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1 INTRODUCTION  

This report serves as an evaluation of available water resources for a large industrial 
customer that plans to construct a facility in Nodaway County, Missouri. The new facility 
will require a minimum of 70,000 gallons per day (gpd) of cooling water – with the 
potential for future expansion – so the available quantity and typical quantity must be 
determined to understand: 

• Any treatment required for water to meet the industrial customer’s water quality 
requirements 

• The availability of existing water supplies for meeting average and peak flow 
demands 

• The distance between proposed site location and current limits of water supply 
service 

Though many public water and wastewater utilities operate within the boundaries of 
Nodaway County, this report focuses on the Nodaway County Public Water Service 
District No. 1 (PWSD No. 1) and the Maryville Public Water System (PWS) and 
Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF), the three largest and most likely potential 
suppliers of treated water (potable or reclaimed) to the industrial customer; there are 
also raw water sources available. Per their contract, PWSD No. 1 can purchase up to 
1,000,000 gallons per day (gpd) from the Maryville PWS and services 2,716 connections 
(approximately 6,500 daily users), most of them residential. PWSD No. 1 also purchases 
a small portion of its water from the Gentry County, Missouri and Page County, Iowa 
PWSDs, and in turn sells water to various small PWSs in the area, accomplished with 15 
pumps and 1.265 million gallons (MG) of storage throughout PWSD No. 1. The Maryville 
PWS processes 2.5 million gallons per day (MGD) of raw water from Maryville Reservoir 
and Mozingo Lake and distributes drinking water through 80 miles of pipeline in a single 
pressure zone to approximately 3,900 meter connections. The City’s system has three 
water storage tanks with a combined storage volume of 2.5 million gallons (MG). The 
Maryville wastewater system collects and conveys sewage through 50 miles of sanitary 
sewer lines and seven lift stations to a 2.0-MGD Publicly Operated Treatment Works 
(POTW) that is a combination of lagoon and mechanical treatment processes. The 
Maryville WWTF discharges to One Hundred and Two River under discharge permit 
MO0033286, included in Appendix A; note that the permit shown online has expired as 
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of 9/30/2022, and the most current one is not yet on the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR) website. 

Available plans relating to the region’s utilities include, for Maryville PWS, a water 
distribution model from 2025 and a water supply report on Mozingo Lake from 2011. 
The 2024 Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) for PWSD No. 1 shows a 2024 violation 
for failure to address a deficiency regarding the LT2ESWTR (Long Term 2 Enhanced 
Surface Water Treatment Rule), and Maryville PWS shows multiple violations for chlorite 
and chlorine dioxide exceedances in the winter and spring of 2024. The Maryville WWTF 
is not currently under any Water Protection Program enforcement action.   
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2 PLANNING AND SERVICE AREA 

The general focus area for this feasibility study is Nodaway County, Missouri, with 
specific service areas detailed under applicable alternatives presented later. An aerial 
view of the county is shown in Figure 1, with drinking water sources noted in blue and 
wastewater sources noted in green. The size of the marker is proportional to the 
permitted flow of the plant. 

 

Figure 1: Aerial map of Nodaway County, Missouri with potable and wastewater plants shown 
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3 POPULATION PROJECTION AND PLANNING PERIOD 

Since the purpose of this report is to assess the available water resources for a future 
industrial user, a population projection for that user is not a meaningful metric. 
Additionally, since the final site is not yet chosen, it is uncertain which PWS’s population 
growth may impact available water resources. Therefore, a summary of projected 
populations over a 20-year planning period is provided for cities in Nodaway County with 
their own water district and/or wastewater treatment system, as well as the county 
itself; see Table 1 and Figure 1. Note that a constant population (from present) was 
assumed for all municipalities given; though a population decrease may also be 
possible, this is the more conservative estimate. 
 

Table 1: Census-sourced population for Nodaway County municipalities, with projections to 2050. Last 
three counts are assumed. 

Municipality 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 
Barnard 206 234 234 257 221 201 200 200 200 
Burlington 
Junction 634 657 634 632 537 521 550 550 550 

Clearmont 226 261 175 191 170 158 160 160 160 
Conception 
Junction 237 252 236 202 198 177 180 180 180 

Elmo 204 215 179 166 168 114 115 115 115 
Graham 213 253 204 191 171 147 150 150 150 
Hopkins 656 634 575 579 532 472 480 480 480 
Maryville 9,970 9,558 10,663 10,581 11,972 10,633 11,000 11,000 11,000 
Nodaway 
County 22,467 21,196 21,709 21,912 23,370 21,241 22,000 22,000 22,000 

Parnell 232 223 157 197 191 135 135 135 135 
Ravenwood 336 436 409 448 440 439 440 440 440 
Skidmore 440 437 404 342 284 245 245 245 245 

 

  

DRAFT

DRAFT REPORT – Released June 23, 2026 – Subject to Revision



Nodaway County, MO PWSD No. 1 Feasibility Study 

 

  6 | P a g e  

 

Figure 2: Historical and projected census population counts for Nodaway County Municipalities, 
excluding Maryville and overall Nodaway County population 

 

  

DRAFT

DRAFT REPORT – Released June 23, 2026 – Subject to Revision



Nodaway County, MO PWSD No. 1 Feasibility Study 

 

  7 | P a g e  

4 EXISTING FACILITIES EVALUATION 

4.1 Drinking Water 

4.1.1 Water Sources 

Nodaway County PWSD No. 1 sources about 90% of its water from the City of Maryville 
PWS, which in turn draws surface water from the Maryville Reservoir and Mozingo Lake, 
also known as the Mozingo Creek Reservoir. The remainder is from other nearby PWSs, 
including those in other counties. In the future, PWSD No. 1 may also draw from the 
Andrew County PWSD No. 1, south of the Nodaway County line, at a flow rate of up to 
200 gpm. 
Demand from the Maryville Reservoir was not available as of the writing of this report. 
As noted in the 2011 Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Water Supply 
Study, the demand from Mozingo Lake is as follows: 

• Normal demand: 1.92 MGD 
• Estimated optimum yield: 2.9 MGD 
• Yield if using the recreation pool: 4.0 MGD 

Mozingo Lake is noted as being able to meet water demand even in extended drought; 
the record drought in the 1950s was compared against typical demand from 2001, with 
sufficient volume found to be available for such a scenario. 

4.1.2 Water Treatment 

The Maryville Water Plant is the largest WTP in the county by far, and processes up to 
2.5 MGD with an annual average production of 532.9 MG. The plant was recently 
upgraded with a membrane filtration system, but additional treatment steps are not 
known at this time (pending additional information). A new 4-MGD WTP is currently 
under construction and is expected to be completed in 2028. 

4.1.3 Water Distribution 

PWSD No. 1 has a distribution network that covers all of Nodaway County, as shown in 
Figure 3, with locations of different transmission main sizes, future interconnections, 
and structures for storage and pumping. The PWSD’s permit to dispense drinking water 
(MO1024428) is included in Appendix B. 

The Maryville PWS covers 80 miles of maintained pipeline ranging from 2” to 24” 
diameter pipes. At an estimated water loss of 10% (exact number is unknown), the 
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system delivers 479.6 MG. The system is flushed twice a year to conduct inspections 
and service hydrants. The extent of the distribution system is shown in Figure 4, and the 
PWS’s permit to dispense (MO1010508) is included in Appendix C. 

 
Figure 3: Distribution network of Nodaway County PWSD No. 1  

Figure 4: Distribution Network of Maryville PWS 
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4.1.4 Water Storage 

The Nodaway County PWSD No. 1 includes two clearwells, 8 standpipes, and one 
holding cell, as summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2: Summary of Nodaway County PWSD No. 1 storage facilities 

Storage Structure Capacity (gal) 
Icon Rd Clearwell 50,000 
Conception Clearwell 50,000 
Mozingo North Standpipe 100,000 
Mozingo South Standpipe 120,000 
Route E Standpipe 120,000 
Knorr Standpipe 100,000 
Rte JJ Standpipe 150,000 
Conception Standpipe 120,000 
Route E and 246 Hwy Standpipe 150,000 
Eagle Road Holding Cell 180,000 
Apollo Standpipe 125,000 
Total 1,265,000 

 
The Maryville PWS includes three elevated storage tanks, as summarized in Table 3. 

Table 3: Summary of Maryville PWS water storage tanks (from HDR, 2025) 

Tank 
Tank 

Diameter (ft) 
Nominal 
Size (gal) 

Tank Base 
Elevation (ft) 

Tank 
Range (ft) 

Tank Overflow 
(hydraulic grade line) 

North  62 750,000 1151.5 40 1275 
South 62 750,000 1134.5 40 1275 
Edwards 70 1,000,000 1155.0 35 1265 

 
As with water distribution, the other regional water systems have storage tanks but are 
not investigated in greater detail in this report. 

4.2 Wastewater 
The Maryville wastewater system is the largest by far in the county and includes a sewer 
collection network with seven lift stations as well as a wastewater treatment plant. 
Other wastewater systems are not evaluated in detail as they are significantly smaller 
and/or not close to the proposed project site. 
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4.2.1 Collection System 

Maryville’s sewer collection system is shown in Figure 5, with the Maryville WWTF 
shown with a green triangle. The collection system consists of over 50 miles of sanitary 
sewer lines and over 1,000 manholes and is separated from stormwater conveyance. 
Most of the system is conveyed by gravity (green in the figure) with force mains shown 
in yellow/orange. Seven lift stations feed force mains that generally move east to the 
wastewater treatment plant. 

Figure 5: Service area of the Maryville sewer system 

4.2.2 Wastewater Treatment 

The Maryville WWTF consists of the following processes in the treatment train: 

• Influent lift statin 
• Four-cell flow equalization basin (i.e., lagoons) 
• Manual bar screen 
• Mechanical fine screen 
• Vortex grit chamber 
• Aeration basin 
• Two final clarifiers 
• UV disinfection 
• Effluent reaeration 
• Sludge storage basin – sludge is land applied 
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The facility’s design flow is 2.0 MGD, while actual flow is closer to 1.8 MGD. Estimated 
sludge production is around 290 dry tons per year. Effluent is discharged to One 
Hundred and Two River through Permit No. MO0033286, with final effluent limitations 
and additional local limits shown in the permit in Appendix A. Effluent quality data from 
the past four years (2021-2025) are summarized in Table 4, as processed from MDNR 
records. 

Table 4: Maryville WWTF effluent quality from 2021-2025 

Parameter Minimum Average Maximum 
BOD5 (mg/L) 1.5 8.6 66.5 
Cadmium (μg/L) 0.0 0.3 2.5 
Copper (μg/L) 2.5 4.1 7.0 
Cyanide (μg/L) 0.0 1.0 20 
E. coli (#/100mL) 0.5 288.2 2420 
Flow (MGD) 0.9 2.6 5.6 
Lead (μg/L) 0.2 0.6 1.5 
Ammonia-N (mg/L) 0.0 2.5 16 
Oil & grease (mg/L) 0.4 3.9 5.5 
pH 6.6 7.3 8.1 
Phosphorus (mg/L) 0.1 3.2 32.4 
Total nitrogen (mg/L) 2.3 10.5 36.1 
Total suspended solids (mg/L) 2.5 8.6 56 
Zinc (μg/L) 20 56 117 

 

4.3 System Capacity Determinations 

4.3.1 Hydraulic Capacity 

The only existing system that needs to have hydraulic capacity assessed is the Maryville 
WWTF, as it is a potential destination for sanitary wastewater and spent cooling water 
from the proposed industrial facility; the two larger PWSs covered in this report are 
evaluated based on their rated capacity. Based on publicly available data from 2021 to 
2025, the WWTF saw a monthly average flow of 1.24 MGD and a daily maximum flow of 
5.6 MGD. The extent of the collection system roughly aligns with the city limits of 
Maryville, so these flows imply a per capita wastewater generation rate of 117 gpm on 
average, and 527 gpm at daily maximum flow rate. This is higher than the typical 100 
gpm/capita rule of thumb and may be attributable to industrial users in the City. 
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Given the permitted design flow of the WWTF at 2.0 MGD, there should be 0.75 MGD of 
hydraulic capacity available on a monthly average basis. The daily maximum flow of 5.6 
MGD would overwhelm the mechanical portion of the treatment train (aeration basin, 2 
final clarifiers, UV disinfection), but the four large equalization lagoons are assumed to 
mitigate these high but infrequent flows. No additional information is available on the 
capacity of the lagoons. 

4.3.2 Organic Capacity Determination 

The treatment capacity of the Maryville WWTF for a given range of influent pollutant 
concentrations is outside the scope of this study, since the industrial user would be 
subject to the City’s industrial pretreatment program and would therefore be subject to 
existing limits rather than needing to determine the maximum organic loading the 
WWTF could handle. The pretreatment program is codified as an addendum to their 
operating permit (MO-0033286) and has limits for selected pollutants, as shown in Table 
5. 

Table 5: Influent limits for industrial users per pretreatment program 

Pollutant Limit Notes 
Arsenic 0.269 mg/L  
pH  5.5 to 9.5  
BOD5 Portion of 1141 lb/day Shared between all industrial users, allocated 

at discretion of pretreatment coordinator. 
Chromium 6.026 mg/L  
Mercury 0.001 mg/L  
Oil and grease 75 mg/L  
Molybdenum 0.249 mg/L  
Cyanide 1.072 mg/L  
Zinc 2.986 mg/L  
Cadmium 0.077 mg/L  
Copper 0.47 mg/L  
Lead 0.183 mg/L  
Nickel 1.117 mg/L  
Silver 0.205 mg/L  
Total suspended solids 
(TSS) 

805 mg/L  

Selenium 0.121 mg/L  
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5 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

Since the proposed industrial use will require water supply, additional treatment before 
use, wastewater conveyance, and treatment of sanitary and industrial (spent cooling) 
wastewater, alternatives are presented for each of those components of the required 
system. 

5.1 Water Supply 
The proposed industrial user will need a minimum of 82,000 gallons per day (gpd), on 
average, to run the site. This total demand covers 12,000 gpd for potable water and 
70,000 gpd for cooling water. The cooling water demand is seasonal, though the 
amplitude of fluctuation is unknown at this time. The industrial user could utilize more 
water if available (up to 100,000 gpd on average), so line sizes and treatment technology 
(if any) in the presented alternatives are evaluated for the maximum monthly demand 
for cooling water. Specifically, the cooling system may require an initial fill that may 
necessitate a 500,000 gpd flow rate, so, even though the ongoing average use will be 
much lower, costs are estimated given for this larger required (and infrequent) flow rate. 
It is assumed that the industrial user will have equalization and storage on site to be 
able to buffer swings in demand to avoid frequent exceedances of the expected 70,000 
– 100,000 gpd average demand. 

Where there are variations within a general option in this section, they are broken down 
as follows: 

• A) option: Providing the industrial user with just potable water, assuming 
industrial water could be sourced elsewhere. 

• B) option: Meeting the full water demand of the site. 

5.1.1 Option 1: Potable Water from Nodaway County PWSD No. 1 

Given the extensive pipe network of Nodaway County PWSD No. 1, this option would 
minimize the distance required to pipe in potable water. Based on the map shown in 
Figure 3, the proposed industrial site would be able to tap directly into a 4” diameter 
transmission line, which should enable a draw of up to 400,000 gpd. If more flow is 
needed beyond this capacity, a 6” diameter line is located 2 miles south of the general 
area of the proposed industrial site and is factored into the pricing for the B) option. 

  

DRAFT

DRAFT REPORT – Released June 23, 2026 – Subject to Revision



Nodaway County, MO PWSD No. 1 Feasibility Study 

 

  14 | P a g e  

This option does not require construction of a dedicated pump station and pipeline to 
convey potable water to the proposed site, just a service connection to the main (unless 
the 6” diameter line is needed for higher flow). PWSD No. 1 could be utilized to meet just 
the domestic water demand (12,000 gpd) or the total site water demand, including 
industrial use. The costs incurred by the industrial user are different due to the expected 
flow rate and are broken down in Table 6, with Option 1a indicating use of potable water 
only for domestic demand, and Option 1b using it for the whole site’s water demand. 
The price of potable water provided is estimated to be $9.15 per 1,000 gallons based on 
current information from PWSD No. 1, but is expected to rise in the coming years due to 
recouping the impending costs of planned infrastructure improvements at Maryville 
WTP. 

Table 6: Estimated costs for Options 1a and 1b 

Cost Component 1a: Only potable water 1b: All water 
1a: Service connection, 4” line, 50 gpm from Hwy 71 
transmission main 
1b: 12” line, 500 gpm, 2 miles south 

$450,000 $1,450,000 

Total $450,000 $1,450,000 
 
Advantages: 

• No additional water conveyance infrastructure required (transmission main, 
storage, pumping) 

• Minimal additional treatment needed by industrial user. 
• Capacity available from PWS. 
• Revenue generation for Nodaway County PWSD No. 1. 

Disadvantages: 

• May preclude future industrial or residential growth in the PWSD’s service area if 
water demand nears capacity. For example, a proposed natural gas plant nearby 
is expected to require at least 90,000 gpd for cooling water. 

• Poor optics over use of potable water for industrial activities. 

5.1.2 Option 2: Potable Water from Maryville PWS 

Rather than tap into the existing PWSD No. 1 distribution system, the industrial user 
could construct a dedicated pump station at the Maryville WTP, where finished potable 
water could then be directed to the proposed site. The PWS is permitted for an average 
daily production rate of 1,500,00 gpd and a total design capacity of 5,600,000 gpd, which 
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should be sufficient to add the additional 12,000 gpd (domestic only), 82,000 gpd (total 
demand), or 112,000 gpd (future total) required by the industrial user. This option would 
require construction of a dedicated pump station and pipeline to convey potable water 
to the proposed site, with a probable route shown in Figure 6. This route uses only right-
of-way along existing roads and is likely the most direct path. 

As with Option 1, City of Maryville potable water could be used to either meet just the 
industrial user’s demand for potable water or the entire water demand of the site (i.e., 
including industrial usage). The costs incurred by the industrial user are different due to 
the amount of water that must be pumped to the proposed site, and are broken down in 
Table 7, with Option 2a indicating use of potable water only for domestic demand, and 
Option 2b using it for the whole site’s water demand. The price of potable water provided 
is estimated to be $9.15 per 1,000 gallons based on wholesale prices from Maryville to 
the Nodaway County PWSD No. 1. 

Table 7: Estimated costs for Options 2a and 2b 

Cost Component 2a: Only potable water 2b: All water 
Pump station (equipment, instrumentation and controls, 
installation) 

$400,000 $1,400,000 

Transmission main: 2-4” line, 50 gpm or 12” line, 500 gpm 
(design, materials, permitting, construction) 

$970,000 $4,860,000 

Total $1,370,000 $6,260,000 

Advantages: 

• Minimal additional treatment needed by industrial user. 
• Minimal need to acquire additional right-of-way. 
• Capacity available in PWS. 
• Revenue generation for Maryville PWS. 

Disadvantages: 

• May preclude future industrial or residential growth in Maryville and surrounding 
area if water demand nears PWS capacity. 

• Poor optics over the use of potable water for industrial activities. 
• Potable water piping will prevent using the same trench for wastewater piping, 

should the facility need to send wastewater back to the nearby Maryville WWTF. 
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Figure 6: Probable route for conveying potable water from Maryville WTP to proposed project site 

5.1.3 Option 3: Onsite Wells 

Many users in the area obtain water from wells on their property, though this region of 
Missouri is noted as having variable groundwater yield due to the thickness of glacial 
drift in the subsurface. Figure 7 shows how the thickness of this layer (which is where 
the highest water yields would come from) varies significantly across the region, with 
the proposed project area in one of the gray areas of lowest water yield. 

Though this water source option would incur the lowest capital cost, it is unknown 
whether local aquifers could even meet the water demands of the industrial user. At this 
time, the uncertainty around this option renders it infeasible, but additional work of 
drilling test wells (outside this report’s scope) could determine whether the opportunity 
is realistic. 

Costs would be incurred by the industrial user to install wells on the project site, 
conveyance, and treatment. 
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Advantages: 

• Minimal additional treatment needed by industrial user. 
• No need to acquire right-of-way or easements. 
• No need for industrial user to coordinate with municipalities or other 

government entities (other than regulators). 
• No off-site pipeline construction required. 

Disadvantages: 

• Would require test wells and drawdown studies to determine if this option is 
feasible. 

• No additional revenue generation for City of Maryville or Nodaway County PWSD 
No. 1. 

• Poor optics from using potentially scarce groundwater for industrial purposes. 
• No backup to another public water system if supplemental water is needed, either 

due to a drop in quality or quantity of the groundwater. 

Figure 7: Thickness of Glacial Drift in Northwest Missouri, from MDNR website 
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5.1.4 Option 4: Effluent from Maryville WWTF 

Rather than use treated, potable water from the Maryville or Nodaway County PWS, 
effluent from the Maryville WWTF (the largest in the county) could be reclaimed for 
industrial use. This option includes construction of a pump station at the effluent of the 
Maryville WWTF and force main piping to the proposed industrial site. It is assumed that 
the industrial user would construct and operate their own water storage buffer (tank or 
pond) and any treatment required to meet cooling water specifications. 

As permitted, the WWTF discharges 2.6 million gallons per day (MGD) as a monthly 
average, which is enough to cover the site water demands of 12,000 gpd (domestic only), 
82,000 gpd (total demand), or 112,000 gpd (future total); an infrequent maximum flow 
rate of 500,000 gpd would also be possible for the starting fill of the cooling system. The 
receiving stream – One Hundred and Two River – has a flow range of 100 to 300 cubic 
feet per second (cfs) under normal conditions, which means the plant effluent 
(averaging 4 cfs) contributes a small percentage of the total flow and therefore could be 
fully allocated elsewhere without disrupting ecosystem services. 

As with Option 2, this option would require construction of a dedicated pump station 
and pipeline to convey water to the proposed site, with a probable route shown in Figure 
8. This route uses only right-of-way along existing roads and is likely the most direct 
route. 
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Figure 8: Probable route for conveying effluent from the Maryville WWTF to proposed project site 

Maryville WWTF effluent could technically be used to either meet the industrial user’s 
entire water demand or just the demand for potable water, with the assumption that 
onsite water treatment would have to be installed at the user’s expense. However, it is 
very unlikely that wastewater effluent would only be used as a raw water supply for 
domestic usage, while industrial water would be supplied by a cleaner source (potable 
or well water). Additionally, the marginal increase in pump and force main size – 
between just supplying the industrial water demand versus the whole site demand – is 
assumed to be small enough not to consider the option of just supplying industrial raw 
water. Therefore, only this variation of Option 4 is presented in Table 8. 

Table 8: Estimated costs for Option 4 

Cost Component 
Whole water 

demand 
Pump station (wet well, equipment, instrumentation and controls, installation) $1,400,000 
Force main: 12” line, 500 gpm (design, materials, permitting, construction) $4,950,000 
Total $6,350,000 
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Advantages: 

• New source of revenue for Maryville. 
• No need to acquire right-of-way or easements. 
• Ability to use same trench and right-of-way to send wastewater back to WWTF. 
• Better optics for both industrial user and government by avoiding use of fresh or 

potable water. 

Disadvantages: 

• More water treatment needed for use as cooling or domestic water. 
• Water quality may vary and would be vulnerable to upsets at WWTF. 

5.1.5 Option 5: Effluent from Other WWTFs 

As an alternative to reclaiming effluent from the Maryville WWTF, the industrial user 
could follow the same strategy from other area wastewater sources, though multiple 
sources would be necessary to meet the water demand. The two nearest sources to the 
proposed site are the ANR Pipeline Company’s Maitland Compressor Station and the 
City of Barnard WWTF, as shown in Figure 9 and with effluent quality and quantity 
summarized in Table 9. 

Figure 9: Location of project site shown in red outline, with nearby WWTFs marked with green triangles 
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Table 9: Historical effluent quality (2021-2025) from the two nearest WWTFs to the proposed project site 

Parameter ANR Compressor Station Bernard WWTF 
 Min Avg Max Min Avg Max 
Flow (MGD) 0.0015 0.017 0.24 0.010 0.072 0.72 
Flow (gpd) 1,500 17,000 240,000 10,000 72,000 720,000 
Oil & grease (mg/) 4.9 5.3 8.9 0.3 1.3 4.0 
pH 7.4 8.1 8.9 7.0 7.7 8.68 
Total suspended solids (mg/L) 5.0 13.9 46.7 8.5 37.6 102.7 
BOD5 (mg/L) Not measured 7.0 23.7 54.2 
E. coli (#/100mL) Not measured 28 462 1615 
Ammonia-N (mg-L) Not measured 0.1 10.4 28.5 

 
Given the projected average monthly demand of 70,000 gpd for cooling water, 
combining both nearby effluent streams (89,000 gpd on average) should be able to meet 
the site’s water requirements, though onsite storage and equalization would be 
essential due to the possibility that, at minimum flow, even both plants together could 
not meet site water demand. Since this is a far less certain water supply than Options 1, 
2, and 4, this option is not explored further. 

5.1.6 Option 6: Surface Water Supply 

The nearby One Hundred and Two River, with its flow range of 100-300 cfs (64 to 193 
MGD), could easily satisfy even the future total water demand of the proposed industrial 
facility (0.5 to 0.6 MGD). Using existing rights-of-way to route water to the proposed site 
would require just over one mile of piping, plus a pump station near the river to draw 
water; see Figure 10 for a likely route. 
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Figure 10: Most likely water supply route from the One Hundred and Two River to industrial site 

Water quality data is available through the United States Geologic Service (USGS), with 
a summary of available data from 2021-2025 shown in Table 10. Parameters not shown 
were either not measured (such as specific metals) or not relevant (such as barometric 
pressure). 

Table 10: Summary of available water quality data for One Hundred and Two River from 2021 to 2025 

Parameter Minimum Average Maximum 
Temperature (°C) 0.2 16.7 28.8 
Dissolved oxygen (mg/L) 6.6 10.7 17.0 
pH 7.3 8.1 9.0 
Ammonia (mg/L N) 0.2 0.11 0.40 
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (mg/L N) 0.5 1.1 5.4 
Total phosphorus (mg/L P) 0.07 0.27 1.2 
Specific conductivity (μS/cm @ 25°C) 140 390 494 
Nitrate (mg/L) 0.1 2.5 4.3 
Nitrite (mg/L) 0.003 0.05 0.28 
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Based on constructing a pump station for raw water intake and a 12” pipeline to the 
industrial site, the estimated costs of Option 6 are presented in Table 11. Note that these 
are only the costs for off-site capital costs as paid by the industrial customer. The costs 
of treatment equipment on the industrial site would be greater due to the higher 
variability of water quality inherent in a surface water source, and cannot be determined 
without knowing the required water quality for cooling use, or a full water quality 
analysis of the surface water. Operational costs may be similar to other options, since 
there are no water procurement costs beyond pump power, but treatment operating 
costs (chemicals, power, operations) are expected to be higher relative to treating 
potable water or treated effluent wastewater. 

Table 11: Estimated costs for Option 6 

Cost Component Estimated Cost 
Pump station (wet well, equipment, instrumentation and controls, installation) $1,400,000 
Force main: 12” line, 500 gpm (design, materials, permitting, construction) $500,000 
Total $1,900,000 

 
Advantages: 

• Minimal right-of-way or easement acquisition. 
• Ability to use same trench and right-of-way to discharge wastewater to river, if 

using that option (next section). 
• No unit cost for raw water. 
• Short pipeline route from river to site. 

Disadvantages: 

• Variable water quality and quantity may require increased water treatment, 
equalization, and/or storage. 

• Poor optics of using surface water in a region where droughts have occurred. 
• No new source of revenue for Maryville or Nodaway County PWSD No. 1. 
• Water availability subject to drought conditions. 

5.2 Wastewater Treatment 
The proposed industrial user is expected to generate approximately 35,000 gpd of 
industrial wastewater, which will be concentrated after use in the cooling system. This 
flow may increase substantially if full build-out is achieved, but assuming the same level 
of concentration as for initial buildout (70,000 gpd in, 35,000 gpd out), industrial 
wastewater could be up to 50,000 gpd at the future potential water demand of 100,000 

DRAFT

DRAFT REPORT – Released June 23, 2026 – Subject to Revision



Nodaway County, MO PWSD No. 1 Feasibility Study 

 

  24 | P a g e  

gpd. Note that the high flow requirement for initial system fill (up to 500,000 gpd) does 
not correspond to a need to discharge a proportional amount of wastewater (250,000). 
An additional 12,000 gpd of domestic wastewater is expected based on the required 
input. Both of these streams require treatment before discharge to surface or 
groundwater. 

5.2.1 Option 1: Treat Onsite and Discharge to Surface Water 

Other large water users in the area that are far from publicly operated treatment works 
(POTWs) typically have National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permits administered through MDNR, requiring some form of treatment –physical, 
chemical, biological, or a combination – and an outfall to a surface water body. Based 
on the proposed location of the industrial use, the nearest surface water body would be 
One Hundred and Two River, the same river that the larger Maryville WWTF discharges 
to. Figure 11 shows the most direct route from the general area of the proposed 
industrial use to the river, a distance of about one mile. 

 

Figure 11: Probable pipe route for discharge to One Hundred and Two River 
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Evaluation of treatment feasibility is limited because the wastewater quality of the 
industrial site is unknown and because discharge permit limits depend on the receiving 
water body and are not set until DNR review. Estimated costs that would be incurred by 
the industrial user are shown in Table 12, less treatment processes. A pump station and 
force main are assumed, since, even though gravity discharge may be possible given 
the overall elevation difference, a detailed study would be required for proper routing to 
ensure sufficient pipe slope. Note that costs are based on the highest potential flow 
rate, assuming planning for full build-out, but could be reduced if this ultimate flow rate 
is not required. 

Table 12: Estimated costs for discharge to surface water 

Cost Component Estimated Cost 
Pump station (wet well, equipment, instrumentation and controls, installation) $1,400,000 
Force main: 4” line, 50 gpm (design, materials, permitting, construction) $500,000 
Total $1,900,000 

 
Advantages: 

• No additional hydraulic or organic capacity required for any area POTW. 
• Minimal need to acquire right-of-way or easements. 
• Limited coordination required with government entities outside MDNR. 
• Nearby receiving water that is used by multiple other POTWs. 

Disadvantages: 

• Uncertain discharge limits make it difficult to select treatment technology. 
• Higher upfront costs. 
• Requirement for the industrial user to operate a wastewater treatment plant 

onsite and maintain a discharge permit. 
• No new user fees generated for Maryville WWTF. 

5.2.2 Option 2: Send All Raw Wastewater to Maryville WWTF 

Rather than construct and operate wastewater treatment onsite, the industrial user 
could instead send wastewater directly to the nearest POTW, potentially capable of 
accepting the expected volume to be generated. This would involve constructing a pump 
station and force main to pipe the wastewater to the Maryville WWTF, though there are 
multiple technical hurdles that prevent this option from being viable: 
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• Hydraulic limitations: The Maryville WWTF has an average additional capacity of 
1.25 MGD based on average daily influent flows (0.75 MGD) and the permitted 
design flow of 2.0 MGD. However, this does not take into account the daily 
maximum flow of 5.6 MGD that the plant must also handle in its lagoons, so 
incorporating significant additional influent flow would require a more detailed 
hydraulic analysis of the mechanical and lagoon portions of the WWTF. 

• Pretreatment requirements: Though it would save the industrial user on capital 
costs (CapEx) to not construct any onsite treatment, the ongoing operational 
costs (OpEx) of paying industrial pretreatment surcharges may compensate for 
those savings. The required influent water quality for industrial wastewater was 
discussed in the Organic Capacity Determination section, and since the water 
quality of the industrial facility’s effluent is unknown, this ongoing cost cannot be 
determined at this point. 

The pump station and force main required for sending wastewater to Maryville WWTF 
would likely be borne by the industrial user, with costs shown in Table 13. Note that the 
costs shown in Table 13 is the same as with Option 4 for water supply because the flow 
rate and pipeline route are the same. 

Table 13: Estimated costs for sending all industrial site wastewater to the Maryville WWTF 

Cost Component Estimated Cost 
Pump station (wet well, equipment, instrumentation and controls, installation) $400,000 
Force main: 4” line, 50 gpm (design, materials, permitting, construction) $970,000 
Total $1,370,000 

 

Advantages: 

• Minimal need to acquire right-of-way or easements. 
• No discharge permit required. 
• No capital costs for onsite treatment plant. 
• Industrial user does not have to run a treatment plant, just a pump station. 
• New sewer customer for City of Maryville. 
• Construction could potentially benefit from including raw water supply line from 

either the Maryville WTP or WWTF. 

Disadvantages: 

• Uncertain capacity for flow or pollutants at Maryville WWTF; would need in-depth 
evaluation once effluent quality and quantity are determined. 

• Potentially high operating costs for industrial user from industrial pretreatment 
surcharges on untreated wastewater. 
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5.2.3 Option 3: Send Domestic Wastewater to Maryville WWTF 

Similar to Option 2, a pump station and force main would convey sewage to the Maryville 
WWTF, but in this case, only the expected 12,000 gpd of domestic sewage. Unlike the 
larger flow of total industrial wastewater, the site’s domestic wastewater is very likely 
to fit within the WWTF’s hydraulic and organic capacity. This option assumes that the 
industrial user would either treat and discharge the spent cooling water, dispose of it 
onsite through evaporation, reuse, or deep-well injection, or transport off-site for other 
disposal. Figure 12 shows the route a force main would most likely take for both this 
option and Option 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Most likely route of pipeline to convey wastewater from industrial site to Maryville WWTF 

Cost assumptions are the same as for Option 2, with both the pump station and force 
main paid for by the industrial user; costs are shown in Table 14. 

Table 14: Estimated costs for sending domestic wastewater to the Maryville WWTF 

Cost Component Estimated Cost 
Pump station (wet well, equipment, instrumentation and controls, installation) $300,000 
Force main: 2” line, 20 gpm (design, materials, permitting, construction) $870,000 
Total $1,170,000 
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Advantages: 

• Minimal need to acquire right-of-way or easements. 
• No discharge permit required for domestic wastewater. 
• No capital costs for installing treatment plant for domestic wastewater 
• New sewer customer for City of Maryville. 
• Construction could potentially benefit from including raw water supply line from 

either the Maryville WTP or WWTF. 
• Maryville WWTF can handle both the hydraulic and organic load. 

Disadvantages: 

• Does not address the much larger flow of industrial wastewater from the site, 
which may incur high costs for management. 

• Not as cost effective to install just a small-diameter pipeline without 
piggybacking on other utility lines in the same or nearby trenches. 

5.2.4 Option 4: Send Pretreated Wastewater to Maryville WWTF 

Since there is uncertainty over the quality and quantity of wastewater generated at the 
proposed industrial site, as well as potential discharge permit limits, it is not possible to 
determine what type of treatment would be needed to either meet an NPDES permit or 
how much of an industrial surcharge fee would be levied on untreated wastewater sent 
to the Maryville WWTF. Therefore, this “middle option” of pretreating all site-generated 
wastewater prior to sending to the Maryville WWTF aims to increase certainty around 
lifecycle costs. The industrial user would be required to treat onsite-generated 
wastewater to at least the quality required for influent industrial wastewater per the 
City’s pretreatment program, as shown in Table 5, though required BOD removal levels 
will not be known until this option is evaluated by the City’s pretreatment coordinator. 
Pretreated wastewater would then be conveyed from a pump station through a force 
main to the Maryville WWTF for further processing; see Figure 8 for the proposed 
alignment. 

As with the previous two options presented, Option 4 assumes the pump station and 
force main would be paid for by the industrial user. 

Table 15: Estimated costs for sending pretreated wastewater to the Maryville WWTF 

Cost Component Estimated Cost 
Pump station (wet well, equipment, instrumentation and controls, installation) $400,000 
Force main: 4” line, 50 gpm (design, materials, permitting, construction) $950,000 
Total $1,350,000 
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Advantages: 

• Minimal need to acquire right-of-way or easements. 
• No surface water discharge permit required, though industrial pretreatment 

permit is required. 
• New sewer customer for City of Maryville. 
• Construction could potentially benefit from including raw water supply line from 

either the Maryville WTP or WWTF. 
• More manageable organic loading for WWTF to handle, though hydraulic loading 

needs further evaluation. 

Disadvantages: 

• Capital cost to industrial user to install onsite pretreatment and conveyance 
infrastructure. 

• Cannot combine potable water and wastewater piping in the same trench. 

5.2.5 Option 5: Send Wastewater to New WWTF 

As an alternative to sending the site’s wastewater north to Maryville, a force main could 
instead be run to the Barnard area, which is closer (approximately 6.5 miles versus 11 
miles). The current Barnard WWTF is a lagoon system with a design flow of 26,000 gpd, 
but actual flow closer to 50,000 gpd. With no capacity left at the WWTF, a new plant 
would be required to treat the wastewater of both the industrial site and the City of 
Barnard. A joint venture between the two entities could be formed to design, construct, 
and operate a new WWTF that would accommodate both flows, and there is precedent 
in Missouri for this arrangement: a new mechanical plant is nearing completion near 
Wright City (near St Louis) that is being financed and constructed in collaboration with 
America’s Heartland Packing, which operates a new facility just east of the city. This 
new plant will treat mostly industrial wastewater from the packing facility, but also 
enable compliance with stricter discharge permits for the municipality as well. Figure 
13 shows the most likely route from the industrial site to the current location of the 
Barnard lagoons, assuming that any new mechanical plant will be nearby to take 
advantage of existing hydraulics. 
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Figure 13: Most likely route to potential site of new Barnard WWTF 

Combining the current wastewater flow of Barnard (assumed to stay at 50,000 gpd 
based on population growth trends) and the full build-out flow of the industrial user 
(50,000 gpd), a new plant would need at least 0.1 MGD of capacity, but will be rounded 
up to 0.5 MGD given the possibility of other new industrial development in the area. 
Based on the EPA’s Cost and Performance Estimation Approaches for the Individual Lagoon 
Tool and Small Community Economic Streamlining Tool (2025), a 0.5-MGD mechanical 
plant to replace an existing lagoon system is expected to cost approximately $6,000,000 
to $7,000,000 in capital expenses, for biological treatment based on oxidation ditches 
or a sequencing batch reactor, respectively. Given the uncertainty of what is required for 
these combined wastewater streams, the high end of the CapEx is assumed for this 
report. Costs for this option are summarized in Table 13; as with other options, these 
costs would be reduced if the effluent flow never reaches full build-out levels. 
Additionally, the party responsible for each cost would require further collaboration and 
negotiation between the industrial user and the City of Barnard. 

 

DRAFT

DRAFT REPORT – Released June 23, 2026 – Subject to Revision



Nodaway County, MO PWSD No. 1 Feasibility Study 

 

  31 | P a g e  

Table 16: Estimated costs for sending wastewater to a new WWTF 

Cost Component Cost 
Mechanical treatment plant (0.5 MGD), sequencing batch reactors $7,000,000 
Pump station (wet well, equipment, instrumentation and controls, installation) $400,000 
Force main: 4” line, 50 gpm (design, materials, permitting, construction) $640,000 
Total $8,040,000 
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6 RECOMMENDED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY AND 

JUSTIFICATION 

The industrial user will need both raw water supply and wastewater management, so 
the recommended alternative combines options from both components: 

• Water Supply Option 1: Potable water from Nodaway County PWSD No. 1 
• Water Supply Option 4: Treated effluent from Maryville WWTF 
• Wastewater Treatment Option 4: Send pretreated industrial wastewater to 

Maryville WWTF 

Other options are technically viable, such as obtaining potable water from a PWS or 
having the industrial user treat their own wastewater and discharge to surface water, 
but a few key issues influenced the recommendation above: 

• Though a potable water line could share the same route as a wastewater or 
reclaimed water line, these services require separation: either 10 ft of horizontal 
separation or, if approved by MDNR, vertical separation with concrete 
encasement to ensure no communication between the two services. This means 
that force main construction would not be able to take advantage of the 
economies of scale otherwise afforded by combining pipe routes; instead, a 
larger trench or more expensive installation would undercut any other savings. 
This conflict disfavors any combination of potable and effluent water from 
Maryville. 

• Potential future population growth and public optics considerations could come 
into conflict with using treated potable water for this new industrial use. The 
same situation applies to ground and surface water, since the area is prone to 
droughts per the U.S. Drought Monitor (available through the University of 
Nebraska-Lincoln). 

• Constructing a new WWTF would likely be the most expensive possible option, 
unattractive to whichever party has to fund it. 

Figure 14 shows the conceptual overall water recommendation with the three combined 
options. 
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Figure 14: Conceptual water system for industrial site 
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7 NEXT STEPS 

To further refine the scope and costs of a water system for the proposed new industrial 
facility in Nodaway County, the following is recommended: 

• Discussion between Nodaway County PWSD No. 1, the City of Maryville, and the 
industrial user to determine who pays for which components of the system, how 
any cost share may work, and how funding responsibilities may affect water and 
sewer rates. 

• Estimation of projected water quality for the industrial user to determine the 
extent and estimate costs of pretreatment required onsite. 

• Evaluation of non-measured water quality parameters at the Maryville WWTF that 
may be in higher-than-normal concentrations in the industrial wastewater, such 
as hardness, alkalinity, and any other metals or nutrients that can be 
concentrated in cycled cooling water. This will help further refine required 
pretreatment at the site beyond treatment of compliance-based pollutants. 

• Finalization of industrial water demand, both quality and quantity. If any phasing 
is expected, this must be determined prior to sizing pipes, pump stations, and 
water treatment. 
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Maryville Wastewater Discharge Permit 
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January 8, 2025 

Norman Wilson, President 
Nodaway County PWSD 1 
120 East Third Street 
Maryville, MO 64468 

RE: Nodaway County PWSD 1, MO1024428, Nodaway County, Review Number 1000104-23 

Dear Norman Wilson: 

Enclosed is the Permit to Dispense Water to the Public for the above stated system. This permit 
replaces your previously issued Permit to Dispense Water. Please review this document carefully. 
Operation of the public water system in accordance with the rules and regulations cited in this 
document is necessary to maintain compliance. It is very important that you read and understand the 
requirements contained in the permit. The document entitled “Description of Nodaway County Public 
Water Supply District 1’s Public Water System” is part of the permit and should be kept with the 
certificate in your files. 

The permit signifies that your water system is a public water system and that it is in compliance with 
the permitting requirements of the Missouri Safe Drinking Water Law and Regulations. The permit 
will remain valid as long as the facilities are properly operated and maintained, the water produced and 
distributed continues to meet chemical and microbiological standards, and the ownership remains 
unchanged. 

The enclosed document has important information concerning standard permit conditions and your 
rights and obligations under the laws and regulations of the State of Missouri. If you have any 
questions regarding this permit, please contact Conrad Blume, P.E., Permits and Engineering Unit 
Chief, at 573-751-5924, or by mail at Missouri Department of Natural Resources, Water Protection 
Program, Public Drinking Water Branch, P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102. 

If you were adversely affected by this decision, you may be entitled to pursue an appeal before the 
Administrative Hearing Commission (AHC). To appeal, you must file a petition with the AHC within 
30 days after the date this decision was mailed or the date it was delivered, whichever date was earlier. 
If any such petition is sent by registered mail or certified mail, it will be deemed filed on the date it is 
mailed; if it is sent by any method other than registered mail or certified mail, it will be deemed filed 
on the date it is received by the AHC.  
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Norman Wilson 
Page 2 
 
 
Any appeal must be directed to: Administrative Hearing Commission, United States Post Office 
Building, Third Floor, 131 West High Street, P.O. Box 1557, Jefferson City, MO 65102.  
Phone: 573-751-2422, fax: 573-751-5018, and website: www.oa.mo.gov/ahc. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
WATER PROTECTION PROGRAM 
 
 
 
David J. Lamb 
Public Drinking Water Branch Chief 
 
DJL:tks 
 
Enclosure 
 
c: Kansas City Regional Office   
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PERMIT OF APPROVAL 
 

FOR A COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEM  
TO DISPENSE WATER TO THE PUBLIC 

 
PERMIT NO.  1000104-23 

 
ISSUED TO 

MO1024428 
Public Water Supply District # 1 of Nodaway 

County and the Board of Directors 
 

 
ISSUED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 640.115  

 
REVISED STATUTES OF MISSOURI AND REGULATIONS (10 CSR 60)  

 
PROMULGATED UNDER SECTION 640.100, RSMo. 

 
This permit applies only to community water systems with approval to dispense water to the  

public; it does not apply to other environmentally regulated areas. 
 
 

   
 Date Issued 

 
 

   
 David J. Lamb, Chief, Public Drinking Water Branch 
 
 
MO 780-1274 (06-11) 

  January 8, 2025
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PWS ID No. MO1024428 

Review No. 1000104-23  
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I. Description of Nodaway County PWSD 1’s 
Public Water System as of December 16, 2024 

 
A. System Type: Community Public Water System 

 
 Community Public Water System: A public water system which serves at least fifteen (15) service 

connections and is operated on a year-round basis or regularly serves at least twenty-five (25) 
residents on a year-round basis. 

 
B. Operator Certification Requirements: 

 
Water Treatment System Classification N/A 

Water Distribution System Classification II 
 

1. All Public Water Systems classified as Community, Nontransient Noncommunity and those 
Transient Noncommunity systems that use surface water or groundwater under the direct 
influence of surface water are required by 10 CSR 60-14 to hire a Certified Operator with the 
appropriate certification. 

 
2. Water Treatment System Classifications: A, B, C, or D per Missouri Safe Drinking Water 

Law and Regulations 10 CSR 60-14.010 Table 1, as determined by the department. 
 

3. Water Distribution System Classifications: DS I, DS II, or DS III, per Missouri Safe 
Drinking Water Law and Regulations 10 CSR 60-14.010 Table 2, as determined by the 
department. 

 
C. Average Number of Persons Per Day Using System: 6,428 

 
D. Number and Type of Service Connections: 2,716 

 
Type of Connection Count 

Combined 59 
Residential 2,657 
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E. Sources/Interconnections:  
 

Interconnection 
System’s ID 

Number 

Interconnection 
System’s Name 

Connection 
ID 

Purpose of 
Interconnection Status 

Maximum 
Daily Rate 

(GPD) 

MO1010508 Maryville PWS CC 80302 Purchase No Construction 
Permit  647,000 

MO1010046 Barnard PWS CC 80688 Wholesale Emergency Waiver 
dated 12/17/2012 46,148 

MO1010173 Clearmont PWS CC 80630 Wholesale  Construction Permit 
14062-09 23,668 

MO1010744 Skidmore PWS CC 80686 Wholesale Construction Permit* 
13570-06 71,699 

MO1010739 Sheridan PWS CC 80731 Wholesale Emergency Waiver 
dated 12/17/2012 60,196 

MO1010182 Conception Junction 
PWS CC 80822 Emergency  Construction Permit 

14154-10 Emergency 

MO1010378 Hopkins PWS CC 80745 Emergency Construction Permit 
14078-09 Emergency 

MO1010627 Parnell PWS CC 80891 Emergency Construction Permit 
13576-06 Emergency 

MO1010673 Ravenwood PWS  CC 80726 Emergency Construction Permit 
13576-06 Emergency 

*Construction Permit 13570-06 was issued to Skidmore PWS (MO1010744). 
 

F. Treatment: None  
 

G. Pumps:   
 

Pump Name Purpose Type Location 
(Lat/Long) Pump ID Status Number Capacity 

(gpm) 

Route E Booster 
Station #2 Booster Vertical 

Turbine 
40.3474 
-94.7222 PF 90380 

Construction 
Permit 

1102-81 
2  

160 

Icon Road 1 
Pump Booster Unknown  40.43943 

-94.89056 PF 91200 
Construction 

Permit 
13106-04 

2 360 

Icon Rd 
Booster Station Booster Submersible 40.36763 

-94.89184 PF 90383 No Construction 
Permit 1 100 

Conception 
Booster Station Booster Submersible 40.2808 

-94.6893 PF 90382 No Construction 
Permit 2 360 

Katy Road 
Booster Station Booster  Vertical 

Turbine 
40.5400 
-94.8215 PF 90384 

Construction 
Permit  

13740-07R 
2 240 

Ravenwood 
Booster Station Booster  Vertical 

Turbine 
40.3507 
-94.6631 PF 90381 

Construction 
Permit 

13640-06 
2 240 

RT 136 Pump 
Station  Booster  Vertical 

Turbine 
40.3444 
-94.8726 PF 90379 No Construction 

Permit 2 200 

Eagle Rd 
Booster Pump  Booster  Vertical 

Turbine 
40.440882 
-95.044041 PF 90904 No Construction 

Permit 2 180 
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H. Storage:    
 

Storage Name Type of Storage Location 
(Lat/Long) Storage ID Status Total Capacity 

(gallons) 

Icon Rd Clearwell Clearwell 40.4394 
-94.8904 ST 62398 

Construction 
Permit 

13106-04 
50,000 

Conception 
Clearwell Clearwell 40.2808 

-94.6893 ST 62397 No Construction 
Permit 50,000 

Mozingo North 
Standpipe 

Standpipe 

40.3462 
-94.7602 ST 62390 

Construction 
Permit 

11274-94 
100,000 

Mozingo South 
Standpipe 

40.3370 
-94.7594 ST 62391 No Construction 

Permit 120,000 

Route E Standpipe 40.4626 
-94.7207 ST 62393 No Construction 

Permit 120,000 

Knorr Standpipe 40.4393 
-94.8733 ST 62395 No Construction 

Permit 100,000 

Rte JJ Standpipe 40.5480 
-94.8881 ST 62396 

Construction 
Permit 

13106-04 
150,000 

Conception 
Standpipe 

40.2434 
-94.6859 ST 62392 No Construction 

Permit 120,000 

Route E and 246 
Hwy Standpipe 

40.5503 
-94.7070 ST 62394 

Construction 
Permit  

13740-07 
150,000 

Eagle Road 
Holding Cell 

40.4408 
-95.0440 ST 63717 No Construction 

Permit 180,000 

Apollo Standpipe 40.4387 
-95.1682 ST 66035 Construction 

Permit 1054769-16 125,000 

TOTAL STORAGE 1,265,000 
 
I. System Status Dates: 
  

System Dates 
Last Permit to Dispense Issued 08/15/1980 

Original Permit to Dispense Issued 12/01/1976 
System Commenced Operation 01/01/1975 

System Activated as a Public Water System 01/01/1975 
 

J. The water system meets the contaminant levels and monitoring schedule requirements at the time of 
issuing the permit. 
 

K. Special Conditions: None  
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L. Staff Recommendations: 
 

On the basis of the review conducted in accordance with the Missouri Safe Drinking Water Law and 
Regulations 10 CSR 60-3.010, I recommend this Permit to Dispense Water be granted approval. 
 
 
 
 
      12/16/2024   
Tasneem Khan, P.E.     DATE 
Permits and Engineering Unit 
Public Drinking Water Branch 
 
 
 

      12/16/2024   
Conrad Blume, P.E.                                                                        DATE 
Permits and Engineering Unit Chief 
Public Drinking Water Branch 
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II. General Conditions and Requirements 
 

A. Duty to Comply 
 

The Permittee shall comply with all applicable portions of the Safe Drinking Water Act, Missouri Safe 
Drinking Water Law and Regulations and the Revised Statutes of Missouri, to include all conditions and 
requirements of this permit. Failure to comply with any portion of this permit constitutes a violation of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, Missouri Safe Drinking Water Law and Regulations and/or the Revised Statutes of 
Missouri and is grounds for enforcement action. 

 
B. Permit Revocation 

 
In accordance with Missouri Safe Drinking Water Law and Regulations the department may modify or 
revoke this Permit to Dispense Water to the Public as listed in 10 CSR 60-3.010 (3) (B). 
 

C. Permit Modification 
 
Permit modification will be issued in accordance with Missouri Safe Drinking Water Law and Regulations 
10 CSR 60-3.010. 
 
The department may modify this Permit to Dispense Water to the Public at any time to include all newly 
promulgated requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act, Missouri Safe Drinking Water Law and 
Regulations, and the Revised Statutes of Missouri, which are applicable to the public water system, to 
address requirements necessary to ensure compliance with the laws and regulations pertaining to safe 
drinking water, and to provide updated information as a result of any future permitted construction.   
 
The Permittee must request a modification of the Permit to Dispense Water to the Public by notifying the 
department when major modifications (i.e. additions or changes to the source(s), treatment or storage utilized 
by the public water supply) to the drinking water system are completed. 
  

D. Transfer of Permit to Dispense Water to the Public 
 

This Permit to Dispense Water to the Public is non-transferable, except with prior approval of the 
department.  To obtain department approval of the transfer of this Permit to Dispense Water to the Public, the 
Permittee shall submit written notification to the department at least ninety (90) days in advance of the 
proposed transfer.  This notification shall include a Permit to Dispense Drinking Water application form 
which has been completed by the proposed new owner of the water system and proof of the pending transfer 
of ownership of the public water system.  The proposed new owner must submit a managerial and financial 
review (as applicable) which illustrates how the system will be managed to ensure its long term viability.  If 
the department approves the transfer, a new Permit to Dispense Water to the Public will be issued to the new 
owner of the system in accordance with 10 CSR 60-3.020. 
 

E. Technical, Managerial, and Financial Capacity Requirements 
 

Community water systems commencing operation after October 1, 1999, shall maintain compliance with the 
technical, managerial, and financial capacity requirements in accordance with 10 CSR 60-3.030. 
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F. Appeals 
 

Any person aggrieved by an emergency order or the decision to revoke the Permit to Dispense may appeal 
within thirty days after the issuance of the order to the circuit court of the county in which the public water 
system is located or if the public water system is located in more than one county, to the circuit court of any 
such county. The circuit court shall within ten days after the filing of the appeal hear the cause and determine 
the same per the Revised Statutes of Missouri section 640.130.5. 
 
Whenever a permit is issued, denied, suspended, or revoked by the department, any aggrieved person, by 
petition filed with the Administrative Hearing Commission (AHC) within thirty days of the decision, may 
appeal such decision as provided by the Revised Statutes of Missouri section 621.250 and 640.013.  Once the 
AHC has reviewed the appeal, the AHC shall issue a recommended decision to the Safe Drinking Water 
Commission on permit issuance, denial, suspension, or revocation as per the Revised Statutes of Missouri 
section 640.115.5. 

 
G. Annual Fees 

 
The Permittee shall remit payment of the primacy fee, laboratory services and program administration fees to 
the department as required by 10 CSR 60 Chapter 16 and the Revised Statutes of Missouri RSMo 640.100, 
including any penalties or fines as authorized by Missouri Safe Drinking Water Law and Regulations and the 
Revised Statutes of Missouri. 
 
Failure to remit the laboratory services and program administration fees will result in the Department of 
Natural Resources and Department of Health laboratory services being terminated for the calendar year and 
may result in the revocation of the Permit to Dispense Water to the Public.  

 
H. Construction Permits 

 
Construction, extension, alteration or modification of a public water system shall be in accordance with the 
rules and regulations of the safe drinking water commission.  No construction, extension, alteration or 
modification can begin until written approval is given by the department based on 10 CSR 60-3.010. 
 

I. Operation and Maintenance 
 

The Permittee shall comply with the operation and maintenance requirements of the Missouri Safe Drinking 
Water Law and Regulations, the Revised Statutes of Missouri and the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
 
All community, nontransient noncommunity water systems, and those transient noncommunity water 
systems using surface water or groundwater under the direct influence of surface water, must have a certified 
Chief Operator to be in responsible charge of the public water system, as per 10 CSR 60-14.010. 
 
Because backflow may cause a health hazard through transmission of contaminants via the public water 
system, the Continuing Operating Authority must prevent and eliminate any cross-connections within the 
water system as required by 10 CSR 60-11.010. 
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J. Inspection and Entry 
 

The Continuing Operating Authority shall allow authorized representatives of the department access to the 
system and records for the purpose of inspecting, monitoring, or sampling the public water supply source, 
distribution system or treatment facility for compliance with the Missouri Safe Drinking Water Law and 
Regulations. Authorized representatives of the department, shall be allowed by the Continuing Operating 
Authority, upon presentation of credentials and at reasonable times, to enter upon Continuing Operating 
Authority’s premises in which a water supply source, distribution system or treatment facility is located or in 
which any records are required to be kept under terms and conditions of the permit and or the Missouri Safe 
Drinking Water Law and Regulation. 
 

K. Sanitary Surveys and Inspections 
 

Sanitary Surveys and Inspections for Ground Water Treatment will be conducted per Missouri Safe Drinking 
Water Law and Regulations 10 CSR 60-4.025. 

 
Ground water systems must provide, at the department’s request, any existing information that will enable 
the department to conduct a sanitary survey or inspection. 

 
A sanitary survey includes, but is not limited to, an onsite review, under the supervision of an engineer, of 
the water source(s) (identifying sources of contamination by using results of source water assessments or 
other relevant information where available), facilities, equipment, operation, maintenance, and monitoring 
compliance of a public water system in order to evaluate the adequacy of the system, its sources and 
operations, and the distribution of safe drinking water. 
 
If a significant deficiency is identified, unless the department directs the ground water system to implement a 
specific corrective action, the ground water system must consult with the department regarding the 
appropriate corrective action within thirty (30) days of receiving written notice from the department of a 
significant deficiency, written notice from a laboratory that a ground water source sample was found to be 
fecal indicator-positive, or direction from the department that a fecal indicator-positive sample collected 
requires corrective action. 

  
L. Emergency Procedures 

 
The Permittee shall prepare and maintain an up-to-date emergency preparedness plan in accordance with 10 
CSR 60-12.010. 

 
M. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements  

 
The Permittee shall comply with the monitoring and reporting requirements of Missouri Safe Drinking Water 
Law and Regulations 10 CSR 60-4.010 through 10 CSR 60-4.110 and 10 CSR 60-7.010 through 10 CSR 60-
7.020. 
 

N. Civil and Criminal Liability 
 
Except as authorized by statute and provided in permit conditions nothing in this permit shall be construed to 
relieve the Continuing Operating Authority from administrative, civil, or criminal penalties for 
noncompliance with the Missouri Safe Drinking Water Law and Regulation. 
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O. State and Federal Laws 
 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any legal action or relieve the 
Continuing Operating Authority from any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties established pursuant to any 
applicable state statute or regulations. 
 

P. Water Quality 
 
In the event the Continuing Operating Authority becomes aware of any actual or imminent contamination or 
water system pressure dropping below 20 psi anywhere in the system (10 CSR 60-4.080) the Continuing 
Operating Authority will take immediate actions to avoid injury to consumers. These actions include, but are 
not limited to, customer notification and investigation into the sources(s) of contamination.  
 
The Missouri public Drinking Water Regulations 10 CSR 60-7.010 requires systems to notify the department 
within 48 hours of failure to comply with any drinking water regulation except where a shorter period is 
specified by the department. 
 
The Continuing Operating Authority shall provide water which meets all quality criteria of state and federal 
law. 
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