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1) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

~ Project Background/Summary of Findings and Recommendations  

 

The Meramec Region is located in south-central Missouri and includes Crawford, Dent, 

Gasconade, Maries, Osage, Phelps, Pulaski and Washington counties. The area is 

rural, with the largest city being Rolla, with a population of 20,390. According to the 

2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS) the entire eight-county region has an 

estimated population of 198,743. The majority of incorporated communities in the region 

have populations of less than 5,000. Very small communities struggle to maintain 

qualified employees to operate and maintain wastewater systems. Due to very small 

populations of customers, these communities do not generate much revenue, yet 

expenses to operate and maintain a system are comparable to larger communities. It is 

often difficult to retain employees who are trained in maintaining wastewater systems, 

as these positions are generally part-time.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Certified operators are in constant demand with few available locally. Communities  
advertising for operators is quite common. 

 

The Meramec Regional Planning Commission (MRPC) is a voluntary council of local 

governments made up of eight counties and 36 municipalities which was formed in 

1969. MRPC has been very active in assisting communities with writing and 

administering grants and loans for wastewater treatment facilities and other projects 
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related to water and wastewater. In 2010 MRPC joined with other regional planning 

commissions around the state to conduct a state-wide wastewater assessment. 

In 2018, the Meramec Regional Planning Commission (MRPC) submitted a 604(b) 

application for water quality management grants to the Missouri Department of Natural 

Resources (MDNR) for the purpose of doing a feasibility study to determine if there 

would be a cost savings and improved job stability in having shared operational 

responsibilities among multiple small communities. The proposal would study the duties 

and time commitments for operation of small wastewater treatment facilities as well as 

the personnel costs – including for initial training and required continuing education.  

The proposal was funded by MDNR in 2018 through the 604b Water Quality grants and 

completed in August 2021.  

There are 130 permitted facilities in the Meramec Region, and 130 were included on the 

initial survey mailing. Of those, 51 permits have requirements for certified wastewater 

operators. Based on additional information received, six of those were removed from 

the list due to closure or privatization. An additional 12 entities were eventually removed 

from the list, due to mailings being returned or statements from the entities that they 

were not interested in participating.  A total of 39 surveys were completed with staff 

personally visiting and interviewing 13 communities to gather information.  

In addition to conducting the study, the proposal included sharing the results with 

communities and small sewer districts throughout the region. If the study showed that 

the approach would result in cost savings, MRPC would work with interested entities to 

implement sharing operators. 

The study sought to answer the following questions: 

• Is there a cost savings in having shared operational responsibilities among 

several small communities over the status quo of each community hiring and 

training part-time staff?  

• Is there improved employment stability for communities sharing an operator? 

During the course of gathering information for the study, MRPC staff found that 

communities were also concerned about:   

• How can training costs be reduced and access to training improved? 

• Is there a cost savings in using local labs for sample testing? 

 

Staff were able to investigate training costs and accessibility and those findings and the 

results of MRPC’s efforts are included in this report. Questions regarding cost savings in 

using local labs for sample testing was not explored further as funding and time were 

limited. 
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The intent of the study was to determine if it was feasible for small communities to share 

a wastewater operator to save money and reduce turnover rates. Results of the study 

showed that although there would be cost savings in sharing an operator, other factors 

resulted in there being limited interest in long-term sharing of operators by small 

communities in the area. Communities cited liability issues, differences in salaries, 

complications with benefits and concern about how an operator would be able to 

provide adequate service if both systems were having an emergency.  

Through interviews and surveys, it became evident that most small communities were 

not comfortable with routinely sharing operators. Reasons included liability concerns 

and how the operator would prioritize work if there were critical issues occurring with 

both systems at the same time. City representatives also questioned how items like 

insurance, employee benefits, etc. could feasibly be shared. Additionally, in most small 

communities this position is filled by someone who also has other job responsibilities 

that may be unrelated to wastewater treatment. For instance, the operator may also be 

responsible for road maintenance or utility services. 

Most of the communities were interested in putting Memorandums of Understanding in 

place to share operators on short-term basis – for instance when an operator went on 

vacation or sick leave. A sample agreement for the purpose of sharing a full-time 

operator, and sample MOUs for providing backup assistance in emergency situations 

and in routine operator absence situations were developed and are included in both the 

implementation plan and Chapter 6. These documents were shared with the 

participating owner/operators. 

Recommendation:  Encourage small communities and small system owners to 

consider entering into MOUs with nearby communities to jointly provide backup 

wastewater treatment operators to cover when the regular operator is unavailable 

or during an emergency when additional assistance is needed. 

Recommendation:  Continue to encourage small communities who only provide 

part-time employment for their wastewater operator to consider entering into an 

MOU or contract with a nearby community to share a wastewater operator for the 

purpose of cutting costs, providing full-time employment and benefits and 

reducing turnover.  

Recommendation:  Provide additional information, including contact information, 

and encourage interested entities to follow-up and explore MOUs and contract 

opportunities. 

The survey revealed that 15 jurisdictions, or roughly half of the respondents, did not 

have their wastewater systems digitally mapped. As GIS mapping of utilities is an 

efficient tool in maintaining, expanding and improving systems, it is important for these 

jurisdictions to be informed on the mapping options available. 
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The greatest concern expressed by small communities was the lack of locally 

accessible training. Classroom training time required to complete the lowest certification 

level – Class D – is 12 days. Factoring in travel time and overnight stays, the time and 

financial commitment for a small community to get someone trained to minimal 

standards can be significant. This does not include continuing education hours.  

Currently there is no wastewater operator training or certification examinations being 

offered within the eight-county Meramec region.  

Staff contacted one of the training providers, Missouri Rural Water Association (MRWA) 

and discussed this issue. The COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in several classes 

being converted from in-person classroom courses to virtual classes. This has improved 

accessibility for those communities that are located far from the regular class locations – 

as long as broadband internet is readily available. In rural Missouri broadband 

accessibility can be limited. Trainers believed that those classes that worked well on a 

virtual platform will continue to be offered, but other courses that are not as conducive 

to virtual delivery will likely return to only in-person classes. Discussions with MRWA 

included staff offering training locations within the region. MRWA trainers were receptive 

to using alternate locations in the region providing training. 

Recommendation:  Continue to provide and expand wastewater operator training 

in a virtual format that can be accessed by anyone with an adequate internet 

connection. 

Recommendation: Provide training options using locations within the Meramec 

Region. This could also include providing local certification exams. 

Four cities within the Meramec Region have arrangements to share operators: Crocker 

and Dixon and Cuba and Bourbon. In both cases, the operator is a contractor who has 

independent contracts with both communities. The survey found that 10 jurisdictions 

(based on 39 responses) were interested in sharing operators – or at least willing to 

learn more. 

Recommendation:  Share information on GIS services available through MRPC to 

those entities without digital/GIS capabilities. 
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2) STUDY AREA 

 

The study area consists of the eight counties in the Meramec Region:  Crawford, Dent, 

Gasconade, Maries, Osage, Phelps, Pulaski and Washington. These eight counties 

cover approximately 5,151 and include 36 incorporated cities. The total population for 

the region, according to the 2019 American Community Survey, is 198,743. Figure 1 

provides a map of the region showing city and county boundaries and major 

transportation routes.  

Table 1 shows the population for each county, median age of residents, median 

household income, percent of population living in poverty for each county and the 

number of households.  

As is evidenced by the populations for each county, the area is very rural. The largest 

city is Rolla, with a population of 20,169. Phelps and Pulaski counties have the 

youngest median age for the region due to the location of Missouri University of Science 

and Technology in Rolla and Fort Leonard Wood in Pulaski County, which both bring in 

large numbers of young people for post-secondary education and military training. 

Median household income varies among the eight counties, with Osage County having 

the highest MHI of $61,687 and Washington County having the lowest with $41,483. 

The percentage of people living in poverty also varies widely, with Osage County having 

the lowest rate of 7.4 percent and Dent County having the highest rate with 22.4 

percent. 

Table 1:  General Demographics for Meramec Region 

County Population Median Age 
Median Household 

Income 
% in Poverty 

Number of 
Households 

Crawford 24,154 41.9 $44,438 18.5% 9,578 

Dent 15,545 44.7 $42,100 22.4% 6,371 

Gasconade 14,711 46.2 $54,885 9% 6,076 

Maries 8,803 46 $47,569 17% 3,762 

Osage 13,615 40.8 $61,687 7.4% 5,120 

Phelps 44,630 35.3 $44,154 20.6% 17,981 

Pulaski 52,425 27.6 $53,492 15.1% 15,154 

Washington 24,860 40.8 $41,483 20.1% 9,231 

Source:  American Community Survey 2019, US Census 
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Figure 1:  Map of the Meramec Region 
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The region’s population is primarily white, with larger minority populations located in 

Phelps and Pulaski counties. Phelps County and the city of Rolla have the Missouri 

University of Science and Technology campus which results in more racial and cultural 

diversity. Pulaski County is home to Fort Leonard Wood, which also has a higher 

percentage of minority groups. 

Table 2:  Racial Demographics for the Meramec Region 

County White African 
American 

American 
Indian/Alaskan 
Native 

Asian Native 
Hawaiian/ 
Pacific 
Islander 

Hispanic 
Latino 

Two or 
More 
Races 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Crawford 96.7 0.4 0 0.2 0 2.0 2.1 0.6 

Dent 95.2 0.5 0.7 0.3 0 1.8 2.9 0.3 

Gasconade 97.2 0.5 0.5 0.3 0 1.4 1.3 0.2 

Maries 96.7 0.3 1.0 1.0 0 1.3 0.9 0.1 

Osage 99.1 0.2 0.1 0 0 0.8 0.4 0.1 

Phelps 90.5 2.4 0.8 3.6 0 2.5 2.4 0.3 

Pulaski 75.7 11.2 0.9 2.5 0.7 11.2 6.0 3.0 

Washington 95.3 2.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 1.4 1.9 0 
Source:  American Community Survey 2019, US Census 

Table 3 below provides data on education attainment of residents in the region. The 

average educational attainment for the region places 13.6 percent of the population 25 

and older with less than a high school diploma or equivalent with Washington County 

having the highest percentage – 23.1% - of residents with less than a high school 

degree. Pulaski County has the largest percentage of the population with a Bachelor’s 

degree - with 17.7 percent. Phelps County has the highest percentage of Graduate or 

Profession degree holders with 13.2 percent. 

Table 3:  Educational Attainment in the Meramec Region 25 Years and Older 

County Less than High 
School Diploma 

High School 
Diploma or 
Equivalent 

Some College 
or Associates 
Degree 

Bachelor 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 
Degree 

Crawford 14.4% 39.1% 27.3% 7.9% 3.7% 

Dent 16.8% 41.4% 26.5% 10% 5.3% 

Gasconade 12.2% 38.5% 30% 11.4% 7.8% 

Maries 13.5% 40% 30.6% 11.3% 4.5% 

Osage 10.1% 43.7% 24.2% 13.8% 5.2% 

Phelps 11.7% 30.4% 28.7% 16% 13.2% 

Pulaski 7.2% 27.5% 37.1% 17.7% 10.5% 

Washington 23.1% 37.4% 29.7% 6.3% 3.6% 

Average 13.6% 37.25% 29.26% 11.8% 6.7% 
Source:  American Community Survey 2019, US Census 

The majority of the communities in the Meramec Region are very small. Of the 36 

incorporated cities, only Sullivan, Rolla, St. Robert and Waynesville have populations 

greater than 5,000, while 16 communities have populations of less than 1,000. 
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Historically, it has been very difficult for most small communities to maintain their 

wastewater facilities to the standards required by MDNR and US EPA. This study was 

initiated in order to try to find ways to reduce costs and improve services for these 

jurisdictions. 

Figures 2 through 10 are maps showing the permitted wastewater facilities in the region. 

Figure 2 shows region-wide, with the following maps providing the information by 

county. 
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Figure 2:  Permitted Wastewater Facilities in the Meramec Region 
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Figure 3:  Permitted Wastewater Facilities in Crawford County 
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Figure 4:  Permitted Wastewater Facilities in Dent County 
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Figure 5:  Permitted Wastewater Facilities in Gasconade County 

 



 17 Wastewater Feasibility Study 2021 

Figure 6:  Permitted Wastewater Facilities in Maries County 
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Figure 7:  Permitted Wastewater Facilities in Osage County 
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Figure 8:  Permitted Wastewater Facilities in Phelps County 
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Figure 9:  Permitted Wastewater Facilities in Pulaski County 
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Figure 10:  Permitted Wastewater Facilities in Washington County 
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Figure 11 shows which communities currently share wastewater operators in the region. 

These include the cities of Crocker and Dixon, and Cuba and Bourbon. 

Figure 11:  Communities Sharing Wastewater Operators 
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3) RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE 

 

In 2019 and 2020, surveys were conducted with the owner/operators of permitted 

wastewater treatment facilities in the Meramec Region, and when contact information 

was available, with the certified wastewater operators responsible for those systems. 

The purpose of the surveys was to gather information on certified wastewater operators 

and the systems they maintained in the region. This included queries on: 

• Wages, benefits and hours  

• Employment status (contracted, full-time or part-time employee)  

• Job descriptions/list of duties 

• Turnover of operators 

• Interest in sharing an operator with another jurisdiction 

• Information on the type and size of the wastewater treatment system 

• Number of hookups, capacity, daily flow and permit status 

The study’s intent was to determine if it was feasible to share operators and if the 

entities that owned the wastewater facilities could save money and reduce turnover by 

sharing personnel. 

In order to gather data for the study, staff obtained the list of permitted wastewater 

facilities in the region from the Missouri Department of Natural Resources. A total of 130 

entities were included on the initial list of permitted wastewater facilities. Staff developed 

surveys based on the information needed for the study and distributed them to every 

permitted wastewater facility in the eight-county region. Follow up contacts were made 

by phone and when available, email. The surveys were mailed out two times. The 

surveys were initially sent to all 130. Six entities on the list were eventually removed 

because the facilities were closed or privatized. An additional 12 entities were 

eventually removed from the list, due to mailings being returned or statements from the 

entities that they were not interested in participating.  A total of 39 surveys were 

completed. Staff personally visited 13 of those communities to complete the survey. 

Staff intended to do several more personal visits, but those efforts were interrupted by 

the COVID-19 pandemic. Announcements were made at MRPC monthly meetings 

asking local elected officials to complete and return the surveys. In addition, the survey 

was made available on-line. All the local government entities on the list were emailed 

and offered the convenience of the on-line survey. In addition, a press release was sent 

out to area media announcing the availability of the on-line survey. 

As responses from the mailed surveys were fewer than what was hoped for, staff also 

followed up by making appointments to discuss the surveys and gather information. It 

was through these personal meetings that staff gathered the most enlightening 
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information and perspectives on operator sharing and overall challenges and needs. 

These insights lead to the revision of the original survey to gather additional information 

on training issues. All versions of the survey are included in Exhibits. This method of 

data gathering was highly successful, but the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and 

subsequent lockdowns, social distancing requirements and elimination of face-to-face 

meetings ended those efforts before staff were able to meet with all the targeted 

communities. Staff were able to meet with a total of 13 entities before the pandemic. 

Staff did not have the same success in gathering data when attempting to do so by 

phone.  

Additional attempts were made to contact permitted wastewater facilities and operators 

by phone and email with appeals made through social media and meetings of the 

MRPC board. However, survey responses remained lower than anticipated. 
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4) SURVEYS AND DELIVERY OF SURVEYS 

AND SURVEY RESULTS 

 

Originally, MRPC staff sent surveys via email and/or postal service to approximately 

130 permitted wastewater facility owner/operators, based on the list of owner/operators 

provided by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR). Based on returned 

mail, responses from entities that they did not want to participate, and closures and 

privatization of some systems, the overall list was eventually reduced to 112. Surveys 

were also made available on-line. Surveys were sent out multiple times in 2019 and 

2020 in an attempt to increase responses.  

In addition, between Nov. 14, 2019, and March 12, 2020, staff met personally with 13 

entities to complete the survey and discuss wastewater operator issues. Unfortunately, 

the pandemic interrupted this method of data gathering and due to social distancing and 

lockdowns, the one-on-one meetings were suspended.  

The face-to-face meeting format was definitively the most effective means of gathering 

information.  These personal discussions were opportunities for staff to discuss not only 

the questions on the survey, but to get feedback from owner/operators on the issues 

that were most important to them. 

The two main questions that came up during those meetings were:   

• How can training costs be reduced and access to training improved? 

• Is there a cost savings in using local labs for sample testing? 

Training people to get the necessary wastewater operator training certification is time 

consuming. There are currently no wastewater trainings or certification testing locations 

within the eight-county Meramec Region. Sending people to training locations – 

sometimes hours away – is costly when travel time, mileage and lodging are factored 

into the equation. Staff did additional investigation of this issue and the results of those 

inquiries is include in Perspectives, Results and Recommendations. Questions 

regarding cost savings in using local labs for sample testing was not explored further as 

funding and time were limited. 

Following the one-on-one meetings with owners/operators, staff added questions to the 

survey related to training issues and sent it out again. In addition, staff tried to contact 

entities by phone to get surveys completed and/or get additional question responses, 

but phone calls were not very effective in completing the surveys. 

The original survey asked questions on: 
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• System information:  size and type of collection and treatment system; number of 

hook-ups; capacity and actual daily flow; compliance with MDNR permit and any 

compliance issues 

• Operating information:  name of certified operator and what level of certification; 

years employed; employee or contractor; and full or part-time and hours worked 

weekly; salary and benefits or contracted rate of pay; job descriptions or list of 

job duties; does the jurisdiction pay for training and certification costs; how many 

operators in the past 10 years; is there a backup operator; how is maintenance 

documented; is there a digitized map of the system; and would your jurisdiction 

be interested in sharing an operator with other jurisdictions 

Based on the initial responses received, it was determined that additional questions 

needed to be asked to get a clearer picture of hours spent and tasks. The additional 

questions that were added included: 

1) How many hours are spent (by all operators) solely on wastewater each week? 
a. Approximately what percent of their time is this? 

2) How much does the city spend, on average, each year on training for wastewater 
certification and continuing education (including travel expenses)? 

3) Break Down of Operator Tasks –  
a. What is done daily? 
b. Weekly? 
c. Monthly? 
d. Annually? 

 
In addition, based on the concerns voiced by jurisdictions during the one-on-one 

meetings, staff also developed a set of follow-up questions that dealt with training 

issues and lab costs. Staff made phone calls to survey respondents to ask the 

additional questions. Both versions of the survey, as well as the telephone script, can be 

found in Exhibits. 

Survey Results 

There were 39 responses to the original survey. As the survey was sent based on 

permit number, and one entity may have multiple facilities, there were cases where one 

entity submitted more than one survey. A total of 32 separate entities participated in the 

survey on some level. Based on the 39 responses out of 112 surveys mailed out, that is 

a return rate of 34.82 percent. The entities responding included 19 municipalities, one 

state park, four school districts, three public water/sewer supply districts and five private 

systems that included subdivisions and a private hall. Not every respondent filled out 

the surveys completely, so, data is not complete for all 39 facilities that returned 

surveys. 

Table 4 provides information on the survey response, including the level of certification 

required for each system; which surveys were completely filled out and all requested 

information provided; if the system was contacted by phone and/or email; and if staff 
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met with the owner/operator of the system. Table 5 is the list of entities that were 

removed from the contact list. This table provides information on the level of certification 

of the system; if the mailed survey was returned due to a bad address; if the entity was 

contacted by phone and/or email; and the reason for removing the contact from the list. 
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   Table 4:  Survey Response Information 

Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/ 

Company Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Fully 
Responded 
to Survey 

Partially 
Responded 
to Survey 

System 
Contacted 
by Phone 

System 
Contacted 
by Email 

Met with 
MRPC 
Staff 

Lakewood Mobile 
Home Park WWTF 

MO0085341 
SVS Property Group 
LLC 

Crawford N/A 
 

 
No phone 

listed. 
X  

Bourbon WWTP MO0094765 City of Bourbon Crawford C  X  X X 

Country Squire MHP 
WWTF 

MO0125491 
SVS Property Group 
LLC 

Crawford N/A 
 

 X   

Cuba WWTP MO0094919 City of Cuba Crawford C  X X   

Knights of Columbus 
Council #8920 

MO0134210 
Knights of Columbus 
Council #8920 

Crawford N/A 
 

X X No email  

Lead-M, The Oaks, 
LLC 

MO0126314 
Lead-M, The Oaks, 
LLC 

Crawford N/A 
 

  X  

Leasburg WWTF MO0099830 Village of Leasburg Crawford D   X X  

MDNR, Onondaga 
Cave State Park 
WWTF 

MO0134511 
MDNR, Division of 
State Parks 

Crawford N/A 
 

X  X  

Meramec Valley 
Camp-Resort 

MO0089630 
Meramec Valley’s 
Owners Association 

Crawford N/A 
 

 X No email  

Riley Spence 
Properties No. 3 
WWTF 

MO0101311 Greg Spence Crawford N/A 
 

  No email  

Route 66 Mobile Home 
Park WWTF 

MO0138924 Leon Dickens Crawford N/A 
 

X  No email  

Steelville WWTP   MO0095567 City of Steelville Crawford C  X X X X 

Village at Four 
Condominiums WWTP 

MO0108413 
Village at Four 
Property Owners 
Association 

Crawford N/A 
 

  No email  

Adams Subdivision 
WWTF 

MO0083984 
Adams Subdivision 
HOA 

Dent N/A 
 

  No email  
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Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/ 

Company Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Fully 
Responded 
to Survey 

Partially 
Responded 
to Survey 

System 
Contacted 
by Phone 

System 
Contacted 
by Email 

Met with 
MRPC 
Staff 

MDNR, Montauk State 
Park WWTF 

MO0034819 
MDNR Division of 
State Parks 

Dent D 
 

  X  

North Wood R-IV 
WWTP 

MO0053546 
North Wood R-IV 
School District 

Dent N/A 
 

X  X X 

Salem Municipal 
WWTF 

MO0021768 City of Salem Dent C 
 

X  X X 

BLAND WWTF MO0055395 City of Bland Gasconade D  X X   

Country Living 
Apartments WWTF 

MO0134376 B.A.L. Leasing Gasconade N/A 
 

  X  

Hermann Industrial 
Track Lagoon 

MO0116009 City of Hermann Gasconade D 
 

X  X  

Lake Northwoods 
Estates WWTF 

MO0106526 Ronald Ragland Gasconade D 
 

  No email  

Lost Valley Lake 
Resort 

MO0103161 
Lost Valley Lake 
Resorts 

Gasconade N/A 
 

X X X  

Morrison Wastewater 
Treatment Facility 

MO0119016 City of Morrison Gasconade N/A 
 

 X   

Owensville WWTF MO0041068 City of Owensville Gasconade C  X  X X 

PWSD No. 1 of 
Gasconade Co. 
WWTF 

MO0041467 PWSD No. 1  Gasconade D 
 

X    

Rosebud North 
Lagoon 

MO0091367 City of Rosebud Gasconade N/A  
X 

  X  

Rosebud South 
Lagoon 

MO0091375 City of Rosebud Gasconade D 
X 

  X  

 
Belle WWTF 

MO0048101 City of Belle Maries D 
 

 X X  

Gasconade Get Away 
RV Park WWTF 

MO0134007 
Gasconade RV Park 
Homeowners Assoc. 

Maries N/A 
 

 X No email  

Kingsford 
Manufacturing 

MO0000931 The Clorox Company Maries N/A 
 

 X   
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Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/ 

Company Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Fully 
Responded 
to Survey 

Partially 
Responded 
to Survey 

System 
Contacted 
by Phone 

System 
Contacted 
by Email 

Met with 
MRPC 
Staff 

Company 

Moreland’s Resort and 
Campground WWTF 

MO0120413 
Moreland’s 
Homeowners 
Association 

Maries N/A 
 

    

Quaker Window 
Products Company 

MO0130630 
Quaker Window 
Products 

Maries N/A 
 

  No email  

Rolla National Airport MO0137693 City of Rolla Maries D X   X X 

Vienna WWTF MO0055352 City of Vienna Maries D   X X  

Argyle WWTF MO0132900 City of Argyle Osage C  X X X  

Chamois Municipal 
WWTF 

MO0039624 City of Chamois Osage D 
 

X X X  

City View Subdivision 
WWTF 

MO0125041 Springdale,Inc. Osage N/A 
 

  No email  

Fairground Apartments 
WWTP 

MO0128953 John Trenshaw Osage N/A 
 

  No email  

Freeburg WWTF MO0058220 Village of Freeburg Osage D   X   

Jaegers Subdivision 
WWTP 

MO0129488 
Jaegers Subdivision 
Sewer District 

Osage N/A 
 

  X  

Linn Acres MHP MO0091952 
S & W Investment 
Properties LLC 

Osage N/A 
 

  X  

Linn Wastewater 
Treatment Facility 

MO0051551 City of Linn Osage C 
 

X X X  

Meta Senior 
Apartments WWTF 

MO0119989 Joe Wieberg Osage N/A 
 

  X  

Orscheln’s High Pointe 
Apartments WWTP 

MO0127892 
Orscheln’s High 
Pointe Apartments 

Osage N/A 
 

  X  

Sunset Hills Trailer 
Park 

MO0121533 
Sunset Hills Trailer 
Park 

Osage N/A 
 

  No email  

Voss Trailer Court MO0131792 Eugene Voss Osage N/A   X X  
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Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/ 

Company Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Fully 
Responded 
to Survey 

Partially 
Responded 
to Survey 

System 
Contacted 
by Phone 

System 
Contacted 
by Email 

Met with 
MRPC 
Staff 

WWTF 

Westphalia WWTP MO0127884 City of Westphalia Osage C    X  

Alta Vista Mobile Villa 
WWTF 

MO0087971 Tim Moersch Phelps N/A 
 

  X  

Bliss and Jones Mobile 
Home Park 

MO0133736 Jim Jones Phelps N/A 
 

  No email  

Boys and Girls Town 
WWTF 

MO0134279 
Boys and Girls Town 
of Missouri 

Phelps N/A 
 

  X  

Dave’s MHP MO0112232 David Dziak Phelps N/A    No email  

Deer Run Apartments 
WWTF 

MO0111121 Mark Janos Phelps N/A 
 

  X  

Edgar Springs WWTP MO0105449 City of Edgar Springs Phelps C  X  X  

Formerly Little Dixie 
Truck Port WWTF 

MO0104493 Gerald Brink Phelps N/A 
 

 X No email  

Great Circle WWTF MO0085707 Great Circle Phelps N/A    X  

James Johnson Mobile 
Home Park 

MO0133973 James Johnson Phelps N/A 
 

 
No phone 

listed. 
No email  

Lakeside Community MO0118664 JSCD, Inc. Phelps N/A    X  

Lakewood Courts LLC 
WWTF 

MO086975 
Lakewood Courts, 
LLC 

Phelps N/A 
 

  X  

Newburg WWTP MO0021784 City of Newburg Phelps C  X  X  

Oak Forest 
Subdivision WWTP 

MO0113263 
Oak Forest 
Homeowner 
Association 

Phelps N/A 
 

  No email  

PCPWSD No. 2 Forest 
Lakes Subdivision 
WWTP 

MO0125032 
Phelps County 
PWSD No. 2 

Phelps D 
 

 X X  

PCPWSD No. 2 The MO0119121 Phelps County Phelps D   X X  
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Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/ 

Company Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Fully 
Responded 
to Survey 

Partially 
Responded 
to Survey 

System 
Contacted 
by Phone 

System 
Contacted 
by Email 

Met with 
MRPC 
Staff 

Pines WWTF PWSD No. 2 

PCPWSD No. 2 Twitty 
Industrial Park WWTP 

MO0129704 
Phelps County 
PWSD No. 2 

Phelps N/A 
 

 X X  

PCPWSD No. 2 
College Hills North 
WWTP 

MO0126748 
Phelps County 
PWSD No. 2 

Phelps D 
 

 X X  

PCPWSD No. 2 
Country Club Terrace 
WWTP 

MO0125059 
Phelps County 
PWSD No. 2 

Phelps N/A 
 

 X X  

PCPWSD No. 2 
Summer Field 
Subdivision WWTP 

MO0125482 
Phelps County 
PWSD No. 2 

Phelps N/A 
 

 X X  

PCPWSD No. 2 
Tuscan Hills 
Subdivision WWTP 

MO0135011 
Phelps County 
PWSD No. 2 

Phelps N/A 
 

 X X  

PCPWSD No. 2 
College Hills East 
WWTF 

MO0126730 
Phelps County 
PWSD No. 2 

Phelps D 
 

 X X  

PCPWSD No. 2 
Greenlefe Subdivision 
WWTF 

MO0125211 
Phelps County 
PWSD No. 2 

Phelps D 
 

 X X  

Phipps MHP WWTF MO0132471 Phipps Rentals LLC Phelps N/A    No email  

Ridge Creek Estates 
WWTP 

MO0134619 
Ridge Creek 
Homeowners 
Association 

Phelps N/A 
 

 
No phone 

listed. 
No email  

Rolla SE WWtP MO0050652 City of Rolla Phelps B X  X X X 

Rolla Southwest 
WWTP 

MO0047023 City of Rolla Phelps C 
X 

 X X X 

Rolla Vichy Road 
WWTP 

MO0047031 City of Rolla Phelps C 
X 

 X X X 
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Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/ 

Company Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Fully 
Responded 
to Survey 

Partially 
Responded 
to Survey 

System 
Contacted 
by Phone 

System 
Contacted 
by Email 

Met with 
MRPC 
Staff 

Route 66 Tiny Home 
Community WWTP 

MO0101508 Barfor Holdings LLC Phelps N/A 
 

  X  

Shady Lane MHP 
WWTF 

MO0092789 LCR Properties LLC Phelps N/A 
 

  X  

Southwoods II 
Subdivision WWTP 

MO0124346 
Southwood II 
Homeowners 
Association 

Phelps C 
 

X  X  

St. James WWTF MO0093564 City of St. James Phelps B  X X X  

Cedar Hill Estates 
WWTP 

MO0114022 
Cedar Hills 
Homeowners 
Association 

Pulaski N/A 
 

  No email  

Crocker Wastewater 
Treatment Plant 

MO0094943 City of Crocker Pulaski C 
 

 X X  

Ditrapani’s Italian 
Bistro WWTP 

MO0118885 Bank of Crocker Pulaski N/A 
 

  X  

Dixon WWTF MO0100129 City of Dixon Pulaski C   X   

High Point Estates 
Subdivision WWTP 

MO0110744 
Pulaski Co. Sewer 
District No. 1 

Pulaski N/A 
 

  X  

Laquey R-5 School 
District WWTF 

MO0125121 
Laquey R-5 School 
District 

Pulaski N/A 
 

X  X  

Laquey Subdivision 
WWTF 

MO0131831 
Laquey Property 
Owners Association 

Pulaski N/A 
 

  No email  

Lookout Mountain 
Apartment Complex 
WWTF 

MO0108278 Saul Sosa Pulaski N/A 
 

  No email  

Lookout Pointe MHP 
WWTF 

MO0107280 Thomas Hood Pulaski N/A 
 

  X  

Moonlight Valley 
Subdivision WWTF 

MO0133329 
Twin Creek Farm 
LLC 

Pulaski N/A 
 

X    

Northern Heights 
Estates Subdivision 

MO0130249 
Pulaski Co. Sewer 
District No. 1 

Pulaski C 
 

  X  
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Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/ 

Company Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Fully 
Responded 
to Survey 

Partially 
Responded 
to Survey 

System 
Contacted 
by Phone 

System 
Contacted 
by Email 

Met with 
MRPC 
Staff 

WWTP 

Oasis Truck Plaza MO0108197 
Oasis Truck Plaza 
LLC 

Pulaski N/A 
 

 X No email  

PCSD No. 1 Taylor 
Hills WWTF 

MO0133302 
Pulaski Co. Sewer 
District No. 1  

Pulaski C 
 

X  X  

PCSD No. 1 
Wyndridge Estates 
WWTP 

MO0119938 
Pulaski Co. Sewer 
District No. 1 

Pulaski D 
 

X  X  

PCSD No. 1 Weeks 
Hollow WWTF 

MO0111716 
Pulaski Co. Sewer 
District No. 1 

Pulaski B 
 

X  X  

Richland WWTP MO0023299 City of Richland Pulaski B  X  X  

Shalom Mountain 
Homeowner’s Assoc. 
WWTF 

MO0130311 
Shalom Mountain 
Homeowners Assoc. 

Pulaski N/A 
 

  X  

St. Robert WWTP MO0112925 City of St. Robert Pulaski B   X X  

Waynesville WWTP MO0094161 City of Waynesville Pulaski B  X X X X 

Witmore Development MO0135984 
Witmore 
Development 

Pulaski N/A 
 

  No email  

Buckman Laboratories 
Inc. 

MO0101184 
Buckman 
Laboratories Inc. 

Washington N/A 
 

 X No email  

Cabreva Acres WWTF MO0110035 
D and J Real Estate 
Mgt. 

Washington N/A 
 

  X  

Caledonia WWTF MO0128571 Village of Caledonia Washington C  X X X  

Country Hill MHP MO0058378 Country Hill MHP Washington N/A    No email  

Grandview Plaza MHP 
WWTF 

MO0084395 JV Development LLC Washington N/A 
 

  No email  

Irondale WWTF MO0109568 City of Irondale Washington D   X No email  

Kingston K-14 School MO0087921 Kingston K-12 School Washington N/A  X  No email X 
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Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/ 

Company Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Fully 
Responded 
to Survey 

Partially 
Responded 
to Survey 

System 
Contacted 
by Phone 

System 
Contacted 
by Email 

Met with 
MRPC 
Staff 

WWTP Dist. 

MDNR, Washington 
State Park WWTF 

MO0133728 
MDNR, MO State 
Parks 

Washington N/A 
 

 X No email  

Potosi WWTF #2 MO0099732 City of Potosi Washington C  X X  X 

Potosi WWTF #3 MO0127566 
Industrial Dev. 
Authority of 
Washington Co. 

Washington C 
 

 X X  

Potosi WWTP No. 1 MO0099431 City of Potosi Washington B   X X  

Richwoods R-7 School 
WWTP 

MO0088927 
Richwoods RVII 
School District 

Washington N/A 
 

X   X 

Washington Co. 
PWSD No. 4 WWTP 

MO0132519 
Washington Co. 
PWSD No. 4 

 C 
 

X  X  

Whispering Pines 
MHP WWTF 

MO0089893 Daniel DeClue  N/A 
 

  No email  

 

Table 5:  Facilities Removed from Contact List 

Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/Company 

Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Mailing 
Returned 

Contacted 
by Phone 

Contacted 
by Email 

Reason for Removal 

Jost Trailer Park 
WWTF 

MO0110493 Linda Tennyson Crawford N/A X  No email 
All Contact Info Incorrect. Mailed 
survey twice to two different 
addresses– returned. 

Virginia Vaughan 
WWTF 

MO0120979 Virginia Vaughan Dent N/A   No email Owner Deceased 

Gasconade WWTP MO0108863 City of Gasconade Gasconade C  X X Not interested in participating 

Chamois Power 
Plant 
 

MO0004766 Chamois LLC Osage N/A   X 
Power Plant and WWTF Closed and 
Demolished 
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Name of System 
Permit 

Number 
Owner/Company 

Name 
County 

Level of 
Certification 
of System 

Mailing 
Returned 

Contacted 
by Phone 

Contacted 
by Email 

Reason for Removal 

J and H Backes 
Poultry Company 

MO0090182  Osage N/A    Not interested in participating. 

Meta WWTF MO0131521 City of Meta Osage N/A    City Does Not Have a WWTF 

Sugar Creek 
Restaurant 

MO0134848 Michael Meyers Osage N/A  X  Closed in 2017. 

Lakeside Estates 
HOA WWTF 

MO0106411 
Lakeside Estates 
HOA 

Phelps N/A   No email Not interested in participating 

Northwye MHP 
WWTF 

MO0081981 
Patricia Overby 
Birdsong 

Phelps N/A    All Contact Info Incorrect 

Gladlo Water and 
Sewer WWTF 

MO0084191 
Gladlo Water and 
Sewer Co. Inc 

Phelps C   X 
Privatized – mailed survey returned. 
Emailed. 

Matt’s Steakhouse 
WWTF 

MO0133299 Matt’s Steakhouse Phelps N/A  X X 
Closed. Reopened but were not 
interested in participating. 

Fort Leonard Wood 
Water Treatment 
Plant 

MO0058068 
US Army INCOM 
and Fort Leonard 
Wood 

Pulaski N/A  X  Federal Facility 

Fort Leonard Wood 
WWTF 

MO0029742 
US Army IMCOM 
and Fort Leonard 
Wood 

Pulaski A  X  Federal Facility 

US Army Garrison, 
Fort Leonard Wood 

MO0117251 
US Army Garrison, 
Fort Leonard Wood 

Pulaski N/A  X X Federal Facility 

Willow Creek 
Development 
Holding Basin 

MO0133540 Charles Bassett Pulaski N/A   X Not interested in participating 

Rogue Creek 
Utilities, Inc. WWTP 

MO0087181 
Rogue Creek 
Utilities 

Washington C   X Not interested in participating 

IESI Timber Ridge 
Landfill 

MO0127345 
Timber Ridge 
Landfill Company 

Washington N/A  X X Not interested in participating 

Coleman Trucking 
Repair 

MO0115100 
Coleman Trucking 
Inc. 

Washington N/A    Not interested in participating. 
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Figure 12 shows the surveys returned over the entire region. Figures 13 through 20 are 

maps showing the surveys returned by county.  

Figure 12: WWTF Surveys Returned in the Meramec Region
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Figure 13:  WWTF Surveys Returned in Crawford County 
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Figure 14:  WWTF Surveys Returned in Dent County 
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Figure 15:  WWTF Surveys Returned in Gasconade County 
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Figure 16:  WWTF Surveys Returned in Maries County 
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Figure 17:  WWTF Surveys Returned in Osage County 
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Figure 18:  WWTF Surveys Returned in Phelps County 
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Figure 19:  WWTF Surveys Returned in Pulaski Counties 
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Figure 20:  WWTF Surveys Returned in Washington County 
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The following information is a breakdown of the data that was collected. 

Table 6 shows the type of collection systems that were reported on the surveys. Table 7 

shows the wastewater treatment system type. 

Table 6:  Wastewater Collection Systems Type 

Responses:  23 

Type of Collection System Number of Systems 

Gravity 8 

Gravity Force Main 1 

Activated Sludge 1 

Lagoon (no discharge) 3 

Septic Tanks 4 

Septic Tank Effluent Pumping (STEP) 4 

Septic – Force Main Pump 1 

Vitrified Clay and PVC Pipe 1 

Source:  MRPC Wastewater Survey 2019-20 

 Table 7:  Wastewater Treatment System Type 

Responses:  36 

Type of Treatment System Number of Systems 

Recirculating Sand Filter 6 

Sand Filtration 2 

Recirculating Sand Filter/Sludge Disposal by 
Contractor 

1 

Lagoon 1 

Step Feed/Extended Air 1 

Mechanical Plant 4 

Sequence Batch Reactor 1 

Aerated Lagoon 6 

Land Application 2 
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Responses:  36 

Type of Treatment System Number of Systems 

Chlorine 1 

Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW-SIC) 1 

Frontier Environmental – Deployable Baffled 
Bioreactor (dBBR) 

1 

Oxidation Ditch 3 

3 Cell Lagoon with UV Disinfection 1 

UV Disinfection 2 

Activated Sludge 1 

Anaerobic Digester/Recirculating Sand Filter 1 

Extended Aeration/UV Disinfection/Sludge 
Holding Tank 

1 

Source:  MRPC Wastewater Survey 2019-20 

Table 8:  Number of Hookups, Capacity of System, Actual Gallons/Daily Flow 

Responses:  31 

Owner/Operator County 
Number of 
Hookups 

System Capacity 
Gallons Per Day  

Actual Daily 
Flow Gallons Per 
Day 

Onondaga State Park Crawford - 846,969 gpd 236 gpd 

Route 66 Homes Crawford - - - 

Knights of Columbus Crawford 2 2,000 - 

Steelville Crawford 642 330,000 497,400 

Bourbon  Crawford 750 580,000 120,000 

Cuba Crawford    

Salem Dent - 741,000 741,000 

North Wood R-IV Dent 1 10,000 3,000 

City of Hermann Gasconade 1,400 460,000 350,000 

Lost Valley Lake Resort Gasconade 30 80,000 60,000 

Rosebud Gasconade 211 38,000 38,000 

Bland Gasconade 235 78,000 54,340 

Owensville Gasconade 1,360 42,000,000 420,000 

Public Water Supply 
District No. 1 

Gasconade 182 - 80,000 

Argyle Osage 66 - - 

Chamois Osage 223 - 55,460 

Linn Osage 665 499,000 250,000 

Rolla Phelps 8 30,500 3,500 
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Responses:  31 

Owner/Operator County 
Number of 
Hookups 

System Capacity 
Gallons Per Day  

Actual Daily 
Flow Gallons Per 
Day 

Rolla Phelps - 4,765,000 3,060,000 

Rolla Phelps - 1,000,000 388,000 

Rolla Phelps - 400,000 317,000 

Southwood II HOA Phelps 15 5,695 3,800 

Newburg Phelps 204 100,000 45,000-70,000 

St. James Phelps 1,750 1,000,000 500,000 

Edgar Springs Phelps 105 40,000 11,000 

St. Robert Pulaski 273 83,250 30,000 

St. Robert Pulaski 71 21,120 14,700 

St. Robert Pulaski 273 69,912 45,000 

St. Robert Pulaski 2,491 1,500,000 670,000 

Laquey R-V School 
District 

Pulaski 1 15,000 - 

Richland Pulaski 865 360,000 330,000 

Waynesville Pulaski    

Moonlight Valley HOA Pulaski 5 - 900 

Caledonia Washington 108 20,000 13,700 

Holiday Shores HOA Washington 113 12,000 4,000 

Richwoods R-VII Washington 1 6,000 1,200 

Kingston K-14 Washington 1 3,500 3,000 

Kingston K-14 Washington 1 6,000 5,000 
Source:  MRPC Wastewater Survey 2019-20 

Twenty-six of the respondents stated that they were in compliance with their MDNR 

wastewater permits. Two entities stated that they were not in compliance. There were 

seven who stated that they did not have a Schedule of Compliance (SOC) to renew 

their permit, and 15 stated that they did have an SOC. The issues that needed to be 

addressed varied. Two entities stated there were problems with infiltration and inflow 

(I/I). Four jurisdiction indicated there were issues with ammonia levels. Other issues 

included: 

• Reducing solids 

• Operating above capacity 

• Upgrading aspects of the system 

• Upgrading e coli testing 

• Ammonia and E-coli levels too high 

• Upgrading or adding lift stations 

• Removing duckweed 

• Installing UV disinfection equipment 

• Upgrading septic system to a non-discharge system 



 49 Wastewater Feasibility Study 2021 

The majority of respondents had one certified wastewater operator. One reported that 

the person taking care of their system was not certified. Five entities reported having 

two certified wastewater operators. Three reported maintaining four certified operators. 

Table 9 shows the levels of certification reported on the surveys and number of 

operators. 

Table 9:  Certified Wastewater Operator Levels and Number of Operators at Each Level 

Responses:  37  

Level A Level B Level C Level D Not Certified 

24 2 11 15 1 

Source:  MRPC Wastewater Survey 2019-20 

Twenty-eight respondents provided information on the length of time operators had 

been employed with them. The years that an operator had been employed by the same 

entity varied widely from one year to 26 years. The average years employed was 10.65.  

In response to whether the operators were employees or contractors, 22 responded that 

their operator was an employee, and nine reported using contractors to maintain their 

systems. Twenty-three reported full-time employees, and seven reported part-time 

employees. Many of the full-time operators, particularly in small communities, were 

responsible for other jobs, such as utilities or roads, and spent part of their time on the 

wastewater system. One entity reported using a volunteer, who was not certified. 

The survey asked the respondents to provide how many hours were worked if the 

operator was part-time. This varied from two hours per week to 80 hours per week. It is 

assumed that the 80-hour week would occur during an emergency at the facility. Time 

spent varied widely because the types and sizes of wastewater systems varied 

significantly among the respondents. 

Salaries and rates of pay also varied significantly. The lowest rate of pay for an 

employee working as a certified wastewater operator was $11.02 per hour. The highest 

rate of pay for the same position as an employee of the reporting entity was $27.13 per 

hour. Taking the hourly rates for the 19 entities that reported rate of pay for employees, 

the average hourly rate for an employee is $18.85. The lowest hourly rate of $11.02 is 

$7.83 lower than the average and $16.11 lower than the highest rate of pay for an 

employee. This inconsistency could result in difficulties in establishing contracts to 

share certified wastewater operators. 

In addition to salary information, the survey asked if benefits were provided to 

employees. A total of 18 of the returned surveys had benefits information. Benefits 

provided varied widely as well, with two entities reporting no benefits provided to their 

operators and 16 reporting a variety of levels of benefits. The majority reporting- 11 - 

provided, at a minimum of sick leave and vacation. Twelve reported providing some 
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level of health insurance, ranging from $500 per month toward health insurance to 

providing health, dental, life insurance and pension benefits.   

Contractor rates also varied and were more difficult to compare because some charge 

an annual rate, some charge a set amount per visit and other use an hourly rate. These 

rates are charged based on the type and size of the wastewater facility. The contractor 

rates reported and shown in Table 10. 

Table 10:  Rates of Pay to Contractors 

Responses:  6 

Monthly Rate Annual Rate Hourly Rate On-Site Check Rate 

$350.00 - $1,320.00 $333,888.00 $5.62 - $16.50 $60 

Source:  MRPC Wastewater Survey 2019-20 

Twelve respondents provided estimates on the number of hours that were spent solely 

on wastewater. In many small communities, employees cover multiple positions and do 

not spend a full 40 hours per week on wastewater treatment maintenance and servicing. 

Again, this varied significantly due to the different types and sizes of systems. Hours 

spent ranged from one hour per week to 50 hours per week. The average for the 12 

reported was 24.75 hours per week.  

The survey requested copies of job descriptions and those have been included in the 

Exhibits. 

As training costs were a concern expressed by several jurisdictions, staff added 

questions to the survey pertaining to training. The first question on this topic was 

whether or not facility owners covered any expenses for an individual to obtain their 

certification and/or continuing education credits. The majority of the reporting entities did 

provide at least some financial assistance with training for employees. Twenty-seven 

respondents included information on training costs. Six stated that they did not provide 

any financial assistance with obtaining a certification or continuing education credits. 

Twenty-one stated that they did provide funds for training to cover mileage, food and 

lodging. Eight provided the amount they spent on training costs each year. The amount 

varied widely. The lowest dollar amount was $300 to $400 per year. The highest dollar 

amount provided for annual training was $1,600 per year. The average for all eight that 

reported was $865.63 spent on training costs each year, which included mileage, food 

and lodging.  

Turnover of operators appeared to be a problem for smaller systems. There were 26 

responses to the survey question of how many operators each respondent had in the 

past 10 years. Responses ranged from one to 12. Six stated that they had maintained 

the same operator for 10 or more years. Ten had two operators in the past 10 years. 

Five had three operators in the span of 10 years. One had had six operators in 10 
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years. One had 10 operators in 10 years. Three jurisdictions had employed 12 different 

operators in the span of 10 years.  

In order to get the full picture on turnover, it is important to compare this data to the data 

on how many operators a jurisdiction employed. Larger systems with multiple facilities 

will have more than one employee. Ten jurisdictions reported they had two operators in 

the past 10 years. Half of those entities employ two operators. There were two 

jurisdictions who employed four certified operators. However, even with factoring that 

information into turnover rates, there has still been considerable changes in 

employment and smaller communities seem to have the most difficulty in keeping 

certified operators.  

As turnover seems to be an issue, and because most entities employ only one certified 

operator, the survey asked if facilities had backup operators. 31 respondents answered 

the question. Of the 31 responses, 24 stated they had backup operators if needed. 

Seven indicated that they did not have backup operators to cover if the regular operator 

was unavailable. 

The survey asked how each facility documented maintenance records. Do they use 

computer software, written records or both. Thirty-three responses were received on 

this question. Seven facilities use computer software for maintenance records. Twenty-

one facilities keep maintenance information in written records. Five facilities use both 

methods.  

Table 11:  Method of Keeping Maintenance Records  

Responses:  33 

Written Records Computer Software Both Written and Digital 

21 7 5 

Source:  MRPC Wastewater Survey 2019-20 

Respondents were asked if they had digital maps/GIS of their wastewater systems. 

Table 10 shows the breakdown of responses. Approximately half have digital maps, 

while half do not. 

Table 12:  Wastewater Systems Digitally Mapped/GIS 

Number of Responses:  31 

Number of Facilities with 
Digital Maps/GIS 

Number of Facilities 
Without Digital Maps/GIS 

Number of Facilities In the 
Process of Developing 

Digital Maps/ GIS 

15 15 1 

Source:  MRPC Wastewater Survey 2019-20 
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The last questions on the survey asked respondents if they were interested in sharing 

operators with other jurisdictions if it proved to be cost effective. There were 27 

responses to this question with 13 respondents indicating they were not interested, 

seven stating they were definitely interested; six “maybes” and one “unknown” 

response. 

Table 13:  Interest in Joint Contracts to Share Operators 

Responses:  29 

Yes No Maybe Unknown 

7 13 8 1 

Source:  MRPC Wastewater Survey 2019-20 

Some of the jurisidictions who had submitted surveys and stated they were not 

interested in sharing operators, later indicated, in the face-to-face meetings, that they 

would be interested in sharing operators, or at least learning more. The jurisdictions 

who indicated that they were interested, either through the survey or in one-on-one 

meetings with staff included:  Rolla, Salem, North Wood K-12, Edgar Springs, 

Gasconade Public Water Supply District #1, Rosebud, Chamois, St. James, Caledonia 

and Bland.  The jurisdictions that indicated they might be interested in sharing operators 

included:  Owensville, Argyle, Richwoods K-12, Washington County Public Water 

Supply District #4 and Bourbon. The follow-up question to this was to ask respondents 

to provide reasons for being interested or not interested in sharing operators. The 

responses are listed below in Table 14. 

Table 14:  Reasons for Response to Interest in Sharing Operators 

Responses:  27 

Positive Responses Negative Responses Other Responses 

To maintain coverage and make it 
easier to take time off. 

Unable to work outside of jurisdiction. We would only be interested in order 
to provide services to other 
communities.  

Because it would be advantageous 
to all communities if it reduced costs. 

Don’t want more work at this time.  

Always looking for ways to become 
more efficient and/or cost effective. 

We are a state agency and this is not 
an option. 

 

If it proved effective in filling operator 
tasks and was cost-effective. 

Not needed.  

 Alliance is big enough to cover all 
needs. 

 

 This is a private, owner operated 
resort, self-sufficient. 

 

 No one wants to take time to look 
into it. 

 

Source:  MRPC Wastewater Survey 2019-20 
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In addition to the survey, staff requested that entities provide descriptions of their daily 

tasks. Those responses are included in the Exhibits section of the report after job 

descriptions. 
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5) MEMORANDUMS OF AGREEMENT, 
AGREEMENTS AND IMPLEMENTATION 
OF SHARED OPERATORS 

 

In order to share operators, it would be necessary to develop formal agreements that 

outline the responsibilities of the parties involved. Although there are some jurisdictions 

in the region who share operators, they do not have memorandums of agreement 

(MOU) or contracts to formalize those arrangements. Staff did research on this type of 

agreement and were only able to find one example from Manitoba, Canada, that was for 

support during emergencies.  

Staff did further research on other MOUs and agreements that were specifically for 

sharing employees between jurisdictions. Taking the examples that were found, staff 

drafted two MOUs – one for sharing of operators during emergencies and one for 

temporarily sharing operators in the case of sick leave, vacation or need for short-term 

coverage of operator services. In addition, staff drafted a sample Shared Staff 

Agreement. This agreement would be used for two jurisdictions to establish a formal 

arrangement to share a certified wastewater treatment operator long-term. Examples of 

all three documents are in the Exhibits section of this report. All three documents can be 

altered to meet the needs of the cooperating jurisdictions. These documents provide a 

framework to assist entities in developing agreements that are mutually beneficial and 

that plainly outline responsibilities of all involved.  

After reviewing the data collected through surveys and one-on-one meetings, staff will 

strongly encourage those jurisdictions who do not have back-up operators to consider 

executing MOUs with neighboring jurisdictions to develop a plan for coverage in both 

emergency situations and more normal absences of certified operators for sick leave or 

vacation. In both cases, it would be prudent to establish MOUs with more than one 

other entity. Natural disasters can affect large areas and if multiple jurisdictions with 

established MOUs are all suffering the effects of flooding or other disasters, they may 

not be able to immediately support one another. MOUs with multiple jurisdictions will 

increase resiliency in the face of natural disasters. In addition, an MOU with a nearby 

jurisdiction will ease the problems associated with routine operator absences due to 

illness, vacation or the time it would take to replace an operator who has terminated 

employment.  

The most difficult aspects of sharing operators in any situation will be: 

• The potential difference in salary and benefits between partner jurisdictions; 

• The differences between wastewater systems;  
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• Differences in certification levels between operators and the need to be properly 

certified for the partner jurisdiction’s wastewater system; 

• Willingness of operators to participate. 

As the survey demonstrated, salary and benefits can vary widely between jurisdictions. 

The city of Rolla indicated an interest in sharing operators with other entities, but it also 

reported one of the higher pay rates and broader benefits packages. Because Rolla 

employs several certified operators, it is also in the position to be best able to share its 

staff. For short-term/temporary situations, MOUs with Rolla could still be managed as 

long as the partnering entity was prepared to reimburse the city for the cost of using 

their employees. If the purpose was for short-term coverage, this would certainly be 

workable. For long-term agreements, the partnering jurisdiction would have to be willing 

to pay their share of the salary and benefits for Rolla employees.  

When factoring in the costs of initial and continuing training of an employee to acquire 

and maintain a certification and depending on the amount of time necessary for 

servicing a partner jurisdiction, it might still be feasible, for even a small community to 

consider contracting with another local government for services. For example: If a 

community currently pays close to the average rate for a certified operator ($18.85) and 

pays fringe at a rate of 30 percent of salary ($5.66), their hourly rate for salary and 

fringe would be $24.51. Using 30 percent fringe costs for the city of Rolla’s pay rate of 

$24.56, this would result in a total hourly rate for salary and fringe at $31.93. If an 

employee spends 12 days in classes preparing for the certification exam, and another 

day taking the exam - that is a time cost of $2,352.96. If you add in travel costs of hotel 

$85 per night; food at $40 per day and mileage estimated at the state rate of $.56 x 200 

miles roundtrip – seven times, you have travel expenses of $2,284. Add that to the 

weekly costs of operating the facility and the total expense is $17,382.16. Comparing 

that to the annual estimated cost of sharing an operator with Rolla, and the concept 

becomes much more feasible.  

For jurisdictions paying closer to $15.00 per hour or less – the feasibility of doing a long-

term agreement with Rolla becomes much less advantageous. But of the 19 responses, 

there were only three instances of salaries falling at $15.00 or less per hour.   

All of these arrangements should work well in cases where an operator is working part-

time. In cases where operators are working in full-time positions, some allowances may 

need to be made with the understanding that the MOU is mutually beneficial and while 

one jurisdiction may be temporarily inconvenienced, it may need the same support in 

the future. And in all cases it will be necessary to get the buy-in and feedback of the 

operator(s) affected by the agreement. 
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Table 15: Feasibility of Sharing Operators 

Jurisdiction 
Wages x 30% 

Fringe + Wages 
= Hourly Rate 

Hourly Rate x 
Avg. Hours 

Required for 
Servicing per 
week/per year 

Hourly Cost of 
Getting an 
Employee 

Certified 12 x 8 
x HR = 

Travel Costs of 
Getting an 
Employee 

Certified (Hotel, 
meals, mileage 

Total 
Estimated 

Annual Costs 

City A  $19.98 
$5.66 + $18.85 = 
$24.51 

$245.10 pw 
$12,745.20 py 

$2,352.96 

Hotel:  $1,020 
Food:  $480 

*Mileage: $784 
TOTAL: $2,284 

$17,382.16 

City B  $15.00 
$4.50 + $15.00 = 
$19.50 

$195.00 pw 
$10,140.00 py 

$1,872.00 

Hotel:  $1,020 
Food:  $480 

*Mileage: $784 
TOTAL: $2,284 

$14,296.00 

City of Rolla $24.56 
$7.37 + $24.56 = 
$31.93 

$319.30 pw 
 

- - $16,603.60 

*Based on 200 mile round trip seven times (six trips for training, one for exam) state mileage rate of $.56 

 

In order to obtain a clearer picture of which jurisdictions could feasibly share an operator 

based on travel distance, staff developed maps showing a 30 mile radius and a 50 mile 

radius from the communities interested in sharing operators. These maps also highlight 

which other communities expressed interest. Figures 21 through 30 illustrate these 

distances between interested jurisdictions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 57 Wastewater Feasibility Study 2021 

Figure 21:  Bourbon WWTF 30 & 50 Mile Radiuses 
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Figure 22:  North Wood R-IV 30 & 50 Mile Radiuses 
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Figure 23:  Bland WWTF 30 & 50 Mile Radiuses 
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Figure 24:  Owensville WWTF 30 & 50 Miles Radiuses 
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Figure 25:  PWSD No. 1 of Gasconade County 30 & 50 Mile Radiuses  
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Figure 26:  Argyle WWTF 30 & 50 Mile Radiuses 
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Figure 27:  Edgar Springs WWTP 30 & 50 Mile Radiuses 
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Figure 28:  Kingston K-14 School WWTP 30 & 50 Mile Radiuses 
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Figure 29:  Richwoods R-VII School WWTP 30 & 50 Mile Radiuses 
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Figure 30:  Washington County PWSD No. 4 WWTP 30 & 50 Mile Radiuses 
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Entering into any of these agreements will require negotiation between the interested 

parties and developing clear guidelines within the agreements on how operators will be 

shared, how needs will be communicated and met, how work will be prioritized and how 

costs will be shared. 

In order to encourage the use of MOUs and/or sharing agreements, staff will carry out 

the following activities: 

• Provide the results of the survey and the feasibility study to the participating 

jurisdictions; 

• Distribute press releases on the results of the survey;  

• Post the results of the survey on the MRPC website; 

• Provide a presentation on the results of the project at a public meeting;  

• Share the sample MOUs and sharing agreement with the participating 

respondents; 

• Share information about those entities who are interested in sharing operators; 

and 

• Share information on GIS services available through MRPC to those entities 

without digital/GIS capabilities. 
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6) DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED 

 

Staff faced a number of challenges with this project. The grant was awarded at a point 

when there was a turnover in staff and new staff were not immediately hired and the 

project was not immediately assigned to a different staff member. Due to these staffing 

constraints, the project start was delayed into late 2019. MRPC requested and received 

an extension to May 31, 2021.  

The 2020 pandemic also significantly impacted the project in a number of ways. Staff 

had begun to see success with face-to-face meetings in gathering information from local 

communities on their wastewater issues and needs when the virus became prevalent in 

Missouri and lockdowns occurred. Person-to-person meetings were cancelled while 

people and agencies grappled with the pandemic. Apathy from targeted communities 

and operators resulted in lower response rates on the survey than had been hoped for 

before the pandemic occurred, but staff feel that the COVID-19 crisis deepened the lack 

of interest in the project among the target group. They had other priorities, as well as 

more challenging workloads and stressors due to the pandemic. The elimination of the 

face-to-face visits that were planned as a follow-up to mailed surveys was a major 

disappointment and hindrance to increasing the response rate.  

The pandemic also caused school and daycare closures that resulted in key staff 

reducing hours in order to care for small children and working from home. In addition, a 

key staff member took extended leave during the project period. Other staff took over 

the project, but there was a transition period to get up to speed.  

It was also a disappointment that even though staff have heard frequent complaints 

about the difficulty of hiring and keeping certified wastewater operators, the majority of 

responding entities were definitively not interested in sharing operators despite the cost 

savings it might provide. Local newspapers frequently have articles where the problems 

with hiring and keeping operators are discussed at local city council meetings, 

(examples are included in the Exhibits section). The reasons respondents provided 

included liability issues and concerns with how work would be prioritized if both 

communities were having wastewater emergencies.   
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7) PERSPECTIVES, RESULTS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

After analyzing the data gathered through the survey, it is evident that capabilities, costs 

and challenges vary widely among the wastewater facilities in the region. Regardless, 

from systems that have one hookup to those that serve thousands of households, they 

must all meet the requirements of state and federal rules, regulations and their permits. 

Despite all their differences there are opportunities to cooperate and assist one another 

and work together to meet needs in the areas of operator coverage and training. 

The survey project has been a great opportunity for staff to not only find out more about 

how jurisdictions could benefit from sharing operators but to discover more about the 

issues and challenges that small rural wastewater systems are currently facing. The 

difficulties in meeting state and federal clean water requirements has been an identified 

issue for decades. However, staff were not aware of the problems with training and 

testing that were expressed by the communities with whom we had discussions. It has 

been enlightening to research the training issues and develop some possible solutions 

that will make training more accessible and less costly for the entities within our region. 

The following are the recommendations developed through this process: 

Recommendation:  Encourage small communities and small system owners to 

consider entering into MOUs with nearby communities to jointly provide backup 

wastewater treatment operators to cover when the regular operator is unavailable 

or during an emergency when additional assistance is needed. 

Twenty-two percent of respondents did not have backup operators if their operator quit 

or went on leave. That is a significant number and an issue that should be reasonably 

easy to remedy. Jurisdictions should plan for the contingency that they could be without 

an operator for days, weeks or even months at a time. Although it may be necessary to 

pay more per hour for a stand-in operator from a neighboring jurisdiction, it would 

provide a short-term solution to keep the wastewater system properly monitored and 

maintained until the regular operator returns to work or a replacement can be hired.  

During an emergency it may be necessary to bring in additional help to address 

problems with the wastewater plant. Flooding, loss of power or damage from storms can 

cause plants to go down and cease operations, resulting in major hardship for residents 

and jurisdictions. Having a plan for assistance when a disaster strikes will make the 

jurisdiction more resilient during disasters, providing a swifter return to normal services.  

Sample MOUs for these situations are included in the Exhibits section.  
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Recommendation:  Continue to encourage small communities who only provide 

part-time employment for their wastewater operator to consider entering into an 

MOU and/or contract with a nearby community to share a wastewater operator for 

the purpose of cutting costs, providing full-time employment and benefits and 

reducing turnover. 

Based on the information gathered through the survey, there is a significant range in the 

cost of certified wastewater operators across the region. Salaries and benefits vary 

widely. This could complicate efforts to share operators on a long-term basis. It does 

not, however, make it impossible. It will require cooperation and negotiation between 

the partnering entities. An ideal situation would be if multiple entities that only needed 

part-time service cooperated to hire an individual to provide services for two or three 

jurisdictions with the same certification requirements or one jurisdiction hire the 

employee and contract those services to other jurisdictions. Compensation and benefits 

could be determined before hiring and agreements established on how to share costs. 

Guidance would need to be developed for prioritizing work during emergencies and how 

all of the parties involved would communicate concerns and work through issues. But 

providing full-time employment would help to reduce turnover. Perhaps more 

importantly, training expenses could be shared and reduced for each individual 

jurisdiction. 

Recommendation:  Provide additional information, including contact information, 

and encourage interested entities to follow-up and explore MOUs and contract 

opportunities. 

Four cities within the Meramec Region have arrangements to share operators: Crocker 

and Dixon and Cuba and Bourbon. In both cases the operator is a contractor who has 

separate contracts with each community. The survey found that 15 jurisdictions were 

interested in sharing operators – or at least willing to learn more. 

Recommendation:  Continue to provide and expand wastewater operator training 

in a virtual format that can be accessed by anyone with an adequate internet 

connection. 

One of the positive outcomes of the COVID-19 pandemic has been the development 

and improvement of virtual meetings and trainings technology. Most organizations have 

become familiar with and have participated in virtual format meetings. Wastewater 

Operator training organizations have followed suit and transitioned from classroom only 

training to providing those classes on-line.  

Staff interviewed trainers with the Missouri Rural Water Association (MRWA) and asked 

them if these changes were here to stay or if they thought training would go back to 

classroom only. The response was “it depends.” Some training can be done virtually 

without losing quality of delivery or substance. Other trainings don’t translate well into 

digital formats and are much better delivered in-person. The consensus was that some 
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classes that work well will continue to be offered virtually and other classes will go back 

to classroom presentation.  

Staff encouraged the MRWA to continue to provide a selection of continuing education 

credit classes virtually. This would provide a less expensive alternative for those 

operators who have to travel to attend classes and still allow them to earn their CEUs. 

Recommendation: Provide training options at locations within the Meramec 

Region on a regular basis. This could also include providing local certification 

exams. 

The cost of training and the distance that individuals from the Meramec Region had to 

travel to get training or to test for certification were issues that came up regularly in the 

one-on-one meetings with jurisdictions. In order to sit for a wastewater operator 

certification, individuals typically attend classroom training. The Missouri Rural Water 

Association (MRWA) is one of the approved providers in Missouri. According to Larry 

Vangilder, trainer for MRWA, certification training class for the lowest level certification – 

Class D – is a total of 12 days of in-classroom studies. Mr. Vangilder breaks the class 

down to two days per week for six weeks. If travel time and overnight stays are factored 

in for the classes required to gain certification, the time spent away from the job and 

home – as well as the costs – are considerable. In addition, operators are required to 

take 30 hours of continuing education every three years to maintain their certification. 

This can result in considerable time off-site to obtain the required training. 

In relation to the counties of the Meramec Region, the current training locations are at 

quite a distance. For the Spring 2021 trainings offered in the example above, Lebanon 

provides the closest available location. While Lebanon is a 30-minute drive from 

Waynesville in Pulaski County, it is 2.5 hours for the communities of Caledonia in 

Washington County, Chamois in Osage County or Hermann in Gasconade County. 

Figure 31 shows the training locations typically used by the MRWA. None of the 

locations are within the Meramec Region.  

The recent list of trainings through MDNR shows a Wastewater Entry Level Certification 

Class offered in Springfield in May 2021. This location is over 3.5 hours for many of the 

Meramec Region communities. Depending on the time of year that a community’s 

operator requires training, it was reported that locations in Branson, Jefferson City and 

Poplar Bluff are the only options, and these locations are over four hours from several 

communities in the region. As most Entry Level Wastewater Certification courses are 

provided over the course of 8-12 days, it requires a community to bear the costs of 

travel, lodging and per diem to send a new operator to training. This also means that the 

operator is not overseeing the system while traveling to training. 

MRPC staff have contacted the Missouri Rural Water Association, an organization that 

provides wastewater operator training, and discussed the problem and provided 

solutions and local training facilities for MRWA to use to provide classes. Additionally, 
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due to the pandemic, a number of continuing education classes have been converted to 

virtual trainings. Providing these courses on-line is a great opportunity for those 

operators who do not live near the typical training venues used by training providers.  

In addition to the training requirements, the certification exams are also located in areas 

that are not convenient to the communities of Meramec Region. Figure 32 illustrates 

exam locations, and none are located in the study area. 

Recommendation:  Share information on GIS services available through MRPC to 

those entities without digital/GIS capabilities. 

The survey revealed that 15 jurisdictions, or roughly half of the respondents, did not 

have their wastewater systems digitally mapped. GIS mapping of utilities is an efficient 

tool in maintaining, expanding and improving systems. It is important for these 

jurisdictions to be informed on the mapping options available. 
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Figure 31:  MRWA Training Locations 
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Figure 32:  MDNR Wastewater Certification Exam Locations 
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In response to this issue, staff identified, and local communities volunteered, several 

locations in the region that would be suitable for training. These were discussed and 

shared with the MWRA staff. It is assumed that MDNR staff will also share the 

information with other training providers, and it will be possible to host classes in the 

region in the near future.  

Several communities within the Meramec Region have offered their facilities to host 

training. These include: 

Table 16:  Potential Training Locations 

Community  Facility Capacity Audio-visual 
capable 

Rolla, Phelps County Rolla City Hall 
901 N. Elm 

30 Yes 

Waynesville, Pulaski 
County 

Waynesville Municipal 
Center 
100 Tremont Center 

30 Yes 

Steelville, Crawford 
County 

Steelville Community 
Building 
101 W. Keysville 

30 Yes 

St. James, Phelps 
County 

MRPC offices  
4 Industrial Drive 

30 Yes 
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8) EXHIBITS 

Surveys, cover letters, scripts, etc. 

Press Release 

List of Certified Wastewater Operators for Meramec Region 

Memorandums of Understanding, Agreement for Sharing Operators 

Sample of Contract Between City and Contracted Wastewater Operator 

Midwest Assistance Program Article 

Local News Articles 

MDNR Operator Certification and Training Examination Schedule for 2021-

2022 

Certified Wastewater Operator and Related Job Descriptions 

Certified Wastewater Operator Daily Tasks 

Returned Surveys 

Notice of Public Meeting 

Letter to MRWA on Training Locations 

PowerPoint Presentation on Project 
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Initial Survey 
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Cover Letter Sent with Later Mailings of the Initial Survey 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

 

TO:  Wastewater Permit Holders in the Meramec Regional Planning Commission 

 

FROM: Tamara Snodgrass, Assistant Director 

 

RE:  Wastewater Treatment Facility Survey Responses 

 

DATE:  October 9, 2020 

 

 

The Meramec Regional Planning Commission has been awarded a grant through the Missouri 

Department of Natural Resources to conduct a feasibility study of wastewater treatment 

operations in the region.  The purpose of the survey is to identify cost savings; determine the 

feasibility of sharing operators; and find ways to improve the availability of training for 

operators. 

 

The survey is open to all MDNR wastewater permit holders in the Meramec region.  In order to 

provide a detailed cost savings analysis, MRPC needs wastewater systems to fill out the survey 

completely.  The survey is brief and gathers information on the system, the operator, and the cost 

of operating and training.  The hope is that with adequate responses a plan can be developed to 

save systems money and reduce down time without certified operators.   

 

We are struggling to get the surveys returned. Your time in providing this information is greatly 

appreciated.  A paper survey is included and the survey is also available online at 

https://mrpcsurveys.typeform.com/to/egU9n68J.  It is important that ALL fields are filled out 

completely and accurately in order to best serve our communities.  Please complete and return 

the survey by November 15, 2020. 

 

If you have questions or would like further information about the survey, please contact Kathryn 

Hawes at (573) 265-2993, extension 110. Kathryn can also be reached by fax at 573-265-3550 or 

by email at KHawes@meramecregion.org.  

 

 

TS 

 

Enclosures 

 

 

 

https://mrpcsurveys.typeform.com/to/egU9n68J
mailto:KHawes@meramecregion.org
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Revised Survey 

Contact Information 

Name: ________________________________________  Title: ___________________________ 

Jurisdiction Served (City/District/HOA/etc.): _________________________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

  __________________________________ 

Phone: ________________________  Email: _______________________________ 

 

System Information 

Type of Waste Water Collection System: ______________________________________________ 

Type of Waste Water Treatment System: ______________________________________________ 

Size of Waste Water Treatment Facility: _______________________________________________ 

# Hook-ups on your system: __________________ 

Capacity of WWTF: ________________________ 

Actual Gallons/Day Flow: ____________________ 

Compliant with MDNR Permit: ________________ 

Do you have a Schedule of Compliance to renew your Permit? ___________________________ 

What issues need to be addressed for Schedule of Compliance? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Information 

List Certified  Operator(s) 1: ______________________________  Level:  A      B      C    D   (circle) 

  Operator 2: ______________________________  Level:  A      B      C    D   (circle)  

Operator 3: ______________________________  Level:  A      B      C    D   (circle)  

Operator 4: ______________________________  Level:  A      B      C    D   (circle)  

Years employed: _________ 
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Employee or Contractor? ______________________________________ 

Full-time or Part-time?  _______________________________________ 

If Part-time, how many hours/week? ____________________________ 

If employed, What is the salary or rate of pay? _____________________________________ 

Does this include benefits? What benefits? _________________________________________________ 

If contracted, what is the contracted rate? ___________________________ 

How many hours per week are spent solely on Wastewater?    

Attach position description if available. 

Does your jurisdiction pay for Operator Certification? Or Continuing Education Credits? ______________ 

If so, what is the annual average annual cost (Include all travel, lodging, meals, etc)? ________________ 

How many Operators have you had in the past 10 years? ________ 

Do you have a back-up operator? __________ 

How do you document maintenance (computer software, written record, etc.)? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Do you have a digital map/GIS of your system? __________ 

Would your jurisdiction be interested in a joint contract with other local facilities for a certified 

operation if it proved to be cost effective? ___________________________ 

Why or why not? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

(If you are not the one to make this decision, please pass on to the person(s) who are able.)   

Thank you for your time! 

Please return completed survey to MRPC by mail at: 

4 Industrial Drive 

St. James, MO 65559 

By Fax: 573-265-3550 
Or by email: khawes@mereamecregion.org 

 

 

 

mailto:khawes@mereamecregion.org
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Phone Survey Script/Questions (Additional Information) 

City:  

County:  

Date:  

Interviewee:  

 

How many operators:  

Full-time or part-time:  

Contract or employees:  

Certification Level:  

What percent of the job is spent solely on wastewater? 

 

What labs done in house:  

What labs sent off:  

To Where:  

 

Where do operators attend training:  

 

What is the annual cost of training payed by the jurisdiction? 

 

What has been your turn over:  

 

Would a training program that ends with a certification be of interest?:  

 

What other challenges:  
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Press Release Promoting Surveys 

For immediate release  

April 22, 2020 

For more information, contact  

Tammy Snodgrass at (573) 265-2993 

Regional Wastewater Survey Responses Needed 

CRAWFORD, DENT, GASCONADE, MARIES, OSAGE, PHELPS, PULAKSI, & WASHINGTON 

COUNTIES — The Meramec Regional Planning Commission has been awarded a grant through the 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources in order to conduct a feasibility study of wastewater treatment 

operations in the region.  

While MDNR often focuses on regionalization of wastewater that is not feasible for many communities 

that are spread thin throughout the Meramec region.  The feasibility study seeks to discover if cost 

savings are attainable by sharing licensed operators instead of the actual treatment system.  Many of our 

small rural communities struggle with having to hire and train individuals to operate wastewater systems.  

Due to very small systems and small budgets, offering even part-time employment can be prohibitive to 

retaining trained staff. 

The survey is open to all MDNR wastewater permit holders in the Meramec region.  In order to provide a 

detailed cost savings analysis MRPC needs wastewater systems to fill out the survey completely.  The 

survey is brief and gathers information on the system, the operator, and the cost burden for operating and 

training.  The hope is that with adequate responses a plan can be developed in order to save systems 

money and reduce down time without certified operators.  The survey is available on Meramec Regional 

Planning Commission’s website at https://mrpcsurveys.typeform.com/to/egU9n68J. 

Formed in 1969, MRPC is a voluntary council of governments serving Crawford, Dent, Gasconade, 

Maries, Osage, Phelps, Pulaski and Washington counties and their respective cities. Gasconade County 

Presiding Commissioner Larry Miskel serves as chairman of the board. A professional staff of 34 offers 

technical assistance and services, such as grant preparation and administration, housing assistance, 

transportation planning, environmental planning, ordinance codification, business loans and other services 

to member communities. 

If you have questions, please contact Tammy Snodgrass at MRPC at 573-265-2993 or by email at 

tsnodgrass@meramecregion.org.  

To keep up with the latest MRPC news and events, visit the MRPC website 

at www.meramecregion.org or on Facebook at www.facebook.com/meramecregion. 

 

 

 

 

 

https://mrpcsurveys.typeform.com/to/egU9n68J
mailto:tsnodgrass@meramecregion.org
http://www.meramecregion.org/
http://www.facebook.com/meramecregion
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List of Certified Wastewater Operators Located in Meramec Region 
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Memorandum Of Understanding for Emergency Sharing of Operator 

WASTEWATER FACILITY OPERATOR SHARING  

DURING AN EMERGENCY 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
 

 

THIS AGREEMENT MADE this _____ day of _____, 202__ BY AND BETWEEN: 

 

(Municipality or Owner of Utility A) 

And 

(Municipality or Owner of Utility B) 

 

WHEREAS a local emergency could affect a municipal water or wastewater facility, requiring 

additional certified operators for the safe operations of those facilities; 

 

AND WHEREAS the availability of certified municipal wastewater facility operators is limited; 

 

AND WHEREAS in some situations it may be necessary to request assistance from other 

municipalities with certified wastewater operators to maintain the health and safety of the public 

and the environment; 

 

AND WHEREAS the wastewater treatment facility owned by (Municipality or Owner of Utility 

A) is certified as __(provide certification level required)__; 

 

AND WHEREAS the wastewater treatment facility owned by Municipality or Owner of Utility 

B) is certified as (provide certification level required); 

 

AND WHEREAS the shared wastewater treatment operator is certified to service both systems;  

 

AND WHEREAS the above named municipalities wish to make pre-arrangements for expedited 

emergency action in support of each other when affected or threatened by an emergency that 

requires the assistance of a certified wastewater operator. 

 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the above named parties agree as follows: 

 

1) Any of the parties to this agreement may request mutual aid from the other party if in 

need of assistance in a local emergency, to maintain the health and safety of the listed 

wastewater facilities as listed in “Appendix A” subject to the following: 

a. Any call for aid may be made by the municipality requiring assistance under 

this agreement in the event of a local emergency, whish is a situation where 

the wastewater facilities are in jeopardy of compromising the safety and 

wellbeing of the public and environment, excluding manageable situations 

such as a shortage of staffing due to vacation or sick leave. 

 

b. Any call for aid shall be made by a designated representative of the 

municipality and must be directed to a designated representative of the other 

party whose assistance is being sought. 
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c. Request for mutual aid shall be restricted to assist with the operation of 

wastewater facilities under this agreement experiencing a local emergency. 

 

d. On receipt of a call for aid, the extent of the assistance given will be at the 

discretion of the responding municipality, having regard for its own situation 

at the time. 

 

e. The responding municipality agrees to ensure the deployment of a certified 

wastewater operator as required under “Appendix A” to operate the receiving 

municipality’s wastewater facility. 

 

f. The receiving municipality shall be responsible for the payment of the costs 

incurred by the responding municipality. Payment will be made in a timely 

fashion, once the emergency has been dealt with and upon receipt of an 

invoice from the responding municipality outlining the wages and expenses. 

 

g. All liability for the operations of the facilities listed in “Appendix A” of this 

agreement shall be the sole responsibility of the receiving municipality. 

 

h. Each facility as listed in “Appendix A” under this agreement will have an 

emergency operational and maintenance policy in place to outline the 

minimum requirements to maintain the facility during the event of a local 

emergency and the enactment of this MOU and referenced in this agreement 

as “Appendix B”. 

 

i. Each facility as listed in “Appendix A” of this agreement will have an 

operations and maintenance manual including video with the reference to 

operation and maintenance as outlined in the above policy. 

 

j. The receiving facility agrees to notify the Missouri Department of Natural 

Resources, via phone call or email upon the enactment of this MOU. 

 

2) The agreement comes into force on signing of this document by all parties and the 

approval of the Missouri Department of Natural Resources Water Protection Program 

and shall be reviewed for updating as needed or a minimum of every three (3) years. 

This agreement will remain in effect until such time as either party wishes to 

terminate the agreement by providing sixty (60) days written notice to the other party. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have executed this agreement on the day and year 

first above written. 

 

_____________________________________________  ______________________ 

(Name of Municipality & Authorized Signer)   Date 

 

 

_____________________________________________  ___________________ 

(Name of Municipality & Authorized Signer)   Date 
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WASTEWATER FACILITY OPERATOR 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

 

Appendix A 
 

 

 

__(Facility Owner A)__  

Facility/Location WWTF 
Description 

Treatment 
Process 

Type 

Minimum 
Certification 

Level Required 

Operators 
Names and 
Certification 

Level 

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 

 

__(Facility Owner B)__ 

Facility/Location WWTF 
Description 

Treatment 
Process 

Type 

Minimum 
Certification 

Level Required 

Operators 
Names and 
Certification 

Level 
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Memorandum of Understanding for Temporary Sharing of Operator 

WASTEWATER FACILITY OPERATOR SHARING  

FOR NON-EMERGENCY SITUATIONS 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
 

THIS AGREEMENT MADE this _____ day of _____, 202__ BY AND BETWEEN: 

 

(Municipality or Owner of Utility A) 

And 

(Municipality or Owner of Utility B) 

 

WHEREAS a the temporary loss of a wastewater operator due to termination of employment, 

sick leave or other leave could affect a municipal water or wastewater facility, requiring 

additional certified operators for the safe operations of those facilities; 

 

AND WHEREAS the availability of certified municipal wastewater facility operators is limited; 

 

AND WHEREAS in some situations it may be necessary to request assistance from other 

municipalities with certified wastewater operators to maintain the health and safety of the public 

and the environment; 

 

AND WHEREAS the wastewater treatment facility owned by (Municipality or Owner of Utility 

A) is certified as __(provide certification level required)__; 

 

AND WHEREAS the wastewater treatment facility owned by Municipality or Owner of Utility 

B) is certified as (provide certification level required); 

 

AND WHEREAS the shared wastewater treatment operator is certified to service both systems;  

 

AND WHEREAS the above named municipalities wish to make pre-arrangements for expedited 

action in support of each other when a certified wastewater operator is not available to service 

the wastewater facility. 

 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the above named parties agree as follows: 

 

1) Any of the parties to this agreement may request mutual aid from the other party if in 

need of assistance during the temporary absence of the municipality’s certified 

wastewater operator, to maintain the health and safety of the listed wastewater 

facilities as listed in “Appendix A” subject to the following: 

a. Any call for aid may be made by the municipality requiring assistance under 

this agreement in the event of the temporary absence of the municipality’s 

certified wastewater operator and the need for the continuity of an operator to 

avoid compromising the safety and wellbeing of the public and environment. 

 

b. Any call for aid shall be made by a designated representative of the 

municipality and must be directed to a designated representative of the other 

party whose assistance is being sought. 
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c. Request for mutual aid shall be restricted to assist with the operation of 

wastewater facilities under this agreement experiencing a local emergency. 

 

d. On receipt of a call for aid, the extent of the assistance given will be at the 

discretion of the responding municipality, having regard for its own situation 

at the time. 

 

e. The responding municipality agrees to ensure the deployment of a certified 

wastewater operator as required under “Appendix A” to operate the receiving 

municipality’s wastewater facility. 

 

f. The receiving municipality shall be responsible for the payment of the costs 

incurred by the responding municipality. Payment will be made in a timely 

fashion once the emergency has been dealt with and upon receipt of an 

invoice from the responding municipality outlining the wages and expenses. 

 

g. All liability for the operations of the facilities listed in “Appendix A” of this 

agreement shall be the sole responsibility of the receiving municipality. 

 

h. Each facility as listed in “Appendix A” under this agreement will have an 

operational and maintenance policy in place to outline the minimum 

requirements to maintain the facility and the enactment of this MOU and 

referenced in this agreement as “Appendix B”. 

 

i. Each facility as listed in “Appendix A” of this agreement will have an 

operations and maintenance manual including video with the reference to 

operation and maintenance as outlined in the above policy. 

 

j. The receiving facility agrees to notify the Missouri Department of Natural 

Resources, via phone call or email upon the enactment of this MOU. 

 

2) The agreement comes into force on signing of this document by all parties and shall 

be reviewed for updating as needed or a minimum of every three (3) years. This 

agreement will remain in effect until such time as either party wishes to terminate the 

agreement by providing sixty (60) days written notice to the other party. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have executed this agreement on the day and year 

first above written. 

 

 

_____________________________________________  ______________________ 

(Name of Municipality & Authorized Signer)   Date 

 

 

_____________________________________________  ______________________ 

(Name of Municipality & Authorized Signer)   Date 
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WASTEWATER FACILITY OPERATOR 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

 

Appendix A 
 

 

__(Facility Owner A)__  

Facility/Location WWTF 
Description 

Treatment 
Process 

Type 

Minimum 
Certification 

Level Required 

Operators 
Names and 
Certification 

Level 

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 

 

__(Facility Owner B)__ 

Facility/Location WWTF 
Description 

Treatment 
Process 

Type 

Minimum 
Certification 

Level Required 

Operators 
Names and 
Certification 

Level 

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 



 96 Wastewater Feasibility Study 2021 

Agreement for Permanent Sharing of Operator 

AGREEMENT TO SHARE CERTIFIED  

WASTEWATER TREATMENT OPERATOR(S) 

By and Between 

Name of Municipality A 

And 

Name of Municipality B 

 
THIS AGREEMENT is dated as of the _____ day of _____________, 20__, by and between 

the ___(Name of Municipality A)___, with offices located at ____________________________ 

and the ____(Name of Municipality B__, with offices located at _________________________. 

 

WHEREAS, these two cities are empowered to enter into an agreement to share a certified 

wastewater treatment operator(s); and 

 

WHEREAS, the cities of _______________ and __________________ are committed to 

protecting the health of their citizens and the environment; and 

 

AND WHEREAS the wastewater treatment facility owned by (Municipality or Owner of Utility 

A) is certified as __(provide certification level required)__; 

 

AND WHEREAS the wastewater treatment facility owned by Municipality or Owner of Utility 

B) is certified as (provide certification level required); 

 

WHEREAS, the sharing of a certified wastewater treatment operator is meets the mutual desire 

to work collaboratively toward the fiscally responsible operation of both entities wastewater 

treatment facilities; and 

 

WHEREAS, the terms and conditions of the Agreement have been approved by the governing 

bodies of both cities; 

 

NOW THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as follows:  

 

1) For the purposes of this Agreement, the cities of ______________ and 

_________________ agree to provide services for the wastewater facilities owned by 

both cities by sharing a certified wastewater facility operator (CWFO).  

 

2) The CWFO shall report to ___________________ and _____________________. The 

contact person for the city of ___________________ shall be 

___________________________, and the contact person for the city of 

_______________ shall be ___________________________. 

 

3) The CWFO, for the purposes of this Agreement, shall be deemed a full-time employee of 

__Municipality A___________________, which will pay the CWFO’s salary and make 

the employer’s contributions for retirement, social security, health insurance, workers 

compensation and other benefits.   ___Municipality B _____ agrees to share all costs 

incurred by ____ Municipality A___ as employer of the CWFO, including but not limited 
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to the CWFO’s salary and employee benefits provided by ____Municipality A ____ as 

employer, on a mutually agreed upon basis. __Municipality B ____ shall pay its share in 

monthly installments to be paid to ______________________________ at 

___________(address)______________. 

 

4) In the shared CWFO position, the CWFO will split time between ___Municipality A___ 

and ___Municipality B ____. It is anticipated that the CWFO will make efforts to share 

equal time in both municipalities but may be required to alter this time allocation pending 

current issues in either municipality at any given time. In coordination with the CWFO, 

both municipalities will have supervisory capacity at any given time. In the case of an 

emergency occurring in both cities simultaneously, the CWFO will coordinate with 

___public works directors/mayors___ in ____ Municipality A ___ and ____Municipality 

B___ to discuss and determine work priorities. 

 

5) The ___title ______ of ____Municipality A___ and _____title____ of ____Municipality 

B ___ shall determine each party’s share of all costs and expenses incurred under this 

Agreement. The terms and provisions of this agreement, including salaries of the CWFO 

and any related expenses arising under this Agreement shall be reviewed annually in 

__month___ by both parties. If either party desires to make any amendments or 

modifications to the terms and provision of the Agreement, a joint meeting of 

representative of both parties shall be held not later than ___date ___ to discuss the 

proposed amendments and modifications In no event may either party unilaterally 

increase the compensation package of the CWFO. 

 

6) In the event of the resignation of the CWFO, both parties will reevaluate the process for 

replacement of the CWFO and/or the viability of continuing the Agreement. 

 

7) This Agreement shall take effect upon due approval and execution by the governing body 

of each municipality and shall remain in effect through ____date _______. 

 

      NAME OF MUNICIPALITY 

 

_____________________________________  ____________________________ 

Authorized Signer    Date 

 

_____________________________________ 

Printed Name of Authorized Signer 

 

 

NAME OF MUNICIPALITY 

 

_____________________________________  ____________________________ 

Authorized Signer    Date 

 

_________________________________________ 

Printed Name of Authorized Signer 
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Sample Contract Between City and Contracted Wastewater Operator 
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Article in The Source (Midwest Assistance Program) 
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Relevant Articles in Local Newspapers 

 



 104 Wastewater Feasibility Study 2021 

 

 

 

 



 105 Wastewater Feasibility Study 2021 

 



 106 Wastewater Feasibility Study 2021 

 



 107 Wastewater Feasibility Study 2021 

 



 108 Wastewater Feasibility Study 2021 
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Job Descriptions 
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Descriptions of Wastewater Operator Daily Tasks 

 

First responses from Maria Potter, Onondaga State Park 

Wastewater Treatment Tasks by Frequency 

Daily Tasks: 

• Rainfall totals 

• Plant Operations SE/SW/Vichy 

• Testing/Lab 

• Sludge Hauling 

• Diagnose and fix problems with the lift pumps 

Weekly: 

• Sprayfield operation, visual lagoon checks (Mowing/weed eating every other 
week) 

• Lift Station Maintenance 

• Grounds Maintenance/Mowing 

• Snow/Ice Removal/Salt Spreading (Weather dependent) 

• Observes oxidation ditch for solids and DO, PH on INF & EFF 

• Repairing sewer lines 

Monthly: 

• Aeration, fence checks, lift station checks 

• Training/Meeting 

• Compliance Reporting 

Annually: 

• Reporting, inspection, repairs and maintenance during off season 

Tasks without timeframe: 

• Clean sewer mains with a jet 

• Camera sewer mains 

• Smoke the sewer mains 
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The information for myself is as follows: 

I am the full time Pretreatment Coordinator for the City of Cuba.  I spend a full 40 hours 

per week on the regulation of Industrial and Commercial Wastewater being discharged 

to our POTW.  My task are never the same from day to day or week to week, as my 

task depend largely on the Compliance Level of each of our dischargers, based upon 

results of my Fats, Oils, and Grease Program inspections, Industrial wastewater 

sampling results, Pretreatment Permit writing and reporting requirements, Industry 

Inspections, and all related calculations and paperwork. 

An average of $950.00 to $1,000.00 has been spent, during a non-Covid year, in order 

to obtain my required operator renewal credits (Wastewater Conferences, MODNR 

Pretreatment Training events, hotel cost, and mileage. 

Pretreatment Coordinator 

City of Cuba 

573–241-0453 
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Returned Surveys 
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Notice of Public Meeting 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 

 
 

 

Date and time of posting:   July 30, 2021 at 10:00 a.m. 

Notice is hereby given that a public meeting to review and share the results of a 

certified wastewater operator study for the Meramec Region. A presentation 

will be provided at 7:30 p.m. on Thursday, August 12, 2021 at the Meramec 

Regional Planning Commission, large conference room, located at 4 Industrial 

Drive, St. James, MO 65559. The presentation will be available both in person and 

through Zoom and conference call. To join Zoom: 
 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81576719724?pwd=Ujlhd2NkdFc0djZ1aWpJQW4wNl

Bodz09 

Meeting ID: 815 7671 9724  ~  Passcode: 199655 

By Phone:   +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago) 

Meeting ID: 815 7671 9724  ~  Passcode: 199655 

 

 

The tentative agenda of this meeting includes: 

•   Welcome and Introductions 

• Background and Purpose of the Study  

• Survey Results 

• Recommendations 

• Q & A 

• Adjourn 

 

 

Representatives of the news media may obtain copies of this notice by contacting: 

 

Tamara Snodgrass 

#4 Industrial Drive 

St. James, MO  65559 

(573) 265-2993 

tsnodgrass@meramecregion.org  

 

If you require any accommodations (i.e. qualified interpreter, large print, hearing 

assistance) in order to attend this meeting, please notify this office at 573-265-2993 

no later than 48 hours prior to the scheduled commencement of the meeting. 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81576719724?pwd=Ujlhd2NkdFc0djZ1aWpJQW4wNlBodz09
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81576719724?pwd=Ujlhd2NkdFc0djZ1aWpJQW4wNlBodz09
mailto:tsnodgrass@meramecregion.org
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Letter to MRWA on Training Locations 

 

August 31, 2021 

 

Howard Baker, Executive Director 

Missouri Rural Water Association 

901 Richardson Drive 

Ashland, MO  65010 

 

      RE:  Training Locations in the Meramec Region 

 

Dear Mr. Baker: 

 

I am writing to you as a follow-up to a study recently completed by the Meramec Regional Planning 

Commission (MRPC) on certified wastewater treatment operators and ways that rural communities might 

be able to share operators and reduce costs and turnover. A copy of the study can be found on our website 

at: https://www.meramecregion.org/publications/. 

 

Many of the communities we talked to expressed concern that trainings were rarely provided within our 

eight-county region – which includes Crawford, Dent, Gasconade, Maries, Osage, Phelps, Pulaski and 

Washington counties. Employees end up spending a lot of time travelling for classes to get certified and 

for continuing education classes. We investigated this issue further, including visiting with one of your 

trainers, Larry Vangilder. He indicated a willingness to hold trainings in our region. Below are the 

locations and contact information we gathered for possible training space: 

 

Community Facility Capacity 
Audio-visual 

capable 
Contact Information 

Rolla, Phelps 
County 

Rolla City Hall 
901 N. Elm 

30 Yes admin@rollacity.org 
(573) 426-6948 

Waynesville, 
Pulaski County 

Waynesville Municipal 
Center 

100 Tremont Center 

30 Yes 
John.doyle@waynesvillemo.org 

(573)774-6171 

Steelville, Crawford 
County 

Steelville Community 
Building 

101 W. Keysville Rd. 

30 Yes 
stv@misn.com  
(573)775-2815 

St. James, Phelps 
County 

MRPC offices 
4 Industrial Drive 

30 Yes tsnodgrass@meramecregion.org  
(573) 265-2993, ext. 104 

 
I noted on your website that MRWA has a training scheduled in Rolla in September. We appreciate 

MRWA’s efforts to bring training to the Meramec region. 

 

Thank you for the assistance provided by your training staff and if you have any additional questions, 

please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

 

 

Tamara F. Snodgrass 

Assistant Director/Environmental Programs Manager 

 

 

https://www.meramecregion.org/publications/
mailto:admin@rollacity.org
mailto:John.doyle@waynesvillemo.org
mailto:stv@misn.com
mailto:tsnodgrass@meramecregion.org
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PowerPoint Presentation on Project 
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