
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION VII 
901 NORTH 5TH STREET 

KANSAS CITY, KANSAS 661 01 

Edwin D. Knight, Director 
Water Pollution Control Program 
Division of Environmental Quality 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, MO 65 102 

D 5 E O V E  

WATER POLLUTION 
CONTROL PROGRAM 

Dear Mr. Knight: 

EPA has completed its review of the total maximum daily load (TMDL) as submitted by 
your office for Rush Creek (Platte County; WBID 0278), as described in Section 303(d)(l) and 
which appears on your Section 303(d) list as impaired by BODINFR. In accordance with the 
Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et. seq.), all the required elements are adequately addressed and 
EPA approves all aspects of this TMDL. 

EPA believes, as described in the enclosed decision document, that this TMDL adequately 
addresses the pollutant of concern, and upon implementation, will result in attainment of the 
applicable water quality standards. The separate elements of the TMDL adequately address the 
allocations as needed, the critical conditions, and takes into consideration seasonal variation and a 
margin of safety. 

Thank you for your submittal. EPA appreciates Missouri's work to complete and adopt 
this TMDL, and looks forward to our continuing partnership in TMDL development. If you have 
any questions concerning this approval, feel free to contact Don Miller 9 13-5 5 1-7393. 

Sincerely, 

U. Gale Hutton 
Director 
Water, Wetlands, and Pesticides Division 

Enclosure 



TMDL Decision Document 

State: Missouri 
Waterbody Name: Rush Creek (Platte County) 
Missouri WBID No: 0278 
Pollutant: BOD/NFR (Objectionable Bottom Deposits) 
Date of State Submission: November 17,1999 
Date Received By EPA: November 24,1999 
EPA Reviewer: Don Miller 
Date of Review: November 26,1999 

Review Criteria 

1. Submittal Letter: State 
submittal letter indicates final 
TMDL(s) for specific 
water(s)/pollutant(s) were 
adopted by state and submitted 
to EPA for approval under 
303(d). 

2. Water Quality Standards 
Attainment: TMDL and 
associated allocations are set at 
levels adequate to result in 
attainment of applicable water 
quality standards. 

Approve 

x 

X 

Comments 

In the cover letter dated 17 November 1999, Missouri 
indicated that this submittal replaces the earlier 
submitted TMDL for Rush Creek. The pollutant is 
BOD/NFR. Missouri submitted this TMDL for 
approval by EPA pursuant to Section 303(d)(2) of the 
C WA. 

The applicable standard is a narrative water quality 
standard that states, "Waters shall be pee  porn 
substances in suflcient amounts to cause the 
formation ofputrescent, unsightly or harmful bottom 
deposits or prevent full maintenance of beneficial 
uses." The designated uses for Rush Creek are 
protection of warm water aquatic life, fish 
consumption, and whole body contact recreation. The 
State 's method for conducting rapid benthic 
examinations of streams indicates that the numeric 
expression of a attainment of the narrative water 
quality standard is "noticeable deposits that persist 
for 99 yards or less. " The allocations in this TMDL 
are adequate to result in the attainment of the 
interpretation of the narrative water quality standard. 



3. Numeric Target(s): 
Submission describes applicable 
water quality standards, 
including beneficial uses, 
applicable numeric and/or 
narrative criteria. Numeric 
water quality target(s) for 
TMDL identified, and adequate 
basis for target(s) as 
interpretation of water quality 
standards is provided. 

4. Source Analysis: Point, 
nonpoint, and background 
sources of pollutants of concern 
are described, including the 
magnitude and location of 
sources. Submittal demonstrates 
all significant sources have been 
considered. 

5. Allocations: Submittal 
identifies appropriate wasteload 
allocations for point sources and 
load allocations for nonpoint 
sources. If no point sources are 
present, wasteload allocations 
are zero. If no nonpoint sources 
are present, load allocations are 
zero. 

X 

X 

X 

The TMDL indicates that the relationship between 
suspended solids in the water column and deposited 
solids on the streambed is greatly confounded by 
stream morphometry and the variable nature of 
stream flow. The State 's method for conducting rapid 
benthic examinations ofsteams indicates that the 
interpretation of attainment of the narrative water 
quality standard is "noticeable deposits that persist 
for 99 yards or less." This TMDL provides an 
adequate basis for the interpretation of the narrative 
standard as a numeric water quality target. 

Nonpoint source loads contributing to the deposited 
solidsproblem in Rush Creek have not been observed. 
There are three wastewater discharges to Rush Creek; 
the Shelter Haven facility, the Hampton Woods 
subdivision, and the El Dorado Apartments 
wastewater treatment plant. Stream examinations 
have indicated that there are no noticeable solids 
deposits immediately upstream of the El Dorado 
Apartments outfall, therefore none of the observed 
solids deposition is believed to be contributedfiom 
the Shelter Haven facility, or the Hampton Woods 
subdivision which are located upstream of El Dorado 
Apt. WWTP. This TMDL has considered all 
signzficant sources. 

This TMDL allocates 9.9 yards to nonpoint sources 
and 79.2 yards to future point sources. This TMDL 
explains that the signijicant point source causing the 
impairment is being eliminated. These nonpoint and 
point source allocations are identijied and are 
appropriate. 



The link between the pollutant of concern and the 
numeric water quality target is the State's method for 
conducting rapid benthic examinations of steams. 
This methodology provides that the numeric 
expression of a attainment of the narrative water 
quality standard is "noticeable deposits that persist 
for 99 yards or less downstream fiom the source of 
the deposits. " The sum of the allocations and the 
margin of safety do not exceed the loading capacity, 
which this TMDL appropriately expresses as "99 
yards of bottom deposits." 

Since the WWTP was closed and all sewers were 
attached to the regional WWTP, and the WWTP 
discharges into a diflerent waterbody, and, the sole 
source of the impairment was the WWTP, it is 
completely certain that water quality standards will 
be met. The load and wasteload allocations are 
reserved for future growth, and an explicit margin of 
safety of 10% was provided for these reserved 
allocations. Since the WWTP discharging the 
pollutant of concern is being closed and the wasteload 
fiom that WWTP will be zero, the margin of safety is 
very reasonable. 

Because the standard exceedences were not observed 
to be correlated with seasons and no other evidence 
links the observed impairment with the seasons, this 
TMDL appropriately did not consider seasonality to . 

be a relevant factor for this TMDL. 

This TMDL was placed on public notice by DNR fiom 
May 28, 1999 to July 2, 1999. No comments were 
received. DNR has also conducted 6public meetings 
on this TMDL and on other 303(d) listing issues; no 
comments were received on the Rush Creek TMDL. 
This participation opportunity allowed the public to 
have meaningfkl input into this TMDL. 

6. Link Between Numeric 
Target(s) and Pollutant(s) of 
Concern: Submittal describes 
relationship between numeric 
target(s) and identified pollutant 
sources. For each pollutant, 
describes analytical basis for 
conclusion that sum of 
wasteload allocations, load 
allocations, and margin of safety 
does not exceed the loading 
capacity of the receiving 
water@). 

7. Margin of Safety: 
Submission describes explicit 
andlor implicit margin of safety 
for each pollutant. 

8. Seasonal Variations and 
Critical Conditions: 
Submission describes method 
for accounting for seasonal 
variations and critical conditions 
in the TMDL(s) 

9. Public Participation: 
Submission documents 
provision of public notice and 
public comment opportunity; 
and explains how public 
comments were considered in 
the final TMDL(s). 

X 

X 

X 

X 



10. Technical Analysis: 
Subinissioil provides appropriate 
level of teclmical analysis 
supportiilg TMDL eleineilts 

Each element in this TMDL contains crn cr~q~rol~riate 
/echnical~jz~stz$cation,fo~~ the decisions nmde. The 
loading cc~pncio< sen.rona1 variation. mnd mnra,yin of' 
.sc~f(?h) are hosed on appropriate technical analy,re.s. 
The nonpoint and point source load allocatio~s are 
q~p~*opricrte,fbp the level of'con71~lexity qf'the 1jvate1. 
qz~dity  1~~'oblem and the data and information 
a~milable to .s~pport the development of'this TlWDL. 

Note: 
The following criteria do not 
apply to all TMDLs, but are 
applied in the situations noted. 

11. Monitoring Plan for 
TMDLs Under Phased 
Approach (where phased 
approach is used): 
TMDLs de~~eloped uilder phased 
approach identify 
iinpleineiltatioil actions, 
illoilitoriilg plan and schedule 

A monitoring plan is inclzrded in the pnckc~ge ~l 'o l~ ided  
by iWis.sozrl.i DNR. The Kcrnscrs C'itj) Regional Office 
of Missozrri DNR 111ill check the plunt site nt six-nzon/h 
intervals to detern7ine when final closzrre of the xi/e is 
complete. DNR ivill do u ,stream ,szrn)ey of Rzrsh C'~.eek 
in /he ~ ic in i /y  of /he El Dor.a~ko A~~cr~~tnnent.~ WWTP 
ivithin tv~:o years of plant clo.rzrre. This p1~111 is 
.r.zrfficient /o ~fetern~lne at thu/ lime ~vhe/hel* ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ l i c ~ r h l e  

for coilsideriilg re~~isions to I I lI/uterd qtl~rlity ,stcrnda~*~k,s crre me/. 

TMDL. 

12. Reasonable Assurances 
(for waters affected by both 
point and nonpoint sources): 
Where point source(s) receive 
less striilgeilt wasteload 
allocatioils because iloilpoiilt 
source reductioils are expected 
and reflected in load allocations, 
iinplemei~tatioi~ plan provides 
reasoilable assurances that 
nonpoint iinpleineiltatioll actioils 
are sufficieilt to result in 
attaiiuneilt of load allocatioi~s in 
a reasoilable period of time. 
Reasoilable assurances inay be 
provided tl~sough use of 
regulatory, non-regulatory. or 
iilceiltive based iinpleineiltatioil 
mechanisins as appropriate. 

Efflzrent discharge fi.orn /he WP.YTP ~.emains trn~ker 
/he azlthority of the NPDESpern~il zrntil the /laentn7ent 
p l~mt  is clo.sed. This cr.rszrmnce is .sz~fficient to re.~zrl/ in 
/he cr/tcrinment of'the ~ ~ ~ ~ a , r / e l o a ~ /  crllocation. 



Implementation Plan Review 
Criteria Pursuant to 40 CFR 
130.6 and 303(e) 1 1 
13. Clear Implementation 
Plan: Submittal describes 
plaimed iillplemelltatioil actioils 
or, where appropriate. specific 
process and schedule for 
determiiliilg f ~ ~ t u r e  
iillpleineiltatioil actioils . Plan is 
sufficient to i~llpleilleilt a11 
wasteload and load allocatiolls 
in reasoilable period of time. 
TMDL(s) and iinplemeiltatioll 
measures are iilcorporated illto 
the water quality lnailageilleilt 
plan. Water quality lnailageineilt 
plan revisions are coilsisteilt 
with other existing provisioils of 
the water quality mana, ueillel~t 
1)lan. 

Ir~~plen~entation of this TiblDL consists of rnonitorrng 
the conyAete c1o.sz~1.e o f  the El Dorc~do Apnr.tr~~en/.\ 
WWTP, inclzlding renzovc~l of all plant conzponents. 
gl-crding, and re-vege~crtion of the plant site. Or7lji 
cfter conlplete c1oszn.e of the facility ~vill   he IWDES 
pernzit he tern.2incr/ecJ. Thi.~l7lc/n is sz~fficient to 
inzpler~lent the ~va.stelond allocc~tion in cr reci.soncrble 
period of time This TA4DL 111ill he incory~or.~[/ecl into 
ibli.ssoz~ri :s PVarer. Qzlc~lity iWc1ncrge111en1 Plan 


