nonpoint source control
program has been developed which can be both regional in

1ts approach and localized in terms of appllcatlon.

The follow1ng discussion attempts to evaluate the proPcSed
nonpoint source programs, discuss their implications, and
suggest alternative means for 1mplement1ng the controls in
each major area within the 208 region.

1) Individual Home Treatment System Controls:.
Management Recommendations. AN extremely important part of
the overall program for dealing with nonpoint sources of °
water pollution relates. to future control over individual
home treatment systems. The improper location, installa-
tion and operation of such systems have caused water quallty
problems throughout the St. Louls 208 region, espec;ally in
urbanlzzng areas.

Section 3 of this report detalls ‘a program which addresses
IHTS control. Pirst, measures are proposed to insure that
systems - are properly located, designed and installed; second,
recommendations are made to insure proper operation and main-
tenance of systems; third, provisions are made for properly
disposing of IHTS resldue' and fourth, special controls are .
recommended for problem 51tes.

The recommendations presented in thls Plan do not vary SLgnlm
flcantly from county to county. What does vary are the issues
faced in implementing the recommendations in each county. To
address these county specific issues (which are also described
briefly in Section 3), the newly formed County Water Quality
Boards need to examine the program that has been developed,
carefully evaluate its strengths and weaknesses, and flnem
‘tune the program wherever it appears appropriate.
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The program as set out will have an impact on land develop-
ment and the housing market in each county. Therefore,
‘organizations like the Home Builders Association should have
input into the process of developing the localized IHTS

. programs. At the same time, entities that are likely to be
allocated new and/or expanded respons;bllltles, for example,
the county bullﬁlng depatrtments, should be encouraged to
participate in program design especially on issues related
to increased costs and staffing demands that will arise as a
result of the more comprehensive IHTS controls envisioned in
the 208 Plan. The IHTS program will demand not only an '
administrative plan of action but also some ordinance changes:
to put the program into effect.  Model ordinances to assist
local action will be required. Concurrent with this effort,
the Regional Water Quality Board and Gateway staff should
also be evaluating how to fund the development of this new
and. comprahensxve program.

More ‘specific management recommendations for the four areas
of IHTS‘control'areas follows: '

--Insure proper location, de51gn, and installation
of new systems.

a. Lot Size. The new IHTS program to be adoPted
in each of the counties would increase the minimum lot size
permltted for a discharging IHTS in each county to one IHTS
per 2 acre lot. Such lot size requlrements will have the
effect of perpetuatlng a pattern of large lots in rural
areas where septic tanks and other systems are expected to.
be part: of future development proposals. :

This type of lot size regulation, if 1ncorporated into
_various applicable local building and development codes,
may, in some cases, conflict with current land use policies
and zoning codes. Alternatively, adopting recommendations
would, in effect, impose land use restrictions where no
zoning or other development regulations currently exist.
Thus, the lot size regulation proposed will effect growth
"and development patterns. It will encourage a very low
population density in those areas that are dependent upon
“individual home treatment systems. While such a policy may,
because of water guality concerns, make sense from a techni-
cal standpoint, those communities that are to adopt the
proposed increased acreage requirements will need to be
cognizant of the impact of such action and make provisions
to deal with the associated impacts of their decision. '

b. Inspection and Tests. It is recommended that
an inspection of any proposed IHTS site be conducted by a
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Registered Professional Engineer ({or trained technician) and
that this-inspector undertake the tasks outlined in Section
3, P..106 of this report. Reguiring this kind of pre-install-
ation inspection will set higher standards than those
currently used. Although each of the counties within the
study area have been involved in some degree of site inspec-
tion, the frequency and quality of these inspections is not
consistent. Some inspections are mandated while others are
strictly voluntary.

To make this recommendation on inspections effective, speci~- -
~fic changes in existing local building codes relating to

_ individual home treatment systems will have to be adopted.

. In addition, the increase in local management expenses will
have to be absorbed if this impoOrtant component of the IHTS
.program is to be put into effect. It has been suggested
that the responsibility and expense of hiring a Registered
Professional Engineer should fall on the individual land.
developer. County or municipal building departments  could
assist in this process, at least to the extent of providing

. a list of Professional Engineers who are available to
‘perform this service, although the inspection cost would
still fall upon the developer. A third alternative would be
" to augment the staff currently available to local building
.departments so that a Professional Engineer could be employed
directly by the department for this purpose and the cost
would be defrayed by developer application fees.

¢. ' Site Design Reéview. An increase in the
professional engineering capabilities of the various build-
ing departments or public works departments is-in any case a
significant part of this overall IHTS proposal. It has been
recommended that as part of a building application, a devel-~
oper not only provides as discussed above for site inspec-
tion, but also an engineering design of the pxoposed indivi-
dual home treatment system. It was suggested further that
this design plan, the details of which are presented in
Section 3 of this report, be submitted to the County Build~-
ing Department or Public Works Department for review by a
Professional Engineer.. - g

This proposed engineering design plan would be a new element
of individual home treatment system control throughout the
St. Louis 208 region and may be opposed by developers be-
cause of increased costs and time involved in preparing site
plans of this kind. However, it appears that this extra
burden can be justified from a broader public standpoint
given the goal of improved regional water quality that can
be obtained if this system is implemented.
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Improved site ingpection and submission of engineering
design plans prior to issuance of a building permit will
~allow public agencies to far more carefully evaluate the
granting of future building permits. Section 3 of this
report illustrates the. kinds of responses that will be
possible once building departments are given the level of
information that will be obtained from professionally pre-
pared and thorough site plans. For example, this report
details the kinds of IHTS that should be approved given
various kinds of soil permeability. Clearly, building
departments throughout the region must be willing to under-
take the technical review and negotiation with developers
that this regulation gystém envisions. ‘

This approach does not seem unreaso?able. Bach of the ‘
counties has, to varying degrees, already attempted to limit
neWw individual home treatment systems in a manner that best
serves public health considerations. Thus, this call for a
stronger program should not surprise the building depart-
ments or. developers in the region. It is merely a refine-
ment of a system they know. ‘

: d. Installation. The proposed comprehensive
program for individual treatment systems does go a number of
steps beyond the initial granting of .a building permit, '
discussed above. It is recognized throughout the region
that many of the problems associated with individual home
- treatment systems are the result of improper installation.
The proposed program suggests two methods of dealing with
installation. 'The preferred method would be to include in
the modified building codes a requirement not only that a
Registered Professional Engineer design septic tanks, but
also that the same engineer be responsible for supervising
the installation of the system. In a number of areas,
contractors and private individuals have been allowed to
install individual home treatment systems and that practice
has lead to numerous problems. If it is felt that this
practice should be allowed to continue without supervision
of a Professional Engineer, then it is alternatively pro-
posed that a licensing program be developed for private
installers. This latter approach is probably more cumber- ,
some and expensive gince the building department may have to
be responsible for conducting the licensing program and the
results of such an effort may still not prove highly satis-
factory. On the other hand, the cost of such a program may
be less than that reguired by any increase in professional
engineers on the Building Commission staff.
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1f, in considering this program, a County Water Quality
Board would propcse a licensing system, then it has been
further suggested that the Board also consider linking the
licensing program to a performance bond reguirement.  This
bonding reguirement would be adopted as part of the building.
code amendment. The performance bond program would be
addressed to the possibility of inconsistent installation,
not withstanding improved licensing techniques. Thus, an
individual home treatment system user would be required to
post a performance bond to assure that improper installation
of the system would be remedied by the homeowner subject to
the possible loss of the bond amount. '

Regardless of whether the system turns to professional
engineers (hired by developers or staffed by the Building
Commission), the proposed IHTS program would reguire that :
there ‘be a post-installation inspection by the County Build-'
ing Department or Public Works Department to determine
consistency with the earlier submitted engineering design
plan. The design plan would be particularly critical to

: this step, since it would allow the department a means of

comparing system reguirements with actual installation
techrniques. ' -

The County Water Quality Board must see to it that to the
fullest extent possible, whatever approach is selected for
use in the County be adopted as universally as possible.
Since the Board's suggestion will be voluntary in nature,
there is certainly some risk that some communities may adopt
a different approach from others and that this inconsistency
will engendexr conflict between various programs and com-
munities.

e. ~ Maintenance. The problems associated with
individual home treatment systems will continue to persist
~as they have in the past unless proper maintenance of in-
stalled systems can be guaranteed. To respond to this
" _issue, a new operating permit system is proposed for all

individual home treatment systems. This is an extremely
important part of the comprehensive program. Permits would
‘be required for all existing systems as well as those
installed -in the future. Thus, a newly installed system
that had been approved as part of the building permit pro-
cess would, at the same time, receive an operating permit.
Pre-existing systems could only receive an operating permit
following an inspection and system operating approval.

The inspection program proposéd may present an extremely
severe staffing problem to some locales. Yet, absent such an
inspection program, the operating permit system could not
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overcome the problems of existing systems. An additional -
implementation obstacle relating to in-place systems is that
the measures regquired to make a system properly operational
might require alterations that were extremely costly or
could not be realistically accomplished. For example, an
. increase in acreage to achieve an adequate lot size may not
be paossible given surrcunding development that has occurred
since a building permit was initially issued. Thus, some
degree of discretion and compromise may be necessary before
- issuing an operating permit to an in-place system. Neverthe-
less, even with compromises, an individual system mainten-
ance will improve following the site inspections and issu-
ance of conditional and final permits.

The proposed system envisions operating permits which would
expire every two to three years. Re-inspection would be
required at expiration. This step would not be as over-
whelming as the initial catch-up inspections on existing
units, since operating permits would be issued on a phased
termination basis, allowing systems to be incrementally
inspected. for permit renewal. The proposed maintenance
program would leave considerable flexibility to local en-
forcement agencies in determining the extent to which main-
tenance and repairs will be reqguired for individual systems.
‘It is ‘clear, however, there is a minimum-~the owner must be
forced to keep the system operational. '

The publicd agency involved in supervision of the IHTS regu-
latory program must have specific legal tools available to
it to enforce its maintenance reguirements. A number of
alternatives exist. However, change -in existing building
codes will be necessary to establish the authority needed to .
undertake this requlatory program. One alternative for
those areas that presently have occupancy permit programs is
to link the IHTS operation permit to the homeowner's occu-
pancy permit. Thus, the home inspection prior to issuance
of an occpancy permit would include an evaluation of the
treatment system. The operation permit would be obtained as
part of this process. Assumedly the pressure imposed by

the linkage to the occuancy permit program would compel
bringing treatment system into working order. Yet, the
link-up of occupancy and operational permits is not likely
to compel areas to adopt occupancy permits unless other
forces move a community in that direction. A drawback of

. this approach is that it alone would have little impact on
an owner of an individual home treatment system until such
time as he chooses to sell his property. Other approaches,
however, can fill that void. '
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. A basic measure would provide that the Building Commission
‘have the power to levy fines on those who refuse.to keep
their systems in operating order. But, the fine system will

- only work if the Prosecuting Attorney and courts back up
complalnts.

A third tool that has been suggested for these cases where
homeowners refuse to make repairs is that the County or .
municipality service inoperable systems and then bill the
owner. This is not a very practical approach, since the
recalcitrant owner may refuse to pay the bill and thus create
the burden of placing a lien on the property. But it

should be considered as a last resort.

. The best regulatory system would empower a variety of actions
depending upon the severlty and nature of the problem. The
use of operating permits is especially promlsxng but must be
llnked with other tools dlscussed above.

f) . Septage Haulers. The proposed program for

~dealing with individual home treatment systems must go
beyond regulating maintenance and operation. It must be
recognized that part of the water quality problem caused by

- individual homeée treatment systems arises:from the fact that

" the residue from these systems must eventually be pumped out
and dlsposed of if the system ig to be maintained. Septage
haulers are employed for this job. 1In the past, their
unregulated actions have led to serious water quéality prob-.
lems. 1Illegal discharge of septage into local streams,

for example, has been known to take place. This facét of IHTS
operations must be improved either by arterial existing
licensing programs for haulers or developing licensing
programs. In addition, the provision of adequate residual
waste facilities, as discussed in Section 4, must be assured.

It is, therefore, proposed that a new septage hauler license
program be developed. The requirements for obtaining a.
license are contained in Section 3 of this report and should
be evaluated by the County Water Quality Board before such a
program is put into effect. Unlike other portions of the
nonpoint program which will require a great deal of coopera-
- tion among municipalities and counties, this program should
be carried on primarily by County governments with working
aggrements on particular parts of the program at the local
level. The responsibility would most probably again fall
upon the county building departments. The St. Louis County
program is a useful basic model. Haulers are presently
licensed by the County and requlred to dispose of septage. in
one or two approved locations in St. Louis County and. City.
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This proyram, however, is not as stringent as those proposed
in this report since it dges not require sufficient record-

keeping to crosg-check the amounts of septage collected and

disposed by each hauler.

The proposed control system raises certain practical prob-
lems that are inherent in the 208 regulatory program.
Tncreased staffing will be necessary to keep the records
that are necessary to make this program effective. Enforce-
ment will be a problem regardless of adequate staffing,
since septage haulers may still find illegal dumping cheaper
or easier than hauling to accepted locations. Suggestions
for inducing haulers to properly dispose of septage include
+the reduction of disposal fees at treatment plants and a
shifting of the burden of paying disposal fees to treatment
system owners rather than to the hauler. The Residual
Waste section of this report contains further discussions of
these issues. 3 ' '

. g). Summary. Citizens throughout the 208 region
have consistently identified individual home treatment
systems as a visible source of water pollution. Thus, it
appears that the citizenry may be willing to accept an
imecrease in cost that may arise from more elaborate controls.
It may well be that developers, who will be asked to abosrb
“much of the additional cost of such a program initially,
. will be able to pass such costs on to future homeowners
without considerable resistance. Administrative costs of a
greatly strengthened program of this kind will have to be
absorbed by the public through an increase in taxes or some
other kind of assessment. This may be an unpopular approach
for any local government to take. On the other hand, it
must be recognized that the individual home treatment sys-
tems are in some areas an alternative to centralized treat-
ment. Those who are dependent upon septic tanks must recog-
nize that what they are using is an alternative to the cost
of supporting a central sewer system. In other words, a
properly run individual home treatment system will create
 administrative costs that must be absorbed in just the same
. way as a centralized system creates public costs that must
"be absorbed. ‘

This program also raises a number of guestions about the
ability of public enforcement to accept the increased staff-
ing and administrative responsibilities that the program
dictates. Most responsibility as discussed above is allo-
cated at the building commission level, and it is not clear
whether building commissions both at the county and munici-
pal level are ready to take on this responsibility without
additional funding. It may well be that the building com=-
missions can gain technical support and perhaps even funding
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support from existing or evolving sewer districts. Cer-
tainly a cooperative effort involving the Water Quality
Board, sewer districts, the counties and especially all
various building commissions plus the public at large will
be essential to developing a program for individual home
treatment systems that can produce the desired results on a
cost-effective and politically acceptable basis.

2) Urban Stormwater Runoff Controls: Manage-
ment Recommendations :

Urban runcff alsoc has been identified as a critical nonpoint
- source problem within each of the 208 area counties.‘_Fecal
‘coliform and phosphates, which are both serious nonpoint
source problems, are very much linked to urban runoff,
particularly in those areas that have been subject to-con-
siderable development. To the extent that, in some areas
such as Franklin County, significant urbanization is vet to
be realized, current nonpoint problems tend to be more
closely linked to agricultural rather than urban runoff. 1In
contrast, for St. Louis County and the City of St. Louis,
the link between urban runoff and nonp01nt problems is
extremely critical. A number of devices are proposed to.
‘"reduce the negative impact of urban runoff,

‘ a. Control of Construction Site Runoff. The
recommendatlons for the control of construction site runoff
seeks to limit the amount of sediments washing off construc-
tion sites to no more than 5 tons per acre per year. The
burden for meeting such an objective would again rest on
land developers throughout the 208 region. It is proposed
that such controls be 1mplemented on a county—w;de ba51s in
each of the major counties in the study area.

To achieve such an objective again requires turning to the
various County Water Quality Boards as the mechanism for
. achieving county-wide agreement on the development of a néw
erosion control ordinance. Since county-wide strategies can
only be implemented where both county governments and muni-
cipal governments agree on implementation technigques, the
various County Water Quality Boards could be the best forum
in which the proposals for erosion control set out in this
report would be evaluated and a model ordinance containing
. such proposals be developed. While the Water Quallty Board
might wish to follow the lead of this final plan in identi-
. fying certain watersheds in which erosion control would be
most important, the overall importance of county~w1de cover-
age cannot be overemphasized.



The model ercsion control ordinance would ideally be adopted
throughout the County and would contain a basic regulatory
process. The key to this process would seem logically to be
the building permit. The building departments both within
county and municipal government would require that develop-
ers submit "Erosion Control Plans" as part of the building
permit application process. These plans would be required
to contain information regarding on~site detention as well
as erosion control. The plans would, therefore, deal with
both structural and nonstructural controls relatlng to the'
development site.

-The_final plan has identified a number of tasks which will
fall to an agericy with administrative responsibility in this
area. For example, the agency must have the legal capabil-
ity to set the required performance standards, linking the
standards to the size of acreage involved. In addition, .
this agency, or‘perhaps agencies, need to be able to have
the expertise to review erosion control plans, inspect sites
for- development, grant permits where compliarice has been
achieved, and enforce the erosion control through penaltles
where necessary.

Each of the ccunties has, to some extent, been involved in
erosion control planning in the past, and thus an improved
program such as propsed herein does not represent a radical
step. ©On the other hand, the increased standards that have
been proposed. in this plan will make it tougher for develoOp~-
ers to use their property without responding to water gqual-
ity issues. . This will, in turn, make the job of enforcament
more difficult and w1ll reguire a rethlnklng of agency
responsibilities in this area. It is proposed that in each
~of the counties, the bulldlng department be the chief
administrative entity, since it appeéars to have the exper-
tise required to handle this partlcular construction-related
"program. On the other hand, in each of the counties, a
stronger link needs to be established between the planning
departments and the building commission in order to assure
the planning commissions the right to review construction
plans and determine that the requmred and appropriate ero-
‘sion control measures are belng implemented.

Obviously, certain local circumstances will again come into
play in implementing this program. .This program again points
out the need for a Jefferson County Planning Commission as
well as a Soil Conservation District. MSD will again play
an important role in St. Louils County because of its exist~
ing status, .and evolving sewer districts in other counties
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will need to be looked to for input into this area. In
dealing with on-site detention as well as erosion control,
enforcement mechanisme will need to be strengthened and this
will require a greater involvement from the various Prose-
cuting Attorneys’' offices. ‘ o

It must also be recognized that an increase in construction
casts will evolve as a result of tougher erosion controls.
This increase will be passed onto consumers, who should, in -
turn, be made aware of the reasons for the increase in costs
due to water guality demands. '

, b. On-Site Détention of Urban Runoff. The pro-
posed on-site detention program is unique among the recom- '
mendations for dealing with urban stormwater runoff in that
the detention program puts primary emphasis on structural
‘control measures. Nonpoint controls are generally nonstruc-
tural in nature. In other words, they rarely call for the
actual construction of physical control devices. However,
the on-site detention program puts considerable stress on
the construction of runoff control facilities such as deten-
tion ponds. Because of the structural aspects of the on-
site detention program, some overriding implementation ‘
problems must be recognized at the outset. Most importantly,

. thé .structural nature of this program will impose some

significaht costs related to the design and construction of
" the runoff control systems. The lack of federal or state
funds to pay for these structures will greatly impair the -
ability of local communities to implement this approach.
Even if private developers bear a substantial part of the
financial burden, they will surely pass these costs onto
purchasers which will have a significant financial and
growth impact. Since additional costs will also be incurred
after construction in the operation and maintenance of the
runoff control system, the lack of funding sources is even
more of a problem. Thus, it appears that an overriding
recommendation of the nonpoint program is that the future
208 coordinator--fast-West Gateway and the Regional Water
Quality Board--investigate with the State DNR and U.S. EPA
" the future possibilities for public funding to assist in the
construction of on~site stormwater runoff facilities. '

A second overriding concern is that the system for on-site
detention proposed for each of the counties in the study
area is modeled to a great extent on the system that cur-
rently is serving the City of St. Louis and St. Louis County.
The specific proposal for improving on-site detention in St.
Louis County looks very much to the Metropolitan Sewer Dis~
trict (MSD) to be the single agency to develop, construct
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and operate urban stormwater control facilities., While the
future of MSD regarding such stormwater control facilities

igs uncertain, the presence of MSD alone makes viable the rec-
cmmended single stormwater coordinator approach. For a num-
ber of reasons, a comparable situatidn outside of St. Louis
County seems highly unlikely, and thus a significantly less
coordinated stormwater system may have to be made acceptable.

The obvious first step in implementing the proposed urban -
runoff control program applies as much to the development

of on-site detention facilities as to any of the other aspects
of the runoff program. One of the very first assignments
that will befall both the Regional Water Quality Board as
well as the Boards set up in the individual counties is the
task of evaluating urban runoff. This evaluation will re-
guire developing urban basin stormwater runoff plans as out-
lined in the technical portions of this report. The nature
of these plans suggests, at least in part, why an on-site
detention program can only be effectively implemented if put
together by an organization like a County Water Quality Board.
These control plans could be developed through continued 208
planning funds., ' : :

The proposed urban runoff plans are premised on the idea

that more stringent controls and more extensive stormwater
facilities: need to be developed in certain urban watersheds,
which require such intensive efforts because of anticipated
growth. Since these watersheds (as described in Section 3 of
this report) cut across existing jurisdictional lines, tak-
ing in both incorporated and unincorporated portions of each
of the four major counties, the planning for such watersheds
requires. a joint effort of county and municipal planners. The
development of these plans will also require a level of en-
‘gineering expertise that, if not available at the County
level, can be supplemented through assistance from Gateway
and the Regional Water Quality Board. In fact, it may be
preferable to have the 208 coordinator prepare a model runoff
control plan based upon the level of detail presented in the
-engineering portions of this report. This effort at draft-
ing a model plan would tend to illustrate the type of detail
and effort that would be required to provide information gug-
gested in this report, such as soil type, potential for ero-
sion, existing land uses, and extensive mapping of the water-
shed before and after expected development. The plan must
also deal with guestions of location, size, and costs of
proposed. permanent runoff control facilities and begin to
tackle the development of specific guidelines to be used by
developers to insure development consistent with the water-
shed runoff plan. Gateway and the Regional Water Quality
Board, in developing a model urban basin runoff control

plan, should also spell out alternatives for financing the
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operation and maintenance costs to be incurred in the runoff
plan. This model plan could then be used by each of the ,
County Water Quality Boards to illustrate the kind of effort
that would be required of them, :

The likelihood that a County Water Quality Board can success-
fully draft runoff control plans is greatly affected by the
proposed impact of these plans once completed. In other -
words, it must be clear from the outset whether these plans.
are merely advisory. 1If, alternatively, they are to be en-
forced, who will see to their effectuation? It has been
recommended elsewhere in this report that the outputs of the
County Water Quality Board be advisory in nature. This recom-
mendation would apply to the urban watershed runoff control
plans as well. Yet this does not mean that both local muni-
cipalities and County government should not attempt to put
the force of law behind the plans that are developed. It is
recommended, that the County Water Quality Boards perhaps
with the assistance of the Regional Water Quality Board, . de~
. velop model ordinances that will incorporate the stormwater

- runoff control plan concept by requiring developers to com= .
ply with applicable urban basin plans. The outline of. such
a model ordinance is presented in the Element 21 Reports,
Appendix A. :

This ordinance would initially recognize that drainage plans
have been and are being prepared for various areas and would
- detail the kinds of stormwater runoff facilities that are
required as part of the development of all environmentally
critical areas. It is proposed that the result of this
effort be a stormwater runoff control ordinance tailored for
‘use in each county and adopted by the County Council or County
Court, within each county, as well as by those individual
municipalities where a new stormwater ordinance would be
required because of existing runoff problems. There secems

to be no gquestion that ordinances will have to be adopted

and enforced if the detail set out in the urban basin runoff
plans, including specific design criteria, is to be complied
with. ‘

Assuming that the criteria and runoff plans as incorporated
into the ordinance are as detailed as those currently set:

out in St. Louis County's Stormwater Detention Design Criteria,
the. impact on land developers throughout the region may be-
significant. Developers or redevelopers throughout the re-
gion must be made responsible for the control of stormwater
runoff from their respective sites. Since this requirement
will have an impact not only on the way in which land is used
both before and during construction but also on the necessity
for detention facilities, urban runoff control will be a
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ma jor factor to be considered in any future development pro-
gram. -Added costs, time and effort may well be resisted by
developers unless local government can make such controls
mandatory where they are essential.

While developers should be responsible ultimately for re-
ducing runoff from their sites, the final responsibility

for design and operation of stormwater facilities may logic-
ally rest with a single public body. It clearly would be
advantageous to have an organization like MSD continue to
play a significant role in the development of urban stormwater
‘control facilities. Centralization of such authority in an.
entity that has significant powers, such as eminent domain
to acquire land where needed for stormwater facility pur-
poses, has some clear advantages. Such centralization would
also be likely to reduce operational and maintenance costs,
provide a single source for the competent staff required to
operate stormwater control facilities, arnd bagsically tie to-
gether a large-scale stormwater control system. For these
reasons, it is recommended that MSD play a.major role in
stormwater facility planning and operation. Outside of St.
Louis County, 208 funds should be used to develop a storm-
water management system in conjunction with the County Water
Quality Boards.

Outside. of the City of St. Louis and St. Louis County,
much of the on~site detention program will be a new item,
requiring considerable selling to local residents and land
developers. St. Louis County fortunately does offer & good
local model upon which efforts in Franklin, 8t. Charles,
and Jefferson Counties can be developed. Moreover, it is
hoped that the kind of detail provided in the model design
criteria and guidelines presented in this report will help
the Regional as well as County Water Quality Boards in de-
veloping an appropriate program for analyzing stormwater
runoff events and then designing the necessary treatment
facilities. : '

1t may prove extremely difficult for sewer districts or any
other public entity outside of St. Louis County to take on

the kind of sweeping responsibility that has been recommended
for the Metropolitan Sewer District. Legal obstacles will
have to be overcome as well as some very practical hurdles
before sewer districts can achieve the kind of role that MSD
currently plays. However, even if the on-site detention pro-
grams in the less urbanized areas merely move in the direction
of urban basin runoff plans and implementing ordinances, then
these areas will have taken major steps toward improving their
posture on urban runoff, L ‘ ‘
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Clearly, the on-site detention program will be of greatest
significance to St. Louis County with its continuing pat-
terns of rapid development. At the same time, St. Iouls
County has been the only part of the general study area
which has made a serious effort at trying to legislate in
response to the urban runoff problem. As a result, the
proposed on-site detention program ‘for St. Louis County is-
basically an expansion and improvement of present practices.
Thus, while in other counties a new stormwater runoff ordin-
ance would be required, mere modification of the existing
St. Louis County ordinance will help deal with problems in
the unincorporated portions of the County. In municipal
_areas, there are the models already being offered by the
Cities of Creve Coeur and Olivette. All municipalities
should be encouraged to adopt some variation of these con-
trols. Because the stormwater runoff program is already
fairly well developed in St. Louis County, the County Build-
ing Department and Public Works Depatrtment are clearly going
+to be major actors in this.process. The St. Louis County
Planning and Zoning Commission and the Homebuilders Associa-
tion will also need to have some impact on the further de-~
velopment of urban basin plans and design criteria.

‘The major shift in this process will be the emphasis on :
" bringing these parties together through a County Water Qual-
ity Board. This approach should, among other things; enable
those parties that have already developed stornwater controls
to. influence and encourage similar planning and legislative
efforts in various other municipalities. A similar process
will need to be followed in Franklin, Jefferson and St.
Charles Counties. In these areas, the key actors are less
easy to identify. Certainly, the County Courts and County
Building Departments as well as Planning Departments (where
~ they currently exist) will be important members of the
County Water Quality Boards and will need to provide much of
the input into the development of urban basin plans. Addi-
tionally, the Soil Conservation Service (8CS}), which should
play a role in design of runoff plans in St. Louls County,
should play an even larger technical role in St. Charles and
Franklin Counties. ~Unfortunately, the lack of an SCS entity
in Jefferson County creates a void that should be filled as
part of the effort to counter nonpoint pollution in that
.county. S \

C. Urban Cleanliness Programs

Improved Streetsweeping Techniques. The objective
of the proposed vacuum streetsweeping program is to reduce
sewer overflows by removing leaves from the streets and
‘preventing them from entering storm sewers, thereby '
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" lowering the maintenance and treatment costs of point source
facilities. Additionally, in some areas such as St. Charles’
County, streetsweeping can be seen as a partial alternative
to the development of structural contrXols to deal with
stormwater. The key to successful implementation of the
streetsweeping program in those counties where it has been
recommended is not the development of a regulatory program .

- but rather a commitment by local governments. to adopt some
of the specific proposals contained in this report. The

. reason for this is that the real burden in streetsweeping -
‘must be on the public sector in terms of the degree to which
streets are swept, and the kind of machinery that is used in
implementing a program of this kind. The proposed street- .

- sweeping program calls for the use of more efficient sweepers
and increased cleaning sweepers being put into service over
the next five to ten years. It should be noted that street-
sweeping has only been recommended as an important program
-in two of the major areas within the greater St. Louis 208
region. The reason for excluding such a recommendation from
‘Jefferson and Franklin Counties ig simply one of cost-
aeffectiveness.

- In St. Louis ‘County and St. Charles County, the burden

- should again fall on the County Water Quality Boards to
review the specific recommendations regarding streetsweeping
set out in this report, and to encourage that these recom- .
mended alternatives be pursued as widely as reasonable.
Streetsweeping does not appear to be the kind of program =
that can be regulated by ordinance. It seems highly unlikely
that streetsweeping programs will be increased or improved

in the manner set out unless local governments can be con-
vinced of the cost~effectiveness of such a program.

The information that has been produced as a result of the
208 study should be sufficient to justify such a response,
particularly because of the important benefits that street-
sweeping can have in terms of reducing operating and main-
tenance costs associated with the operation of point source
treatment facilities. -

It might be added that while this report has not recommended
a streetsweeping program for Jefferson County, the City of
Arnold, in particular, should give further consideration to
the specific streetsweeping recommendations and strongly
. consider adopting many of the set proposals. While antici-
pated growth in other parts of Jefferson County and Franklin
County does not currently justify a streetsweeping program,
the City of Arnold and its surrounding area are subject to
@he kind of growth pressures that may, in the short-range,
Justify a more advanced streetsweeping approach.
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Private Parking Lot Maintenance. The purpose of
this program 1s to complement the improved streetsweeping
program recommended above. he;program has only been recom-
mended for serious consideration in St. Louis City and '
County and St. Charles County, given the more urbanized
nature of these two counties. The goals here would primar-
ily be to assure that critical areas received the type of
maintenance that is essential and that maintenance controls
be applied as consistently as possible with an eye toward
water quality as well ‘as urban aesthetics. To implement
this program, either new ordinances dealing with private
parking lot maintenance need to be established or, more
likely, provisions in building codes need to be modified in
order to strengthen the requlrements ‘that are imposed upon
“those responsmble for major shopping center parking lots.

. Here agaln, the various County Water Quality Boards could
serve as the forum for identifying those areas most in need
of improved parking lot maintenance and establishing the .
'type of ordlnance modifications needed to put an improved
maintenance program into effect. The Boards could then work
~ to see that these ordinances are implemented where needed.
Since the changes in regulation would most likely fall under
‘the building code, the building commissioner and staff at
~ either municipal or county level would be responsible for
enforcement of private parklng lot maintenance. Unquestlon—
ably, this is-a difficult assignment and will be difficult
to police. It will, therefore, be an important implementa-
tion step to educate the public and lot owners of the signi--
- ficant water quality advantages that can be achieved through
a reduction of urban runoff from parking lots.

Leaf Collectlon and Disposal. The purpose of th151
program is to reduce the amount of material entering storm
sewage systems. This reduction will limit the load of
pollutants and lower operation and maintenance costs for
storm sewers, catch basins, and treatment plants. Implemen-
tation of this program basically requires that those local.
communities in St. Louis County who do not provide this
service be convinced to initiate such programs as soon as
-posslble. An even stronger job of soliciting communlty
- action is necessary in St. Charles County where no munici-
palities currently provide collection services. it is clear
that the present growth rate in St. Charles County requlres
that this program be implemented as soon as possible. Com-
parable programs for Jefferson and Franklin Counties have
not been highlighted because of the less urban nature of
these two areas. .These programs should, however, be con-
sidered as perhaps future improvement programs. There is
little regulatory action requlred to implement and improve
the leaf collection program....The.responsibility must rest
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on local governments with minimal asslistance from local res-=
jdents. As part of its overall nonpoint control program,
the St. Louis County and St. Charles Cbunty Water Quality
Boards should promote a model leaf collection program and
encourage municipalities and County governments (St. Charles
County in particular) to adopt programs of this kind. The
minimal increase in costs associated with the program can be
absorbed with little fiscal impact upon local regidents.

Catch Basin Maintenance. The Plan advocates .this
program only in St. Louls County because outside of the
combined sewer area, the number of catch basins is consid-
ered to be negligible. Responsibility for implementing the
more effective catch basin program outlined in this report
would seem to fall on the Metropolitan Sewer District. The
past efforts of MSD in this regard suggest that this re-
sponsibility can be clearly allocated to that entity. iThe
most significant implementation problem that must be acknow-
ledged is that there may be 2 marked increase in maintenance .
costs which could, in turn, result in a service change in-
crease being passed on from MSD to those served throughout
 the City of st. Louis and St. Louis County. This increase

may be difficult to sell to the public unless the importance
of an improved catch basin maintenance program can be pub-
~lically established. .

D. County-Specific Nonpoint Recommendations

Franklin County. It is recommended that Franklin
County's nonpoint source control program primarily emphasize
an improved system for dealing with individual home treat-
ment systems, both new and existing. Of secondary import-~
ance is a program of on-site detention of urban runoff used
together with a program to control construction site runoff.
Other control programs such as streetsweeping and catch
basin maintenance, are not justifiable anywhere within
Franklin County given the current level of development and
cost-effectiveness. If Franklin County can successfully
tackle its most visible problem~-individual home treatment
systems--and reduce through onsite dentention and erosion
control programs the impact of urban runoff that will be
experienced as the county continues to grow, it will have

made great strides toward combating nonpoint pollution.
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a. Individual Home Treatmeént Systems

1. Franklin County Water Quality Board should consider in-

‘ dividual home treatment system proposals and develop a
recommended model program for IHTS control throughout.
Franklin County. '

2, Franklin County Planning Department and Building De-
partment must play major roles in development of model
IHTS programming because the generally rural and unin-
corporated nature of Franklin County places major re-.
spongibility at the County level. The County Court
should consider forming sewer districts for the purpose
of managing individual treatment systems. - o

3. Franklin County Building Code should be modified to
- require gite inspections by a Registered Engineer.

4, A Professional Engineer should be added to the staf
- of the Franklin County Building Department. ‘

5. Franklin County must gain voter approval for a Health.
-~ Department to assist in the IHTS program.

6. The Building Department must also consider the addition
of an extra staff member to be responsible for the IHTS
operation permit program, including initial and period~ -
ic inspection to assure proper maintenance and opera-
tion. :

7Y The Building Department must gain increased support
‘from the Prosecuting Attorney in the area of enforce-
ment of fines so that the Department will generally
have the "teeth" required to assure effective opera-
tionsg. ' '

8. The Building Department must play a more active role in _
the county licensing of septage haulers.

N On-Site Detention/Construction Site Runoff.:
The Franklin County Planning Department should be invoived
in the development of urban watershed stormwater runoff
plans in the areas outlined in Section 3 of this report. If
a Franklin County Water Quality Board can be set up quickly,
it might be possible for this responsibility to be turned
over to the Board itself with primary input coming from the
County Planning Department staff. The advantage of the
second approach is that it would clearly involve the major
Franklin County municipalities in drafting these plans.
This is important to. developing.an initial sense of cohesion
in this effort. In any case, the potential contribution of
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the Franklin County PIanniig DepaTEment Wust be ‘eémphasized
since its past track record suggests both the interest and
capability needed to take on this particular assignment.

- Once the urban basin stormwater plans have been drafted, the
- Franklin County Water Quality Board will need to turn to
drafting a model stormwater ordinance dealing primarily with
the construction of on-site detention facilities and limita~
tions on development sites related to erosion control. The
Board must then work toward achieving a voluntary agreement
'between the County and various municipalities to adopt the
model ordinance as proposed. The possible inability of the
Franklin County Court to adopt this type of ordinance be-
cause of its second class county status will need to be
clarified so that a means of putting this type of program
into effect can be established. An opinion has been re-
quested from the Missouri Attorney General on this point
(see Appendix F). A means to do the job may be through the
County Building Code. It appears that much of the substance
of a stormwater control ordinance could be incorporated into
modifications of the Building Code and this would, hopefully,
produce the desired results without straining the powers of
the County Court to adopt a new ordinancé of this kind., If
this step is taken, the major responsibility for controlling
. -and enforcing the erosion and on-site detention programs

" will be the County Building Department. A key step in the
implementation process would then be a reevaluation of the
Building Department's current staff and funding. The likely"
result is that the Department will have to be increased in
size and professional breadth in order to take on these
expanded responsibilities. ' 3 -

To bolster the strength of the Building Department, a more
formal tie between it and the County Planning Department
should beé established to assure that the Planning Department
will review all of the site plans prepared by developers in
accordance with.the new requirements of the erosion control
program.

Jefferson County. Emphasis in the implementation
program must be on individual home treatment systems and on
on-site detention/construction site runoff control. Other
urban runoff techniques such as streetsweeping, leaf collec-
. tion, ete. should be de~emphasized.

a. Individual Home Treatment Syshems

1. A concéntrated effort must be made to reinstitute Jeff~
erson County Planning Department. Emphasis should be on
promoting the_ importance.of .such .a department to future
water quality and sewer service in the County.
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Concurrent with the effort to reinstitute County Plan~-
ning Department, a Jefferson County ‘Water Quality Board

 should be established with major assistance from Gate-

way planners until County Planning Department has been .
created.

Jefferson County Water Quallty Board should consider
individual home treatment system proposals and develop

-a recommended model program for THTS control in Jeffer-

son County.

Jefferson County Plannlng Department and Building De-
partment must play major roles in development of model’
IHTS programming because the generally rural and unin-
corporated nature of Jefferson County places major re-
spon31blllty at County level.

Jefferson .County Building Code should be modlfled to
requlre site: lnspectlons by a Registered Englneer._ -

A Professional ‘Engineexr should be added to. the staff of

: the Jeffersgon County Bulldlng Department.

The. Bulldlng Department must algo consider the addltlon
of an extra staff member to be responsible for the IHTS
operatlon permit program, including initial and period-
ic inspection to assure propar malntenance and opera-
tion. :

The Bulldlng Department must galn increased support
from the Prosecuting Attorney in the area of enforce-
ment of fines so that the Department will generally
have the "teeth"” required to assure effectlve opera-
tlons.

The Building Department must play a more active role in
the licensing of septage haulers, :

b. On-Site Detention/Construction Site Runoff.

Jefferson County Wéter‘Quality‘Board should develop
urban basin stormwater runoff plans, including identi=-
fication of particularly critical areas.

- The County Water Quality Board should spearhead a drive

to create Soil Conservation Service representatlcnxln
Jefferson County to help assist the Board in the devel-
opment of erosion control techniques and other nonpoint

‘source controls.
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3. The Water. Quality Board should adopt a model erosion

" . contrecl ordinance. The Board should attempt to have
the ordinance adopted by agreements at the municipal
level and recommend similar adoption by Jefferson
County Court either through ordinance or (if this
optlon is statutorily unavallable) through Build-
1ng Code amendments.

4. Size and profesgional expertise of Jefferson Cbunty
Building Departments should be increased.

5. Assuming County Planning Department has been created, a
formal link between it and County Building Department
should be developed to assure that Planning Department
will review all site plans prepared by developers in
accordance with new erosion control program.

'8t. Charles County.  As in Franklin and Jefferson
Counties, individual home treatment system control programs
and on-site detention/erosion control are the most important
aspects of a comprehensive nonpoint source control program.

- - However, the County's current rate of urban growth and

significant potential for future growth require that certain
best management practices for dealing with urban runoff also
be pursued. These include streetsweeping, private parklng
lot maintenance and leaf collection dlsposal.

a.‘ Individual Home Treatment Systems

1. Creation of St. Charles County Water Quallty Board is
critical since municipalities play an extremely impor-
tant role in the County. They must be represented in
nonpoint source control decision~making and the Board
will provide the most logical forum.

2. St. Charles County Water Quality Board should consider
individual home treatment system proposals and develop
a recommended model program for IHTS control in St.
Charles County.

3. St. Charles County Planning Department and Building De-
partment must play major roles in development of model
IHTS programming because the generally rural and unin-
corporated nature of St. Charles County placeées major
responsibility at County level.

4. St. Charles County Building Code should be modified to
require site inspections by a RegiStered Engineer.

5. A Professional Engineer should be added to the staff of
the St. Charles County Building Department.
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"The Building Department mﬁqﬁ'3130jcon51der the addition
- of an extra staff member to be responsible for the IHTS

operatlon permit program, including initial and periocd-
iec 1nspectlon toc assure proper. maintenance and opera-
tlon.

The Building Department must gain increased support
from the Prosecuting Attorney in the area of enforce-
ment of fines so that the Department will generally
have the "teeth” to assure effeCtive operations.

' The Building Department must play a more active role
~in the licensing of septage haulers.

N

b. On-Site Detentmon/ﬂonstructlon Site Runoff

St. Charles County Water Quality Board should draft

urban basin stormwater plans together with model
ordlnances.

The Board must move toward adoption of inter-govern-~
mental agreements to assure that controls at County and
municipal level are as comparable as possible to av01d

conflict.

At county level, changes in development cohtrol‘may
have to be adopted through amendment of Building Code
because of llmltatlons lmposed upon St. Charles County

_Court.

" Btaff of Bullalng Department must be expanded in size

and prof6551onal expertise.

There should .be a stronger link between the County
Building and Planning Departments.

C. Streetsweeping

Streetsweeping in certain parts of St. Charles County
can be Been as an alternative to the development of
structural controls to deal with stormwater. This
point should be emphasized in the effort to encourage

local governments to adopt more advanced streetsweep-
ing programs.

The St, Charles County Water Quality Board should in=~
clude, as an important goal of its initial program, '
ach1ev1ng the cooperatlon of St. Charles County's major

municipalities in adopting streetsweeplng recommenda—
tions.
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3. Streetaweeping is not thé kind of program that can be
regulated by ordinance. ;

d. . Private Parking Lot Maintenance

S, The St. Charles County Water Quality Board nust serve
as the forum for identifying those areas most in need
of improved parking lot maintenance. .

2. The Board must establish the type of ordinance modifi-
k cations needed to put an improved maintenance program
into effect. :

3. County Water Quality Board must determine whether im=-

. provement of private parking lot maintenance will best
be achieved by modification of existing building codes
or by new ordinances. It appears that the building code
‘modification approach would be preferable.

e. Leaf Collection and Disposal

. 1. No municipalities in St. Charles County currently pro-
vides leaf collection service.

2. it is most critical that municipalities adopt leaf col-
lection programs and that the St. Charles County Water
guality Board attempt to achieve optimum use of these

-kinds of programs.

_ St. Louis City/County. The nonpoint source pro-
gram recommended for St. Louis City/County is clearly the
most comprehensive being recommended anywhere in the St.
Louis 208 region. St. Louis City and County regquire con-
trols ranging from the most rurally oriented controls-- :
individual home treatment systeém controls--to those controls
mostly associated with high density urban development, in-
cluding streetsweeping and.leaf collection. St. Louis City
.and County area, on the other hand, is the most advanced in
the region in terms of currently dealing with nonpoint
source problems. Many solutions, therefore, can result from
modifications of existing programs rather than the develop-
ment - of totally new programs. -

a. Individual Home Treatment Systems -

1. The initial responsibility again rests with the newly
formed St. Louis County Water Quality Board. The Board
needs to have active participation from the Metropoli-
tan Sewer District, the Home Builders Association, St.
Louis County Public Works Department, and various major
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municipalities if realistic urban stormwater runcff
control plans are to be developed.

St. Louis County Water Quality Board should consider
individual home treatment system proposals and develop
a recommended model program for IHTS control in St.
Louis County.

St. Louis County Planning Department and Building

-Department must play major roleg in development of

model IHTS programming because the generally rural and
unlncorporated nature of St. Louis County places major
respongsibility at County level.

St. Louils County Building Code should be modlfled to
regquire 51te inspections by Registered Englneer.

A Professional Engineer should be added to the staff of
the St. Louis County Building Department.

The Building Department must also consider the addition
of an extra staff member to be responsible for the IHTS
operation permit program, including initial and peri-

odic ingpection to assure proper malntenance and opera-
tlon. .

The Building Department must galn increased support
from the Prosecuting Attorney in the area of enforce-
ment of fines so that the Department will generally

have the "teeth" required to assure effective opera- .
tions. '

The Building Department must play a more active role in
the licensing of septage haulers.

b. On~-Site Detention/Construction Site Runoff

Input from MSD in terms of its own stormwater plans is
particularly critical to the development of any future
stormwater planning done by the Water Quality Board.

To the fullest extent possible, the Water Quality Board
should encourage MSD to be the single agency respons-—
ible for developing, constructing and operating urban
stormwater control facilities.

St. Louis Céunty's Stormwater Detention Design Criteria
should be re-~evaluated in terms of the specific propos-

~als set out in the 208 Plan and modification made where

appropriate by the St. Louis County Water Quality Board.
The Board should then attempt to have these criteria
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adopted in a number of munnicipalities which do not
have the stringent stormwater controls at this time.

4, L.ocal erosion and stormwater control ordinances such as
-adopted in the City of Creve Coeur should also be
evaluated as local programs that may serve as model
control ordinances.

5. St. Louis County is not limited in its statutory abil-~
1ty to adopt ordinances as are the other counties. It~
is a charter county and thus can adopt the kind of de-
tailed controls proposed in the plan.

6. MSD should continue to assist St. Louis County in re-
viewing site plans for their impact on stormwater run-
off.

7. The active St. Louis County Soil Conservation Service
: should also be looked to for considerable assistance on

the County Water Quality Board in the drafting of im-

proved ordinances. <

C. Streetsweeping, Private Parking Lot Mainten-
ance, Leaf Collection. Same points here as in the discussion.
of St. Charles County. Note, however, that at both. the
County and municipal levels St. Louis County is already in-
volved in some of these programs to a greater extent than is
8t. Charles County and, thus, again local models are more
readily available and modification may be preferable to the
development of new programs. '

VI. -PLAN IMPLEMENTATION AND SCHEDULING

Introduction. The 208 recommendations are the blue-
print for controlling water pollution in the St. Louis area
through the Year 2000. The controls were not developed to
be ends. in themselves; they were designed to fit together, as
part of an areawide wastewater management strategy.  If only
parts of the Plan are put into effect, water gquality prob-
lems will still exist in area streams; the goals of the
Clean Water Act will not be reached in the St. Louis area.-

Insuring that- the pollution control recommendations are im-
plemented in a timely manner will require a coordinated
effort from all agencies involved in water gquality manage-—
ment. The State of Missgouri must provide the funds neces-
sary to match Federal grants; lack of grants will delay
necessary improvements. East-West Gateway, as 208 coor-—
dinator~planner, must have the money from Federal and local
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" gources to establish an ongoing water quality management
program, to help communities through technical assistance
and update the Plan through monitoring to reflect changing
conditions. Gateway must be able to staff the Regional

‘Water Quality Board, helping it make informed policy deci-
sions.

County and local government, too, have important roles in
208 Plan implementation. They must provide initiative in
dealing with local water quality problems. Local communi-
ties carry many 208 responsibilities: they are responsible
for developing local pollution control plans through the
facility planning process; developing the necessary insti-
tutional agreements to service areas outside their current
boundaries of jurisdictions; .and raising revenues to finance,
operate and maintain their treatment systems. To help local
communities meet their responsibilities, the County Water
Quality Board should be formed immediately. The Boards

- should assign priorities to the problems within their coun-'
ty; develop a schedule for advancing solutions; and work
with the management agencies involved.

Finally, the citizens of the St. Louis area have a major
role to play in implementing the 208 Plan. They are the
clients for whom the 208 Plan was developed; they reap the
benefits from clean water. Citizen participation during
formulation of the 208 Plan helped develop a plan sensitive
" to ‘local concerns. Citizens should have a continued, and
more vigorous role during Plan implementation--working on
the Water Quality Boards; lobbying for continued grant -
programs; and informing their ne1ghbors of the water ‘quality
management program,

This section of the 208 Plan approaches the critical issue
of implementation responsibilities and scheduling from a
number of separate but interrelated vantage points. First,
it presents a broad evaluation of implementation priorities
based on regional needs and requirements. Second, it iden-
tifies the major responsibilities of key 208 management

- .agencies and in accompanying tables,; proposes a detailed.
short-range schedule for undertaking~these responsibilities.
Recognizing the critical need for major development and ex-
pansion, a separate point source control timetable is then
presented for each of the counties in the study area. In a
fourth analytical section, an. in~depth chart is presented in
which the four major categories of 208 management responsi-
bility are used as the basis for a long-range implementation
schedule. Finally, the concluding section of the Plan
Implementation Section presents proposals for specific state
legislative measures that are critical to the implémentation
of the St. Louis 208 Program. :
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A. Priorities for Implementing 208 Control Measures

The following control measures contained in the Water Qualw-
ity Management Plan for the St. Louis region are listed in

-~ an order of priority based on regional needs and reqguire-

‘ments. These priorities reflect studies conducted during
‘the courge of the 208 Program in which problems. were iden-
tified and criteria for establishing priorities were agreed
upon. Detailed analysis of this material was presented in
the Element 20.¢ Report.  Based upon this work the followxng
priorities were establlshed..

a. First Priority

1. Develop a continuing planning program to effectively
analyze regional and local water quality problems.

2. Control the proliferation of future small sewerage
systems.
3. Develop regional or subregional sewage systems to elim-

inate many of the existing point sources. Regional and
subreglonal systems should be developed for the follow-
ing areas:

‘a. The Lower Meramec Watershed below Keifex Creek.

b. The St. Charles Watershed, particularly in
Dardenne Creek and Perugue Creek.

¢. Creve Coeur and Fee Fee Creek.
4. The smaller population centers, such as Gray

Summit, Festus, Crystal City, Cedar Hills,
Herculaneum, Pacific, Union and Washington.

4. Provide effluent disinfection.for all point sources in
accordance with the policies of the Clean Water Commis-
sion.

5. Develop effective septic tank controls which include

: adequate disposal of septage for each of the four
counties.
b..  Second Priority
1. | Ensure proper operation and maintenance of all point

source controls including the proper disposal of sludge
and monitoring of effluent quality.
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Establish construction priorities for the various

© wastewater treatment facilities.

Monitor the Plan's progress in accompllshlng its objec—
tives.

C. Third Priority

Encourage point gources to dlsrhalge into major rlvers
such as the Missouri or Mississippi River to avoid dig-

.charge into small streams which may not be able to

assimilate the effluents.

Adopt ordinances for controlling sediment from new
development both during and after construction(

Develop a program to control the disposal of hazardous
or toxic waste. -

Develop and adopt controls for adeguate disposél'of
residual waste such as sludges from sewage and water
treatment plants. ‘

d. Fpurth Prlorlty

‘Integrate agricultural controls aeveloped by the State

of Missouri into the St. Louis 208 managément program.

Modify existing urban house-cleaning actxvmtles, such
as streetsweeping, refuse collection, . etc., to reduce

‘pollutant discharges to the streams.

Modlfy the existing instream water guality moni-
toring program by increasing the number of samplmng
stations, the frequency of sampling, and parameters
measured.

e. Fifth Priority

- Develop phosphate criteria needed to adequately control

aguatic growth in the area's streams, such as the Lower
Meramec and its small tributary streams. These criteria
should also include a wasteload allocation for phos-

- phorus for the various sources, such as point sources,

urban runoff, and agricultural sources.

Identify and develop best management practices for the
general control of urban runoff and other nonpoint
sources from both existing and future development. it
should be recognized that many of the previous issues
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~or problems would result in the development of best
management practices. The intention here is to develop
a general and broad base set of best management prac-
tlces.

3. Develop a program to protect and improve the st, Louis -
combined sewage/stormwater collection system.

£. Sixth Priority

1. Develop specific criteria for the location of resmdual
' waste disposal sites.

2. Davelop specific nonpoint source structural controls
for the protection of lakes and streams, such as Lake
St. Louis, Creve Coeur Lake, and Gravois Creek.

3. Request federal wasteload allocatlons for the major
metropolitan areas on the multi-state ba51s for the
Missouri and Mississippi Rivers.

4: “Develop secondary treatment systems for the two large
.~ ‘primary plants presently serving the City of St. Louis.

5. vDevelop controls for reducing the combined sewer over-
- flows from the St. Louis metropolitan area.

6. Develop specific phosphate controls {construction of
phosphate removal systems or the elemination of phos-
phate detergents) to control or eliminate agunatic

- growth in the Meramec Rlver and its smaller trlbutarles.

g. Seventh Priority

1. Develop a general metropolitan or & reglonal urban
runcff mechanical treatmeént system.

B. Management Agency Responsibilities

- The 208 Plan has identified a number of key entities who

will have major responsibilities in implementing the speci~
fics of the areawide wastewater management program. Thesé
key entities are East-West Gateway Coordinating Council (208
Coordlnator—Planner), the State of Missouri, a newly formed
Regional Water Quality Board, individual County Water Qual-~
ity Boards set up for the first time in Franklin, Jefferson
~and St. Charlés Counties, as well as St. Louis City/County.
‘Additional key entities are a variety of municipalities,

sewer districts and county governménts designated as waste- .
water treatment operators. Earlier in this Final Plan, the:
KrESPECtlve roles of each of these entities have been described.
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It is important that each of these entities understands the
key steps that must be pursued both in the short- and long-
term in order to effectuate the 208 Plan.

In the six months/one year following the approval of the 208
plan by the Environmental Protection Agency and the Goverror
of the State of Missouri, the two dominant figures in 208
implementation will have to be the State of Missouri and
Gateway. Although both entities will continue to play ex-
tremely significant roles throughout the course of 208 im-.
plementation, their respective responsibilities will be par-
ticularly substantial in the start-up phase of the 208 ‘
“implementation program.

1. State of Missouri. The State has a number of
major responsibilities that must be pursued in the first
year of 208 implementation. These responsibilities, in
Table 19, are in order of priority:

1. The State must ask Missouri voters as soon as possible
for approval of another major sale of bonds for the
purpose .of supplementing the existing Water Pollution
Control Pund. This fund has been the source of State
matching grants for wastewater facility construction..
All indications are that the existing funds aré insuf-
ficient to provide the matching State grants needed to
effectuate the technical proposals recommended in the
St. Louis 208 Program. Prompt action by the State will
gerve as a strong indicator of the State's support of
the 208 Plan and will assure communities of the fiscal
support needed to put major facility improvements into
effect. - ‘ '

2. The State's own ongoing 208 study, particularly as it
relates to agricultural nonpoint source controls, must
be closely coordinated with the nonpoint source find-
ings and recommendations of the St. Louis 208 study.
This effort should be part of a brdader ongoing working
relationship that must develop between the State and
Gateway. '

3. The State must work with the Attorney General's Office
in lobbying the State Legislature for the budgetary.
allocations needed to increase the staffing available -
to the Attorney General's Office for dealing with water
pollution problems. DNR needs additional attorneys who
can work with the State's environmental agencies to
asgsure increased enforcement of NPDES violations and
related water guality problems. The chairman of the
State's Clean Water Commission has expressed clear
support for this effort and this kind of support needs
to be translated into immediate action.
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‘DNR needs to review its current gtaff capabilities to .

assure that it has adequate personnel to administer the
NPDES program as well as play an increased role in
monitoring. Additional staffing appears to be neces-
sary.

The State needs to develop a policy statement and

program on the relationship between future 201 con-

struction grants and 208 final plan recommendations.
The State must make extremely clear what action it will
take against any designated management agency which
fails to carry out the responsibilities agreed to in
the management designation statements signed by the
agency and Gateway. The State should make clear in i
such a written statement that it will oppose the grant-
ing of any State wastewater management funds to an

 entity that is not living up to its responsibilities as-

set out and agreed to as part of the final 208 Plan. -
Absent such a statement and a willingness to act asser-
tively in casges of noncompliance, the management state-
ments will hardly be binding since Gateway, as the 208 -
coordinator, has 1tself no direct enforcement capablllw'
ties. -

2. East-West Gateway As the St. Louis 208

planner and coordinator, Gateway will have numerous respons—
ibilities. Its success in assuming these responsibilities
will greatly determine the effectiveness of the St., Louis
208 program. Among the most critical assignments, shown in |
Table 20, facing, Gateway are the followmng.

l.

!
Gateway must be the.spokesman for the St. Louis 208
region. As such, it must continually push the State of
Missouri to move in the various directions outlined
above., The relationship of Gateway and the State is
particularly critical because of the State's "back-up" .
enforcement powers. East-West Gateway must use the 208
plan as a proposed agenda for itself and the State.

A very important item for Gateway in its dealings with
the State will be to resolve any differences regarding
the Clean Water Commission's priority system for 201
grants. Gateway needs to make the State aware of the
priorities set by the final 208 Plan particularly where
they may differ with current Clean Water Commission
projections.
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Cateway must detail out a continued plannlng program in
which it identifies its SpelelC responsibilities and
determines the type of staffing and funding needs that
will be associated with fulfilling these responsibili-
ties. Gateway must develop a kind of 208 "scope of
services" for itself. This effort will not only allow
it to set its own priorities and needs, but also,
through self-evaluation, to develop a program upon

"which Gateway can fdustify continued funding. Continued

Gateway involvement can be a. reality only if new fund-
ing sources can be tapped. To do ongoing planning and
management Gateway will be: looking beyond the federal
government since EPA will fund at best no moré than 85
percent of the costs involved. The necessity of look-
ing to the state and/or local governments for funding
assistance makeg it even more imperative that a thought-
ful and well-documented continuing planning proposal.
This effort must be completed promptly yet thought- -
fully.

Aside from general operating expenses, Gateway will’
need to obtain the funding required to staff the Re~.’
gional Water Quality Board as well as provide techni-
cal assistance to the various County Water Quality
Beoards. Funding to allow Gateway te work actively with
the Regional and County Boards is particularly critical
since, at least for an interim period, the Boards them—
selves will have no visible means of fiscal support.
Gateway will also need funding to help undertake a
number of special study efforts. For example, one such
study should focus in on the monitoring process and
determine in detail the "types of water quality'mOni- ‘
toring that need to be done and to allocate responsi-.
bilities for assuming these monitoring tasks. Relatedly,
a special study should be done utilizing both monitor-
ing techniques as well as the water guality model to
determine in greatly increased detail the contribution -
of nonpoint sources to water quality problems in the -
St. Louis 208 region. Finally, the issue of private
sewer acquisition should be subject to extensive study
so that Gateway and the Regional Water Quality Board’
can assist those municipalities and sewer dlstxlcts
that are and will be 1nvolved in purchases.

The Water Quality Board concept is critical to the suc-
cessful implementation of the management/institutional
program of the 208 region. East-West Gateway must take
the responsibility for initiating this program bhoth at

- the regional and county levels. This will require that

Gateway commit staff to the task of settlng up these
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various boards. Gateway has developed considerable
credibility. as well as numerous ‘contacts throughout the
two and one-half year planning process and these,
Gateway's strengths, will have to be ‘broyght to bear . in
brlnglng together from each county those people who

.will sit on the four County Water Quality Boards.

Since the Reglonal Water Quality Board will draw its
membership in part from representatives sent to it by
the County Boards, the success of the latter will be
critical to the start-up of the Regional Board. A
concurrent effort rnionetheless must be made by Gateway
to get the Reglonal Water Quality Board off the ground,

‘particularly in establishing a place for the Board
- within the overall Gateway organizational hierarchy.

Gateway will need to work with various designated

" management agencies in the next six months to resolve

any problems regarding proposed service areas and
inter-governmental agreements needed to initiate point

.source planning or construction efforts. This process

has already progressed to a great extent as & result of
Gateway's two-phased "bridge-building" process. How~
ever, this program needs to continue with particular.
emphasis in those areas in which difficult institu-
tional solutions need to be developed (e.g., St.

Charles County, Lower Meramec, and Pacific- Labadie area
in. Frankin County). The A-95 process, which has always
been an extremely important Gateway function, will be
even more critical in the future in the area of 201
facility plan approval. A-95 is one of the few. real

. mechanisms available to Gateway to help gain compliance
. with the 208 Plan. Gateway must carefully evaluate,

with input from the State and particularly from EPA,

" the degree to which the A-95 process can be used as a

kind of enforcement device. Certainly Gateway must
carefully review 201 facility plans and deny its approv-
al to any plan which does not conform to the policies

of the 208 Plan. EPA's support for Gateway A-95 deci~-

'319n~mak1ng ig essential to its effectiveness.

A critical ong01ng function of East-West Gateway must
be continued through public participation in water
guality programs. While citizen-at-large memberships
on the Regional and County Water Quality Boards are a
step in this direction, Gateway will need to continue.
its efforts at informing the public about the 208

 implementation program. Maximum public support for

these efforts is critical.
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It should be emphasized that each of the critical Gateway
functions noted above is to be initiated as part of the -
final plan development process and then actively pursued in
the first six months following the adoption of the final 208
Plan. A number of the functions will, of course, continue
throughout the implementation of the 208 program, and Gate-
way's direct responsibility for exercising some of these
functions may vary as time goes on. For example, as has
been previously noted, Gateway will be working very closely

. with newly formed County Water Quality Boards and a new
Regional Water Quality Board. Responsibilities initially.
‘allocated to Gateway staff can, in the future, be shared
with the County and Regional Boards once the latter has
become viable. For this reason, it is even more important
that Gateway move guickly to set up the Board system. It is
proposed: that East-West Gateway use January 1, 1979, as the
.absolute deadline for functlonlng County and Reglonal Water
Quality Boards. While it is true that only local officials
‘can’ guarantae the Ultimate success or failure of the PBoards,
there is' no guestion that the impetus for starting these new
‘entitids must come from Gateway. .Although the process of
instituting the County and Regional Boards should be pursued
coricurrently the prlmary emphasis -should be on establishing
the County Boards since they will, in turn, select represen-
tatlves to serve on the Regional Board

S County Water Quallty Boards. The resp0nsim‘
bil;tles -0f the County Water Quality Boards, shown in Table
21; are 1n order of priority:

l. : The first task for a County Water Quallty Board is to
- 8et itself up as a viable entity. This requires achiev-
- ing the kind of comprehensxve representation which

- would include county, municipal and sewer district
officials as well as a number of other representatives.
Once a w1lllngness to participate in such an organiza-
tion can be achleved, local governmental agreements
must be made in which the various representative entity
will agree to:support to the fullest extent program
policies of the County Water Quality Board as well as
the Regional Board. Because the Board is seen as a
voluntary designation, the need for inter-governmental
agreement is even more critical. Decisions will have
to be made regarding the final voting/non-voting status
of representatives, the possibility of some funding
being contributed by each representative organization
to support at least in small part the activities of the
Board, the chairmanship of the organization and a wide
range of other organizational issues. -
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The County Water Quality Board must serve as a forum
for resolving a number of the more difficult institu-
tional situations that will be created as a result of
the point source proposals contained in the final 208
plan. For example, the overall technical proposal for
dealing with wastewater in St. Charles County will re-
quire a great deal of cooperation and negotiation be-
tween numerous entities concerned with wastewater man-
agement in that county. The S8t. Charles County Water

_ Quality Board must serve as the forum for bringing these

various parties together and resolving the differences
that currently exist between potentially competing en-
tities. ' : - : :

The County Water Quality Boards will also have to serve
as the forum for resolving less dramatic institutional
dilemmas such as the various arrangements that will
have to be developed between currently unserviced unin-
corporated areas and designated management agencies.

In many instances, decisions regarding annexation ver-
sus service contracts may well benefit from the guid-

~ance that a representative County Board can provide,

A critical high priority item for the agenda of each
County Water Quality Board is an examination of the
nonpoint source control measures proposed in the Final .
208 Plan. The Plan calls for the adoption by each ‘
County Water Quality Board of model ordinances to be
adopted by county and municipal governments. Wide--
spread use of these ordinances will be possible only if
the County Board can gain a consensus on the type of
model ordinance that will best serve the needs of the.
county and respond to its particular nonpoint source
problems. ' : '

The County Boards will need to carefully examine the

‘monitoring program proposed in the Plan and help Gate-

way, the Regional Water Quality Board, and the State of
Missouri in determining the proper role of local govern-
ment in the monitoring process.

" The handling of residual waste is a problem that can

only be adequately dealt with from a county and regional
perspective. Neither county governments nor municipal
or sewer district entities can respond to the residual .
waste issue without considerable cooperation and a com-
bined effort. The County Board's position in implement- -
ing residual waste alternatives will provide valuable
input also to the Regional Water Quality Board and
Gateway in terms of the latter's planning decisions
regarding region-wide residual waste treatment.
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6. The County Water Quality Boards must promptly elect two
representatives to serve on the Regional Water Quality
Board.  These representatlves will not only be that
county s representatives on the regional body but will,
in turn, keep the County Board fully abreast of the
activities of Gateway, the State, and the Regional
Board. For example, the County Board needs to be con-
tinually informed as to the enforcement activities of
the State, the priority setting of the Clean Water Com-
mission, the planning and other studies being undertak-
en by Gateway and a host of other more regionalized
wastewater management issues.

7. The County Water Quality Board will have East~West
Gateway staff available to it, and the Board should de~
velop its own list of priorities as to studies in which
it would play a viable part. In other words, a number
of planning and implementation studies that will be
undertaken by Gateway should and will require input
from local wastewater management representatives. The
individual County Boards need to parcel out certain
responsibilities in these studies to their own members
and, with the assistance of Gateway, assure that re-
gional studies adequately present the concerns of théir
own representatives.

Unlike the Regional Water Quality Board which will be estabw
lished within an existing organization--East-West Gateway--
the County Water Quality Boards will be more independent and
free-floating entities. While this situation will make the
County Boards more difficult to establish, their independ-
ence, once functioning, should allow for a major local
contribution. :

4, Regional Water Quality Board. As with the
County Water Quality Boards, the Regional Board set up
"within the East-West Gateway framework must have a list of
high priority responsibilities from which it can work once
created and functioning. The most critical of these func-
tlons, shown in Table 22, would include the following:

1. ~ Perhaps the most critical task for the Regional Water
Quality Board is to clearly establish itself within the
Gateway hierarchy. Certainly existing divisions within
Gateway will be extremely important in developing a
place for this new organization. Particularly important
will be the relationship between the Environmental Task
Force, the 208 Policy Advisory Committee and the
Citizens Commititee. In particular, the Citizens Com-
mittee (Water Quality Task Force) may wish to select
representatives from its membership to become the
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citizen members on the regional Water Quality Board.
Since the Citizens Committee will be phased out in the
months following the final plan adoption, the gelection
of representatives from this group to sit on a Regional
Water Quality Board can provide an excellent transi-
tional opportunity for continued citizen input..

"2.°  Once the Board has been established, it must immedi- -
ately begin to assume some of the responsibilities that
will, of necessity, have fallen totally on Gateway
staff in the interim prior to the Board's creation. The
Regional Water Quality Board must be a working Board
willing to work directly with Gateway performing some
of the difficult tasks of implementation and future
planning work. Thus, the Board will have to make a
committee of time and effort on a number of the special

. studies that Gateway will most likely be undertaking
(e.g., related to monitoring, acquisition of private
sewer utilities, and model nonpoint source control
measures). While Gateway staff will be looked to for
providing the majority of technical skills and time
commitment, the Board, given its composgition, would -
have the experience and technical knowledge related to
wastewater management needed to assure the guality of
Gateway's work.

3. The' Regional Water Quality Board must establish itself
as the liaison between the County Water Quality Boards
and East-West Gateway. It might also develop a similar
relationship with the State of Missouri. The result of
such a successful liaison would ideally allow the State
and EPA to deal exclusively with the Regional Water
Quality Board and still meintain sufficiently close
contact with more localized levels of government.

4. Beyond its role of working partner, the Regional Water
Quality Board must be in a sense East-West Gateway's
208 "watchdog," assuring the guality and effectiveness
of CGateway's effort as 208 coordinator.

: 5., Designated 208 Operating Agencies. In addi-
tion to the responsibllities at wi ave to be assumed at
the state, regional and county levels of government, there
will be numerous communities and sewer districts that will,
by virtue of signed management designation statements, have
agreed to accept considerable responsibility for the success-
ful implementation of the 208 program, particularly as
regards the treatment of point sources of water pollution.
These designated operating agencies will have accepted
responsibility for implementing the detailed technical
alternatives that have been proposed as part of the Final
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208 Plan.  These agencies will have a number of responsibil-
ities which must be prioritized and scheduled. These re-
sponsibilities, shown in Table 23, include the following:
; , ‘ _
1. The designated 208 operatihg agenEies must develop, in
the six months following the approval ¢f the 208 plan,
an implementation schedule for putting the proposed '
technical solution for their service into effect. The
first step in this process will be to consider methods
of funding the proposed alternative, particularly be-
cause in some instances, such an evalution will suggest
‘the need to consider non-sewered alternatives and
‘individual home treatment systems as alternatives to
the cost of mechanical treatment plants. While this
alternative process for smaller service areas is more’
appropriately a part of the 201 facility planning pro-
cess, a recognition of this responsibility is essential.
for an understanding of the responsibilities being
‘accepted by a 208 operating agency. ‘

2. ' The proposals for dealing with point source pollution
in ahy area will require some kind of institutional
"change. At the very least, a designated management
agency will have to begin to explore how best to serv-
ice an area larger than its existing service area.

An ihvestigation of annexation possibilities or -service

" ¢ontracting should begin immediately so that a move in
the selected institutional direction can be implemented
- as promptly as possible. This decision will, of course,
be tied to the general question of how best to spread
the cost of a proposed system when servicing a large
area. In more complicated institutional situations,
such as in St. Charles County and the Lower Meramec
area, efforts to allocate management responsibilities
to as yet nonfunctioning sewer districts and other new

" management entities must begin. Governmental bodies
such as the County Court in Jefferson County which have
not been involved actively in wastewater management
needs to develop strategies for implementing service
plans for unincorporated portions.of the county which
have either existing or proposed management entities on
whom responsibility can be placed. '

3. - Individual operating agencies must commit to and begin
working with the County Water Quality Board developed
within each jurisdiction. The County Water Quality
Boards, as noted earlier, can provide individual commu-
nities with technical assistance as well as a public
forum in which individual operating problems can be
resolved. ' :
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4. Since there is a clear overlap in governmental respons-
"ibility for both. point source and nonpoint source con-
trol, the designated operating agencies will also need
to commit to working with County Water Quality Boards
in thelr efforts to develop model nonpoint source
controls.

6. Local Governments. Local governments through- '

out the St. Louis 208 region should understand that they
have responsxbllltles and 208 priorities that are distin-
guishable from those responsibilities that might concurrent-
ly be placed on these governments because of representation
on the Regional and/or County Water Quality Board as 208
operating agnecies. Because much of what the Regional and
County Water Quality‘Boards as well as Easthest Gateway do
is voluntary in natiure, the final step in certain aspects of
208 implementation will rest ultimately upon local govern-
‘ment. This fact raises a number of identifiable short range
208 respon51blllt1es for local governments. These respons-
ibilities, shown in Table 24, are as follows:

L. The commitment of local governments to 208 implementa-
tion must go beyond the willingness to sent representa-—.
tives to the newly established Boards. Local govern-
ments must be willing to seriously consider the pro-
posals that will be evolving from the Boards and act
upon their recommendations, particularly as relates +to
nonpoint source controls. Morebver, even a willingness
to adopt changes in local legislation to conform to
model ordinance proposals will be meaningless unless.
local enforcement is pursued as well.

2. Local govermments should begin now to consider possible
: means of helping to fund the fforts of the County and
-Regional Water Quality Boards. Although it seems likely
- that the 'great bulk of funding can come from federal
sources, the need for matching funds is imperative and
needs to be met in some equitable and reasonable way by
local communities.

C.  Priorities and Schedule for Point Source ImproVe~
ments .

Section 208(b) (2) (B) of the 1972 Clean Water Act requires
"the establishment of construction priorities . . . and time
schedules for initiation and. completion of all treatment
works" as an output of the 208 Plan. Table 25 lists the con-
- struction priorities for the Plan's point source control
recommendations.* It .is recommended that all point source
control recommendations be implemented by 1985 to meet the

*The 208 ranking of municipal point sources is not intended
to supersede the statewide construction priority list but is
- intended to provide input into the statewide construction
grant program. Statewide priorities may differ significantly
from a listing based solely on regional goals and objectives.
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" national water guality goals. Table 26 presents a schedule
of the actions necessary to meet the initial operation

dates of the controls. Both management actions--forming o
sewer districts and intergovernmental agreements-—and facil-
ity planning actions are detailed. The following symbols
are used in the Table to illustrate the necessary actions:

_ﬁrOrganize Sewer District
'ElExpand Service Area

A& Initiate 201 Facility Pianoing
@ Complete 201 Facility Planning
O Begin Constructionr

D. Major Management Functions: ILong-Range Schedr
uling and Allocation { - '

There are-four groupings of management functions (described
earlier in this Section) which have been allocated to the
various government entltles designated in this Plan to be
part of this reglon s water guality management system. FEach
- functional grouping includes a set of specific management
responsibilities. These respons;bllltles and the manage-
ment agencies they have been assigned to are detailed in
Table 27. o

E. Legislative Priorities and Scheduling

In addition to the other implementation priorities noted’
above, there are a number of possible changes in Missouri
statutes that could substantially improve wastewater manage-
ment in the State. These changes would, among other things,
dffect the ability of sewer districts and second class
county governments to play an active role as 208 management
entltles

‘ i. Incdreased Powers for Second Class Counties.

As indicated in the draft corregpondence between the Missouri
Department of Natural Resources and the State Attorney
General's Office (see Appendix I}, there exist serious
gquestions regarding the legal authority of second class
counties to adopt and enforce the variety of nonpoint source
.pollution controls recommended in this 208 plan. Resolving
these issues is critical to the plan because three of the
major counties in the study area--5t. Charles, Jefferson and
Franklin--currently operate under second class county legis-
lation. Moreover, it 1s essential that responsibility for
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Regional
Priotity

CONSTRUCTION PRIORITIES

TABLE 25

FOR POINT SOURCE CONTROL RECOMMENDATIONS

Point Soufce
Control

Beginning
Date of
Operation

Selection Criteria’

N .‘1"

Lower Meramec

8t. Charles Consoli-
dated System

MSD Nortbwest

Sullivan/Uak Crove

Herculaneum/Pevely

January, 1982

January, 1984

Jaﬁuary,‘l982

January, 1983

January, 1981

272

This control permits the de-
vélopment of a regional sys-
tem which provides for elim-
ination of numerous peint
sources from the water

quality sensitive Lower Meramec
River. This regional system

‘would affect the greatest num-

ber of people and eliminate
the largest sources of any
system within the S5t. Louls
208 area.

Thisg control would provide for

. the development of a regional
- gystem in a large portion of

St. Charles County. Numerous

. smaller facilities would be

eliminated which presently
discharge to Peruque, Belleau,
Dardenne, Spencer, Cole, and
Sandfort Creeks. ‘

This control provides for. de-
velopment of a regional system
affecting a significant number
of people and point source dis-
charges from smaller creeks in
Northwest St. Louis area.

Thig control provides for a
subregional system serving

the general Sullivan/Oak Grove
arca and permits the el imina-
tion of scveral small point
sources presently discharging
to tributaries of the Rorbeusco
River.

This control‘providea for a

- subregional system servicing

the greater Herculaneum area
and permits elimination of
smaller facilities now dis-
charging to Sandy and Joachim

Creeks.



. Regional
Priority

Point Source
Control

TABLE 25

. (continued) -

Beginning
~ Date of
Operation

‘Belection Criterla

.6

10

11

Coldwater Creek

. " Pacific/Gray Summit

DeSoto

Eureka/Times Beach

Unioﬁ--

Festus/Crystal City

.Januaryl 1980

January, 1983

" January, 1983

January,. 1982

January, 1982

January, 1980

- 273

‘Thig control provides for ad-~

vanced treatment at the exist~

- ing expanded plant before dis-

charge to Coldwater Creek.

This control would provide for
the formation of a subregional
gystem to serve the entire
Pacific—~Gray Summit area thus
eliminating numerous small
facilities and discharging to
Brush and Labadie Creek Water-—
sheds. : o

This control provides for a
subregional system to serve
the City.of DeSoto and the
immediate surrounding area.
It also permits the elimina-
tion of several smaller
facilities located to the
north discharging to Fritz
and Ball Branch Creeks.

This control provides for the
creation of a subregional sys-
tem for the greater Eureka/.
Times Beach area and elimin-
ates several existing smaller
facilities now discharging to
low flow streams.

Thig contrel provides for a
subregional system serving

the greater Union area elim-
inating several smaller facil-
ities in the surrounding area,
now discharging to small trib-

utaries of the Bourbeuse.

Thig control provides for a
subregional system servicing
the greater Festus/Crystal
City area and permits elim-
ination of several smaller
facilities discharging into
Plattin Creek. Expansion is
currently under construction
and should be completed.



Regional
Priority

Point Source
Control

TABLE 25
(Continued)

Beginning
Date of |
Operation'

i
H
i

‘Selecti&n Criteriaa

12

13

14

15

16

Wentzville

8t. Clair

' Lower Big River/Heads
" Creek

 Cedar Hills

Pin Oak Creek -

January, 1979

January; 1980

January, 1985

" January, 1985

January, 1985

Congtruction is near comple-
tion. -

This control provides for‘a

subregional system to serve :
the greater St. Clair area

‘permitting the elimination

of the existing five city
plants and several smaller
facilities in the surround-
ing area. Expansion is cur--
rently in Step 3 and should
be completed.

This control would create a
subregional system for the .
general Lake Montowese area
including the existing Lower
Big. River Sewer District Serv-
ice area. It allows for the
elimination of several smaller
plants in this general area
now discharging to smaller
streams. .

This controel provides for
creation of a subregional
gystem thereby eliminating
numerousg small facilities
in this area along the Big
River, and insuring against
the proliferation of these
types of facilities in the
future. ' :

This control would establish -
a centralized treéatment sys-
tem to eliminate numeropus
smaller facilities presently
in this area discharging to
tributaries of Pin Cak Creek.
It would also deter the pro-
liferation of smaller facil-
ities in this area in the
future. '



 Regional -

Priority

TABLE 25
(Continued)

‘Eeginﬁing‘
‘Date of
-Ope:ation

Point Sou:ce
- Control

i
i

Seleétion Criteria

17

18

19

‘21

‘Robertsville/Lake |
' Sereme

"Gefald s

Stanton

Sugar Creek Watershed January, 1985

January, 1985

dlympian Village . 3anuary,‘1985

275

January, 1985

January,_l985-

This control ptovides for the. -
establishment of a2 community
system for the Stanton area’
which would eliminate several
small treatment facilitdes-
and numerous septic tanks.

This control provides for the
creation of a centralized -
treatment system which would
eliminate numerous small

- facilities now discharging to

Lake Serene, Evergreen Lakes,
Winch Creek, and Calvey Creek.
Tt would also control the pro-
liferation of such smaller
facilities in the future.

' This control provides for the

formation of a subregional sys- :
tem to serve the entire Sugar

‘Creek Watershed, thereby lim~

iting the proliferation of .
small treatment plants.

This contrel provides for a
subregional system for the
City of Gerald and surround-
ing areas. It.would eliminate .
the two exdsting city facili- :

" ties and control any future

proliferation of smaller
facilities in the outlying
areas.

This control provides for the
formation of a centralized
treatment system to control
the proliferation of smaller
facilities which is now occurs~
ring in this area and expected
to occur in the future.



Régional
P:iority

TABLE 25

(Continued)

‘ Beginning
Point Source "~ Date of
Control ) Operation,

Seledtion Criteria

22

23

2%

25

26

27

Selma _ January,

New Mellé , January,

Beaufort - . January,

Martigney Creek - January,

Glaize Creek Watershed January,

v

Duckett Creek Watershed January,

276

1985

1985

1985

1985

1985

1985

This control provides for the
creation of a centralized
treatment system for the
greater Selma area thereby
eliminating several smaller
facilities located.in Muddy
and Plattin Creek watersheds,
as well as controlling the
proliferation of such facil-
ities in the future in these
areas. '

This control provides for the
establishment of a community
treatment system to eliminate
existing and future prolifera-
tion of individual septic tank =
units.

This control provides for the
formation of a community sys-
tem thereby eliminating numer-
ous home septic units and one
small treatment faecility.

This comtrol would eliminate
the Martigney Creek Plant; the
watershed would be serviced by
MSD's Lemay Facility.

This control provides for ex~
tension of an existing system
into a subregional system
theteby eliminating numetous .
smaller facilitjes in the Upper
Glaize Creek and Eastern Heads
Creek Watersheds. _ .

Thig control provides for the
extension of an existing sub-
regional system to eliminate
several smaller facilities and
control the proliferation of
future small sewage systems in
Duckett Creek Watershed.



| TABLE 25 .
(Continued)

: B Beginning
Regional Point Source . Date of o
Priority . Control ' Operation. - Selection Criteria

28 Berger January, 1985 This control provides for the
S o o ‘ ‘ - establishment of a community -
treatment system to .eliminate
existing and future prolifera-
tion of individual septic tank _
units as well as eliminate a
few small treatment systems.,

.29 New Haven ' January, 1985 This control provides for the
' o ' expansion of an existing sub-

regional system to serve the

projected future growth for

the greater New Baven area..

30 Augusta ' January, 1985 This control provides for the
T ' establishment of a community
system to eliminate existing
and any future preliferation
of individual home septlc ‘
tank systems. -

31" ‘West Alton January, 1985 This control provides for the

' : ' ' : establishmant of a community -
treatment system to eliminate
existing and future prolifera-
tion of individual septic
tank units,

32 ‘Matson/Defiance January, 1985 This control permits the for-
) ‘ : T mation of a treatment system
to provide service to the two
closely situated communities
thereby eliminating any exist-
ing or future septic tank sys-
tems in the general area.

33 Labadie January, 1985 This control provides for the
: : S establishment of a community
" system thereby eliminating
numerous individual home sep~
tic tank systems as well as
several small treatment facil~
ities in the surrounding area.
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Regional
Priority

Point Source
Control

TABLE 23, .

(Continued)-

Beginning
Date of
‘Operation

Selection Criteria

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

Portage'Des Sioux

Leslie

Orchard Farm

Spanish Lake

Lemay

Bissell Point

8t. Charles-Missouri
River

© January,

January,

© January,

January,

January,

January,

1985

1985

1985

1982

1985

1985

July, 1981

278

This control would provide the
necessary treatment system to
sufficiently handle all ex-
pected future flows from the
community of Portage Des Sioux
eliminating the existing com-
munity septic tank and any in-
dividual septic tank systems’
in operation. '

This control provides for the
formation of a community sys-—
tem thereby eliminating numer-
ous home septic tank units now
in operation.

This control provides for the
establishment of a community

treatment sydtem to eliminate
individual home septic tank-

units now existing in Orchard
Farm.

This control provides for the
elimination of a significant
point source discharge from ¢
Spanish Lake Creek with flows
now being treated and dis-
charged to the Mississippi
River. :

This control provides for the
upgrading of an existing pri-
mary facility discharging to
the Mississippi River to sec-
ondary treatment facility.

This control provides for the’
upgrading of an existing pri-
mary facility discharging to
the Mississippl River to a,
secondary treatment facility.

Thig control provides for the
upgrading of an exlsting pri-
mary treatment system discharg-
ing to the Missourl River to a

secondary treatment facility.



TABLE 25

" (Continued) =
A ,_Begipning
Regional Point Source Date of o
Prioriqy AControl ‘ Operation Selec;ion Criteria ;‘_
b1 Washington ' January, 1979  Construction to be completed
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in late 1978.
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such -controls be allocatéd to county governments since they

are the only local governmental body with any authorlty over
unincorporated areas.

A number of county court judges have expressed the opinion
that existing legislation does not allow second class coun-
ties to adopt many of the program elements outlined in the
attached inquiry. TIf the Attorney General's Office confirms
this opinion, it will be critical to look to the Missouri
legislature to specifically amend second class county legis-

litlon to authorize the practices recommended in this Final
Plan.

: 2. Clarlflcatlon/ReVleon of Sewer District Legis-
1at10n. A second major area for statutory analysis and change
involves sewer districts. A fairly recent Jefferson County
Circuit Court decision found unconstitutional the annexation
provisions of legislation governing "second class county
sewer districts." Because of its emphasis on local control,
.this type of district has been and will continue to be an
attractive management option in newly sewered areas through~
- out the more rural areas of the region. Yet this judicial de-
cision has cast a cloud upon the applicable legislation.
While the decigion has not questioned the more important pro-
cess of district incorporation, it may well encourade future
attacks on second class county sewer district legislation..
Moreover, this lawsuit has simply highlighted a fact which
has become apparent as a result of this 208 study--all of
Missouri's sewer district legislation is in need of clarifi-
cation and substantial reworking. Exlstlng sewer district
laws are simply too dated and unresponsive to handle the
water quality management demands of 208, It is particularly
critical that sewer districts gain thé added authority needed
to deal adequately with nonpoint source control, nonsewered
point source control alternatives and major new funding needs.

3. < Additional State Pollution Control Fundlng. As’
has been previously suggested in this Final Plan,.local gov-
ernments’ should immediately initiate the process of gaining
from Missouri voters an authorization for supplementing the
existing Water Ppllution Control Pund. This critical State
revenue source, funded through proceeds arising from, State
bond sales, has been used to match federal grants and local
contributions in the development of new and/or expanded
‘treatment facilities. Many of the point source alternatives
proposed in this Plan will depend upon the replenishment of
the Water Pollution Control Fund. This effort needs to be in-
itiated before the current resources of the Fund have been
fully committed. Thus, as was done in 1971, State voters must
amend Article III, Section 37(b) of the Missouri Constitution

to authorize further State indebtedness for the purpose of
water pollution control.
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On a separate funding front, the Genéral Assembly needs to
make available sufficient funds to meet the request: of the
Clean Water Commission for additional legal staff in the
Attorney General's Office to assist thé Commission in its
1mprovement ‘activities.

- 4. Strengthened State Non901nt Source Control
Legislation. This Final 208 Plan has placed the ma3or
responsibilities for nonpoint source control programming and -
eénforcement at the local governmental level. This decision
reflects the desire of local counties and municipalities to
deal directly with nonpoint control. Major new State involv-
ement in this area was proposed and reflected at a number of
points in the study process. Not only did local governments
wish to retain autonomy, but also state government itself
was not interested in expanding its existing limited role in
nonpoint matters. With the assistance of Gateway and the
two~tiered Water Quallty Board system, local governments in
‘the $t. Louis 208 region should be able to adequately imple-
 ment and enforce proposed nonpoint programs. Should this. .
not occur, however, State government needs the legislative
‘capacity to deal directly with local nonpoint problems.
‘Although this is a lesser priority item than those statutory
changes proposed above, a strengthenlng of Chapter 204
(Water Pollution) of Missouri Statutes is highly recommended.

in partlcular, this Statutory Section needs to be amended to
recognize one concept of "nonpoint" pollutlon and to at a
least authorize a potential State role in dealing with
_construction site runoff and stormwater control, particu-
larly in environmentally sensitive areas. While State
involvement of nonpoint source should be. v1ewed primarily as
-a back-up system, DNR needs to'have adequate authority to
enforce nonpoint programs when other local efforts have
cleaxly failed.

The 208 studies bexng done in various parts of the State of
Missouri are likely to come to many of the same conclusions
regarding legislative priorities. Thus, it is hoped that
Statewide support for legislative c¢hanges in these areas can
be mustered. Gateway, as St. Louis' 208 Coordinator, must,
therefore, work not only with the State (the DNR and the
Attorney General), but also with other designated 208
coordinators throughout Missouri to achieve these legisla-
tive objectives. This effort should begin immediately so
that proposed new legislation can be drafted prior to the
-Fall session of the legislature.
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