


















DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

City of 102 W. 9th Street

JRh[ItI[[I Jffl] t

Roll MO 654

Phone: (573) 364-8659 Fax: (573) 364-8602 email: shargis@rollacity.org

January 2, 2015

Missouri Department of Natural Resources
Water Protection Program
Water Pollution Branch
P.O. Box 176
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Re: Comments on Draft Missouri State Operating Permit

To whom it may concern:

Please accept the following as the City of Rolla’s official comments on the Missouri Department of
Natural Resources Draft Missouri State Operating Permit.

Many of the changes implemented in the Draft Operating Permit appear to be advantageous to regulated
municipalities and will assist each community in its ability to comply with permit regulations.

However, of concern are the requirements under Section 5.1.2. It has been estimated that the addition of
the annual “In-stream Water Quality Monitoring” program will cost the city in excess of $15,000 per
year. While the city is capable of conducting some of the laboratory testing in-house, the majority will
require the use of an independent laboratory. This is an expense that is currently unfunded. City of Rolla
funding has been in a steady decline from 2007 on, particularly in the general fund which provides money
for activities such as this. These factors combined ensure that unfunded programs are virtually impossible
to implement at this time. Given the current economy and environment, a temporary moratorium on
requirements such as these would be helpful.

Perhaps it would be more advantageous to ensure that the requirements already in place are understood,
implemented and enforced before new requirements are added. Regulations change so rapidly that it is
difficult for municipalities, particularly the ones with small operating budgets, to keep up. The City of
Rolla has always strived to meet all federal and state requirements in our operating procedures and will
continue to do so. Reconsideration of this matter by the state would be appreciated.

Please feel free to contact me at (573) 364-8659 if you have any questions or require any additional
inforytio

Sinc

S rg s, .E.
liirector of Public Works
SHJacm
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December 30, 2014 
 
By Electronic Mail (publicnoticenpdes@DNR.mo.gov) 
 
Mr. Chris Wieberg 
Chief, Operating Permits Section 
Water Protection Program 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
1101 Riverside Drive 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 
 
 RE:  Draft Missouri State Operating Permit MOR040000 Comments 
 
Dear Mr. Wieberg: 

We have reviewed the Draft Missouri State Operating Permit MOR040000, placed on public notice 
October 31, 2014.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide the Department with our comments.  
 
We support the November 25, 2014 comments prepared by the Association of Missouri Cleanwater 
Agencies (AMCA), as well as the comments submitted by the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District 
(MSD). They raise very important issues regarding the draft permit and the State/local MS4 program. 
We appreciate the Department's careful consideration of AMCA's and MSD’s comments. 
 
In particular, we share the concerns raised about TMDL implementation through the MS4 permit.  
The Department’s MS4 NPDES permit must communicate and implement a consistent, affordable, 
and appropriate approach to TMDL implementation. This approach should include Department 
approval of the permittee’s SWMP and TMDL Implementation Plans. 
 
The City of Vinita Park is committed to working with the Department to ensure that Missouri’s 
waters are protected through application of good science and stakeholder input.  Please contact 
Gerald French at 314-428-7373 if you have any questions or would like to discuss these issues 
further. 

Sincerely, 

 

Gerald B. French, Sr. 
Public Works Director  

cc: Jay Hoskins  - MSD 









12355 Natural Bndge Road, Bridgeton, MO 63044-2090

City ofBridgeton
Conrad W. Bowers, Mayor

December 31, 2014

Mr. Chris Wieberg
Chief, Operating Permits Section

Water Protection Pro8ram

Missouri Department of Natural Resources

1101 Riverside Drive

Jefferson City, MO 65101

RE: Draft Missouri State Operating Permit MOR040000 Comments

Dear Mr. Wieberg:

We have reviewed the Draft Missouri State Operating Permit MOR040000, placed on public notice
October 31, 2014. We appreciate the opportunityto provide the Department with our comments.

We support the November 25, 2OL4 comments prepared by the Association of Missouri Cleanwater

Agencies (AMCA), as well as the comments submitted by the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District

(MSD). They raise very important issues regarding the draft permit and the State/local M54 program.

We appreciate the Department's careful consideration of AMCA's and MSD's comments.

ln particular, we share the concerns raised about TMDL implementation through the MS4 permit.

The Department's MS4 NPDES permit must communicate and implement a consistent, affordable,
and appropriate approach to TMDL implementation. This approach should include Department
approval of the permittee's SWMP and TMDL lmplementation Plans.

The City of Bridgeton is committed to working with the Department to ensure that Missouri's waters
are protected through application of good science and stakeholder input. Please contact me at 314-

373-3812 if you have any questions or would like to discuss these issues further.

Sincerely,

e? z-_t+- \-
Brian Petersen

Assistant City Engineer
City of Bridgeton, Missouri

Phone (314) 739-7500
Fax (314)739-5409

unvw bridgetonmo.com

Jay Hoskins - MSD











January 2, 2015 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

Water Protection Program 

P.O. Box 176 

Jefferson City, MO 65102 

E-mail: publicnoticenpdes@dnr.mo.gov  

Re:  Public Comments for the Proposed Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System General 

Permit, MOR040000 

            The City of Raymore, Missouri would like to convey its concern with the new monitoring 

requirements contained in Section 5.1.2.1 of the Proposed Small Municipal Separate Storm 

Sewer System (“MS4”) General Permit. The previous General Permit required monitoring solely 

for waters for which a TMDL had been approved. See Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 

System General Permit, MOR040000, Section 5.1.1 (2008). Section 5.1.2.1 of the proposed 

General Permit would require monitoring at six (6) locations throughout the municipality’s 

watershed regardless of whether a particular stream is impaired or whether a TMDL has been 

approved. This heightened monitoring requirement is unnecessarily burdensome, does not 

improve small municipalities’ current MS4 programs, and surpasses the requirements of similar 

General Permits in other states. Moreover, the federal Phase II MS4 regulations do not require 

monitoring in MS4 general permits.   

            The City of Raymore contains just under 20,000 people. Like many small municipalities 

in Missouri, its resources to implement a monitoring-intensive program under the General Permit 

for MS4s are relatively limited. Further, there are no obvious benefits of increasing monitoring 

requirements above and beyond waters with established TMDLs.  The very purpose of TMDLs 

is to monitor and protect impaired waters of the state. Thus, imposing heightened monitoring 

requirements on waters not protected by TMDLs is entirely unnecessary and excessively 

burdensome for small municipalities.  Any potential benefits related to the heightened 

monitoring requirements would not outweigh the increased costs associated with monitoring in 

waters that do not have an approved TMDL.  

            Additionally, the heightened monitoring requirements would not provide additional value 

to small municipalities’ current MS4 programs. The City of Raymore and other small 

municipalities are required to maintain programs that support the six minimum control measures 

within the MS4 General Permit. These minimum control measures require sufficient monitoring, 

prevention, and control of pollution of storm water within small municipalities, particularly 

given the municipalities’ limited resources. Monitoring at a required minimum of six (6) 

locations, for at least 19 parameters, will result in the collection of a significant amount of data, 

but does little to help the City evaluate the effectiveness of its MS4 programs. There is no 

rational link between this mandatory program, imposed on all MS4 permittees, and the City of 

Raymore’s specific needs and concerns for protecting water quality.  

mailto:publicnoticenpdes@dnr.mo.gov


  

            Lastly, as perhaps the strongest evidence of the unreasonableness of the heightened 

monitoring requirements, the requirements contained in Section 5.1.1 are well above what other 

states have required in their General Permits for MS4s. See, e.g., Kansas General Permit for 

MS4s, Part III, http://www.kdheks.gov/muni/download/First-Time-Permittees-MS4-Draft-

Permit.pdf (tying monitoring to TMDL requirements); Minnesota General Permit for MS4s, Part 

IV, http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=19474 (not containing a 

specific monitoring requirement outside of operation of Alum or Ferric Chloride Phosphorus 

Treatment Systems); Ohio General Permit for MS4s, Part V, 

http://www.epa.ohio.gov/portals/35/permits/SmallMS4_Final_GP_sep14.pdf (incorporating 

monitoring requirements under 40 CFR Section 122.41(j), which only specifies methods of 

monitoring, and does not specify locations or frequency of monitoring).   

  

            MDNR has offered no explanation or basis for imposing a statewide mandatory 

requirement for sampling and monitoring by every Phase II MS4 municipality under the General 

Permit regardless of the water quality in the stream being monitored. Absent any basis for this 

requirement, and absent any federal requirement to impose these obligations, these obligations 

are arbitrary and force an unreasonable burden on Phase II municipalities such as the City. 

  

            We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.  The City of Raymore is 

committed to working with the Department to ensure that Missouri’s waters are protected 

through application of sound science and informed stakeholder input.   

  

Sincerely, 

Michael Krass 

Director of Public Works 

City of Raymore 

  

  

 

http://www.kdheks.gov/muni/download/First-Time-Permittees-MS4-Draft-Permit.pdf
http://www.kdheks.gov/muni/download/First-Time-Permittees-MS4-Draft-Permit.pdf
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=19474
http://www.epa.ohio.gov/portals/35/permits/SmallMS4_Final_GP_sep14.pdf
























CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED 
 
 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
The purpose of this e-mail is to inquire about paragraph 5.1.2.1 of the 
draft permit MO-R04000 that was distributed for public notice on 1 November 
2014.  The permit paragraph reads as follows: 
"In stream dry and wet weather monitoring shall be conducted at six (6) 
locations.  Where feasible, these locations should be along the primary stem 
of the principal watercourse in separate sub-regional watersheds that fall 
entirely or partially within the corporate boundaries of the MS4.  Specific 
monitoring locations shall be established by the permittee through 
consideration of criteria that may include; location of significant 
development, nearby land-use, illicit discharge "hot spots", previous 
in-stream sampling locations, or other criteria as may be determined by the 
permittee.  However, monitoring locations shall be selected from areas where 
flow is likely to occur.  The location of these sampling points and the 
rationale for their location shall be included in the SWMP". 
 
After a thorough review of Fort Leonard Wood's MS4 boundary, it has been 
determined that there are only two (2) locations that would meet the above 
the criteria of having flow during dry periods (Ground Hog Hollow and East 
Gate Hollow).  The other streams along the boundary of the FLW MS4 are 
losing and do not have flow during dry periods.  Please provide us with 
guidance on how we would proceed given our circumstances if the requirement 
is included in the Final General Permit.   
 
Thank you, 
Craig French 
DPW Environmental IMLD-PWE 
Solid Waste,Recycling & MS4 Program Manager 
1334 First Street, Bldg 2222 
573-596-0131 ex 61385 howard.c.french2.civ@mail.mil 
http://ice.disa.mil/index.cfm?fa=card&sp=90035&s=447&dep=*DoD&sc=5 
 
 
 
 
 
CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED 
 

mailto:howard.c.french2.civ@mail.mil
http://ice.disa.mil/index.cfm?fa=card&sp=90035&s=447&dep=*DoD&sc=5


 

 
 
 
 

January 2, 2015 
 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Water Protection Program 
ATTN: NPDES Permits and Engineering Section/Permit Comments 
P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
VIA EMAIL:  publicnoticenpdes@dnr.mo.gov 
 
 RE:   Permit Number MOR040000 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
 Please accept these comments on behalf of the Missouri Coalition for the Environment (MCE) 
regarding the General Operating Permit for municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), proposed 
by the Department of Natural Resources. MCE is a 45-year old non-profit organization dedicated to the 
protection of Missouri’s air, water, and land resources. MCE regularly advocates for the strengthening of 
water quality standards, the protection of watersheds, and the enforcement of National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. MCE represents members from across the state of 
Missouri and is a party to the consent decree governing the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District.  
 

The State Operating Permit for MS4s has direct implications on the quality of our water 
resources and the health of Missouri residents. It is critical that this permit build on the progress of the 
last five years and hold storm water permittees accountable. Our state’s economy and the health and 
livelihoods of its residents depend on these systems and on the Department’s ability to enforce the laws 
and regulations governing them. Therefore, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the General 
Operating Permit and urge you to adopt a permit that prioritizes water quality and reduces pollution 
from storm water, a major contributor to numerous impairments across the state. 

  
Some of the proposed changes to the General Operating Permit for MS4s will adversely impact 

water quality, as described below: 
 
1. The permit proposes to replace strict adherence to Water Quality Standards (WQS) with a 

baseline of Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP). As stated in the Department’s fact sheet, 
this change constitutes backsliding. We oppose any backsliding that undermines water 
quality and dilutes adherence to water quality standards. If the Department’s rationale is 
accepted, it is important that MEP serve as a baseline contingent upon the demonstration of 
effective best management practices (BMPs). It is also essential that MEP, based on BMPs 
effective at protecting water quality standards, remain the first and baseline criteria, not to 
be undermined by other criteria such as Waste Load Allocations (WLAs). 
 

2. The draft permit also constitutes backsliding in violation of the Clean Water Act as it relates 
to new development and redevelopment. The 2008 permit requires new development and 
redevelopment projects to reasonably mimic pre-construction runoff conditions, but this 
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requirement does not appear in the proposed permit. See Section 4.2.5.1 Post Construction 
Storm Water Management in New Development and Redevelopment. The Department does 
not offer any rationale for this backsliding and the language should be restored to the 
permit. Furthermore, requiring projects to reasonably mimic pre-construction conditions 
can serve the Department and permittees in addressing anti-degradation requirements if 
sufficient monitoring is conducted. 

 
3. The monitoring requirements under Section 5 are not reasonably certain to yield meaningful  

results and are insufficient to protect water quality. The proposed permit does not require 
sufficient frequency in wet or dry weather and the required six testing locations may be 
insufficient for some permittees. A more rigorous monitoring schedule is needed and should 
be based on the size of the project, watershed context, service area, or other quantifiable 
measurement to ensure that the monitoring is effective. The required location of 
monitoring also needs to be described in more detail. Insufficient monitoring criteria is likely 
to lead to unreliable data and an inaccurate skewing of the results that endangers water 
quality, aquatic ecosystems, and human health. 

 
The regulation of MS4s is vital to protecting Missouri’s water and the health of its citizens. With 

the improvements in green infrastructure and technology, the Department has the opportunity, and 
obligation, to ensure the protection of our water quality through this General Operating Permit. Thank 
you for your consideration of these comments and we wish you a happy new year. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Heather B. Navarro 
Executive Director 
 

 

 

 





























I offer these comments in response to the recent public notice of the Missouri Small MS4 draft operating permit 

#MOR040000. 

 

1.  Water Quality Standards:  It is good the state recognizes the two distinct "standards" scenarios (in Section 1.4 

of the permit).  This appears to be backsliding from the previous more stringent 2003 and 2008 permits; however, 

backsliding (this interim relaxation of Water Quality Standards where MEP can be applied in the process of 

pursuing WQS compliance) can be rationalized as consistent with certain court decisions and the iterative process 

toward water quality standards. However, this is only acceptable where MEP is but one of two distinctly separate 

standards:  

a) Maximum Extent Practicable or MEP in lieu of strict water quality standards as a baseline, on the condition 

that adequate best management practices are required in the permit and made clear and measurable in the MS4's 

stormwater management program plan (as decided in the 2013 Boston Sewer and Water District findings); and  

b) any more stringent criteria determined necessary to comply with TMDL limits and similar 

requirements based in more detailed study.  

 

It is important the state fully vet any argument that MEP should always trump more stringent limits, because these 

two requirements are well separated and supported as such in the Clean Water Act and federal regulation.  Certain 

arguments (for MEP to be the only standard) are ill-founded and misleading, omitting full and relevant court 

decisions, rationale and circumstances for the department director to require more specific criteria for example when 

determined to be considered MEP through state-of-the-practice or when the permittee fails to adequately implement 

best management practices to the maximum extent practicable.   

 

2.  Water Quality Monitoring requirements.  Water quality monitoring can be very informative and assist the 

communities in working toward measurable water quality goals.  However, there appears to be an inequity in the 

requirements in that all permittees are required to perform the same amount of monitoring regardless of size.   More 

thought could be given to monitoring per number of outfalls and types of discharge settings. 

 

3.  The removal of "reasonably mimic" from new post-construction development requirements.  This 

requirement should be returned to the permit, because its removal constitutes a backsliding that cannot be well 

reasoned or justified.  Its removal is also contradictory in purpose to required best management practices "in lieu" of 

strict adherence to water quality standards  The "mimic" term and concept is addressed throughout the clean water 

act, federal regulation, many policy and guidance documents, is evident in many projects across the country and in 

Missouri, is reasonably affordable, helps to address anti-degradation intentions and therefore considered by many to 

be state-of-the-practice stormwater management to address urban runoff quality.  In fact, a more prescriptive 

definition of reasonably mimic could be beneficial and should be considered for inclusion in the permit.  If the state 

removes the "reasonably mimic" term, it should then at least include a more prescriptive requirement for new 

development projects to provide on-site retention of the 90th percentile storm event except where continuous 

simulation modeling defines a more specific "reasonably mimic" scenario.  It is certainly critical to retain this 

requirement and an even more descriptive requirement for post-construction redevelopment (such as on site 

retention of the 75th percentile storm event) in order to avoid backsliding, to be current with maximum extent 

practicable, to be consistent with the model ordinance recently developed by EPA and DNR for southwest Missouri 

and to be consistent with the strategies in DNR's 2013 Missouri Guide to Green Infrastructure.  Finally, given any 

relaxation of WQS (that is MEP in lieu of WQS as one of the two standards), it is critical that adequate best 

management practices be retained in the permit and expanded as needed for accountability.   

 

4.  Finally, the state should require in the permit that MS4s adopt a set of stormwater practice specifications that 

provide local/regional prescription to achieve the post-construction runoff quality goals, lest the state develop such a 

statewide manual for mandatory adoption.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this permit. 

 

Sincerely, 

Ruth Wallace, CMS4S 

2020 Chickadee Road 

Jefferson City, MO 65101 

573 424 1981 

ruth.arnoldwallace@gmail.com 

tel:573%20424%201981
mailto:ruth.arnoldwallace@gmail.com
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   Public Works and Parks  
   6801 Delmar Boulevard, University City, Missouri 63130, Phone: (314) 505-8560, Fax: (314) 862-0694   

 

 

December 31, 2014 

 

By Electronic Mail (publicnoticenpdes@DNR.mo.gov) 

 

Mr. Chris Wieberg 

Chief, Operating Permits Section 

Water Protection Program 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

1101 Riverside Drive 

Jefferson City, MO 65101 

 

 RE:  Draft Missouri State Operating Permit MOR040000 Comments 

 

Dear Mr. Wieberg: 

 

We have reviewed the Draft Missouri State Operating Permit MOR040000, placed on public 

notice October 31, 2014.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide the Department with our 

comments.  

 

We support the November 25, 2014 comments prepared by the Association of Missouri 

Cleanwater Agencies (AMCA), as well as the comments submitted by the Metropolitan St. Louis 

Sewer District (MSD). They raise very important issues regarding the draft permit and the 

State/local MS4 program. We appreciate the Department's careful consideration of AMCA's and 

MSD’s comments. 

 

In particular, we share the concerns raised about TMDL implementation through the MS4 

permit.  The Department’s MS4 NPDES permit must communicate and implement a consistent, 

affordable, and appropriate approach to TMDL implementation. This approach should include 

Department approval of the permittee’s SWMP and TMDL Implementation Plans. 

 

The City of University City is committed to working with the Department to ensure that 

Missouri’s waters are protected through application of good science and stakeholder input.  

Please contact Megan Fuhler at 314-505-8565 if you have any questions or would like to discuss 

these issues further. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Richard L. Wilson  PE 

Director 

 

cc: Jay Hoskins  - MSD 
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