
Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 2—Licensing Cases Under Section 621.045,
RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission adopts a rule
as follows:  

1 CSR 15-2.200 Subject Matter is adopted.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed rule was published in the Missouri Register on February 15,
2001 (26 MoReg 390).  No changes have been made in the text of
the proposed rule, so it is not reprinted here.  This proposed rule
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 2—Licensing Cases Under Section 621.045,
RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under sections 621.198 and 621.205, RSMo 2000, the commission
amends a rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-2.290 Filing of Documents; Fax Filing; Posting Bond
is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 390).  No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 2—Licensing Cases Under Section 621.045,
RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under sections 536.073.2(2) and 621.198, RSMo 2000, the com-
mission amends a rule as follows: 

1 CSR 15-2.450 Determination of Cases Without Hearing is
amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 391).  No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 2—Licensing Cases Under Section 621.045,
RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-2.560 Fees and Expenses is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 391).  No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.
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This section will contain the final text of the rules pro-
posed by agencies. The order of rulemaking is

required to contain a citation to the legal authority upon
which the order of rulemaking is based; reference to the
date and page or pages where the notice of proposed rule-
making was published in the Missouri Register; an expla-
nation of any change between the text of the rule as con-
tained in the notice of proposed rulemaking and the text of
the rule as finally adopted, together with the reason for any
such change; and the full text of any section or subsection
of the rule as adopted which has been changed from that
contained in the notice of proposed rulemaking. The effec-
tive date of the rule shall be not less than 30 days after the
date of publication of the revision to the Code of State
Regulations.

The agency is also required to make a brief summary of
the general nature and extent of comments submitted

in support of or opposition to the proposed rule and a con-
cise summary of the testimony presented at the hearing, if
any, held in connection with the rulemaking, together with a
concise summary of the agency’s findings with respect to
the merits of any such testimony or comments which are
opposed in whole or in part to the proposed rule. The 90-
day period during which an agency shall file its order of
rulemaking for publication in the Missouri Register begins
either: 1) after the hearing on the proposed rulemaking is
held; or 2) at the end of the time for submission of com-
ments to the agency. During this period, the agency shall
file with the secretary of state the order of rulemaking,
either putting the proposed rule into effect, with or without
further changes, or withdrawing the proposed rule.
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Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission
Chapter 3—Sales and Use and Income Tax Cases

Under Section 621.050, RSMo, and All Other
Contested Cases, Except Licensing Cases Under Section

621.045, RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission adopts a rule
as follows:

1 CSR 15-3.200 Subject Matter is adopted.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed rule was published in the Missouri Register on February 15,
2001 (26 MoReg 391–392).  No changes have been made in the
text of the proposed rule, so it is not reprinted here.  This proposed
rule becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of
State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission
Chapter 3—Sales and Use and Income Tax Cases

Under Section 621.050, RSMo, and All Other
Contested Cases, Except Licensing Cases Under Section

621.045, RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-3.210 Definitions is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 392).  No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission
Chapter 3—Sales and Use and Income Tax Cases

Under Section 621.050, RSMo, and All Other
Contested Cases, Except Licensing Cases Under Section

621.045, RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under sections 621.198 and 621.205, RSMo 2000, the commission
amends a rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-3.290 Filing of Documents; Fax Filing; Posting Bond
is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 392).  No changes have been made

in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission
Chapter 3—Sales and Use and Income Tax Cases

Under Section 621.050, RSMo, and All Other
Contested Cases, Except Licensing Cases Under Section

621.045, RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a
rule as follows: 

1 CSR 15-3.320 Stays or Suspensions of Any Action from which
Petitioner Is Appealing is amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 392–393).  No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
here.  This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days
after publication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission
Chapter 3—Sales and Use and Income Tax Cases

Under Section 621.050, RSMo, and All Other
Contested Cases, Except Licensing Cases Under Section

621.045, RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-3.350 Complaints is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 393–394).  No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
here.  This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days
after publication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission
Chapter 3—Sales and Use and Income Tax Cases

Under Section 621.050, RSMo, and All Other
Contested Cases, Except Licensing Cases Under Section

621.045, RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a
rule as follows:
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1 CSR 15-3.380 Answers and Other Responsive Pleadings is
amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 394).  No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission
Chapter 3—Sales and Use and Income Tax Cases

Under Section 621.050, RSMo, and All Other
Contested Cases, Except Licensing Cases Under Section

621.045, RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under sections 536.073.2(2) and 621.198, RSMo 2000, the com-
mission amends a rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-3.450 Determination of Cases Without Hearing is
amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 395).  No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission
Chapter 3—Sales and Use and Income Tax Cases

Under Section 621.050, RSMo, and All Other
Contested Cases, Except Licensing Cases Under Section

621.045, RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-3.490 Hearings on Complaints is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 395).  No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission
Chapter 3—Sales and Use and Income Tax Cases

Under Section 621.050, RSMo, and All Other
Contested Cases, Except Licensing Cases Under Section

621.045, RSMo

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the Administrative Hearing
Commission amends a rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-3.560 Fees and Expenses is amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 395–396).  No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after
publication in the Code of State Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.210 Definitions is rescinded. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 396). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.230 Computation of Time; Extensions of Time is
rescinded. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 396). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.
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Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.250 Practice by a Licensed Attorney; When
Required is rescinded. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 396–397). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.270 Service of Filings Other Than the Original
Complaint is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 397). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under sections 621.198 and 621.205, RSMo 2000, the commission
rescinds a rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.290 Filing of Documents; Fax Filing is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 397). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.320 Stays or Suspensions of Committee Action is
rescinded. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 397). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.350 Complaints is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 397–398). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.380 Answers and Other Responsive Pleadings is
rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg. 398).  No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here.  This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.
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Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.390 Intervention is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 398). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.410 Closing of Case Records and Hearings is
rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 398). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.420 Discovery is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 398–399). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.430 Dismissal is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 399). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under sections 536.073.2(2) and 621.198, RSMo 2000, the com-
mission rescinds a rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.450 Determination of Cases Without Hearing is
rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 399). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.470 Prehearing Conferences is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 399). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.
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Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.480 Hearings on Motions is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 399–400). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.490 Hearings on Complaints is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 400). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.510 Transcripts is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 400). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.530 Bench Rulings and Memorandum Decisions is
rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 400). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.560 Fees and Expenses is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 400–401). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 5—Certificate of Need Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-5.580 Certifications of Records is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 401). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.
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Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.210 Definitions is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 401). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.230 Computation of Time; Extensions of Time is
rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 401). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.250 Practice by a Licensed Attorney; When
Required is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 401–402). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.270 Service of Filings Other Than the Original
Complaint is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 402). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under sections 621.198 and 621.205, RSMo 2000, the commission
rescinds a rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.290 Filing of Documents; Fax Filing is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 402). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.320 Stays or Suspensions of Department Action is
rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 402). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.
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Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.350 Complaints is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 402–403). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.380 Answers and Other Responsive Pleadings is
rescinded. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 403). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.390 Intervention is rescinded. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 403). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.410 Closing of Case Records and Hearings is
rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 403). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.420 Discovery is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 403–404). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases 

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.430 Dismissal is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 404). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.
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Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under sections 536.073.2(2) and 621.198, RSMo 2000, the com-
mission rescinds a rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.450 Determination of Cases Without Hearing is
rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 404). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.470 Prehearing Conferences is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 404). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.480 Hearings on Motions is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 404–405). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.490 Hearings on Complaints is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 405). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.510 Transcripts is rescinded. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 405). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.530 Bench Rulings and Memorandum Decisions is
rescinded. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 405). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.
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Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.560 Fees and Expenses is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 405–406). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 1—OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
Division 15—Administrative Hearing Commission

Chapter 6—Medicaid Cases

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Administrative Hearing Commission
under section 621.198, RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a
rule as follows:

1 CSR 15-6.580 Certifications of Records is rescinded. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescis-
sion was published in the Missouri Register on February 15, 2001
(26 MoReg 406). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 3—DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
Division 10—Conservation Commission

Chapter 4—Wildlife Code: General Provisions

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Conservation Commission under
sections 40 and 45 of Art. IV, Mo. Const., the commission
amends a rule as follows:

3 CSR 10-4.116 Special Regulations for Areas Owned by Other
Entities is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
March 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 646–649). No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after
publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received dur-
ing the comment period.

Title 3—DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
Division 10—Conservation Commission

Chapter 7—Wildlife Code: Hunting: Seasons, Methods,
Limits

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Conservation Commission under
sections 40 and 45 of Art. IV, Mo. Const., the commission
amends a rule as follows:

3 CSR 10-7.455 is amended.

This amendment relates to hunting seasons and limits and is
excepted by section 536.021, RSMo from the requirement for fil-
ing as a proposed amendment.

The Department of Conservation amended 3 CSR 10-7.455 by
opening turkey hunting in Lawrence County during the fall
firearms season.

3 CSR 10-7.455 Turkeys: Seasons, Methods, Limits

PURPOSE: This rule opens Lawrence County to turkey hunting in
the fall firearms season.

(1) Turkeys may be pursued, taken, killed, possessed or transport-
ed only as permitted in this rule.

(B) Fall Firearms Season. Fall season annually will begin on the
second Monday in October and be fourteen (14) days in length. A
person possessing the prescribed turkey hunting permit may take
two (2) turkeys of either sex during the season; provided, only one
(1) turkey may be taken during the first seven (7) days of the sea-
son, and only one (1) turkey may be taken per day; except that a
person under twelve (12) years of age who possesses a Youth Deer
and Turkey Hunting Permit may take only one (1) turkey of either
sex during the season. Turkeys may be taken only by shotgun with
shot no larger than No. 4 or longbow; without the use of dogs,
bait, recorded calls or live decoys; from one-half (1/2) hour before
sunrise to sunset in all counties except: Dunklin,  McDonald,
Mississippi, New Madrid, Newton, Pemiscot and Scott.
Possession of shotshells loaded with shot larger than No. 4 is pro-
hibited while hunting turkeys. A person, while in the act of pursu-
ing or hunting turkey on a fall firearms permit, shall not have both
a firearm and longbow on his/her person.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS: Seasons and limits are
excepted from the requirement for filing as a proposed amendment
under section 536.021, RSMo. This amendment filed April 30,
2001, effective May 15, 2001.

Title 3—DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
Division 10—Conservation Commission
Chapter 11—Wildlife Code: Definitions

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Conservation Commission under
sections 40 and 45 of Art. IV, Mo. Const., the commission
amends a rule as follows:

3 CSR 10-11.805 Definitions is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
March 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 649–650). No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
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here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after
publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received dur-
ing the comment period.

Title 5—DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION

Division 60—Vocational and Adult Education
Chapter 120—Vocational Education

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the State Board of Education under sec-
tion 161.235, RSMo 2000, the board adopts a rule as follows:

5 CSR 60-120.080 Student Suicide Prevention Programs is
adopted.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed rule was published in the Missouri Register on January 16,
2001 (26 MoReg 209–211). No changes have been made in the text
of the proposed rule, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rule
becomes effective thirty days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 5—DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION

Division 90—Vocational Rehabilitation
Chapter 4—General Administrative Policies

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the State Board of Education under sec-
tions 161.092, 178.600, 178.610 and 178.620, RSMo 2000, the
board amends a rule as follows: 

5 CSR 90-4.120 Minimum Standards for Service Providers is
amended. 

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 212). No changes have been made in
the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received. 

Title 5—DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION

Division 90—Vocational Rehabilitation
Chapter 5—Vocational Rehabilitation Services

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the State Board of Education under sec-
tions 161.092, 178.600, 178.610 and 178.620, RSMo 2000, the
board amends a rule as follows: 

5 CSR 90-5.400 Services is amended.  

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on

January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 212–213). No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after
publication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received. 

Title 5—DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION

Division 90—Vocational Rehabilitation
Chapter 5—Vocational Rehabilitation Services

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the State Board of Education under sec-
tions 161.092, 178.600, 178.610 and 178.620, RSMo 2000, the
board amends a rule as follows: 

5 CSR 90-5.440 Training is amended.  

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 214). No changes have been made in
the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received. 

Title 8—DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND
INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

Division 10—Division of Employment Security
Chapter 4—Unemployment Insurance

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Division of Employment Security
under section 288.220, RSMo 2000, the division amends a rule as
follows:

8 CSR 10-4.080 Joint Accounts is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 1, 2001 (26 MoReg 333). No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 10—DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division 60—Public Drinking Water Program

Chapter 14—Operator Certification

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Safe Drinking Water Commission
under section 640.100, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a
rule as follows:

10 CSR 60-14.010 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
December 15, 2000 (25 MoReg 2886–2889). Comments were

Page 1197
June 1, 2001
Vol. 26, No. 11 Missouri Register



June 1, 2001
Vol. 26, No. 11

received and changes to the rule are reprinted here. The proposed
amendment becomes effective August 1, 2001.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: A public hearing on this amend-
ment was held January 16, 2001 and the public comment period
ended January 31, 2001. At the public hearing the department tes-
tified that this proposed amendment adopts federal operator certi-
fication requirements and provides additional safeguards for the
protection of public health. The rule will apply to all community
water systems, regardless of size or compliance history, and all
nontransient noncommunity water systems. All transient systems
that use surface water or groundwater under the direct influence of
surface water will be required to comply.
A descriptive system is proposed for classifying water systems, and
separate classifications are established for treatment and distribu-
tion. A chief operator must be in responsible charge of the system.
Process control/system integrity decisions must be made by a cer-
tified operator. A certified operator must be available or able to be
contacted as needed to initiate appropriate action. Public water
systems employing a contract operator will be required to have a
written agreement with the operator.
Comments were received from three consulting firms, two water
industry associations, three certified operators and nine public
water systems.

COMMENT: An overall comment was made on the implementa-
tion time frame for these rules. The commenter stated that upon
the effective date, a number of water systems will be out of com-
pliance, a number of uncertified operators will have to get certi-
fied, and the demand for training and exams will increase. The
commenter recommended a phase-in period for complying with
the requirement that all operators making process control/system
integrity decisions be certified and suggested a case-by-case
approach, with a maximum time allowed of two years.
RESPONSE: The commission considered this comment and
responded that changes to the operator certification rules have been
under public discussion since August 1999. The federal guidelines
were published in February 1999. Water system owners and oper-
ators have had time to become aware of the proposed requirements
and have had many opportunities to provide input. Also, the grand-
parenting provisions in 10 CSR 60-14.020 provide a phase-in
opportunity for systems not previously affected by these rules. No
changes are made to this rule in response to the comment; howev-
er some changes are made to section (4) of 10 CSR 60-14.020 to
help ensure that systems have sufficient time to take advantage of
the phase-in opportunity that grandparenting offers.

COMMENT: A commenter stated that the proposed amendments
are confusing and open to interpretation. The commenter recom-
mended that the state rules be no stricter than the federal rules on
operator certification.  Another commenter expressed general sup-
port for the proposed changes, but feels that in some cases, for
example, system classification in subsection (3), the rule goes
beyond what is in the federal rule.  
RESPONSE:  The commission pointed out that there is no feder-
al rule on operator certification.  Federal guidelines published
February 5, 1999 list certain baseline standards that a state opera-
tor certification program must include but leave most of the details
to state determination.  The areas addressed in this rule reflect
baseline standards the federal guidelines require the state to
address, including system classification.  How a state addresses the
baseline standards is discretionary.  Due in part to the flexibility
provided by the federal guidelines, changes to the state operator
certification rules were under public discussion for more than a
year before being formally proposed in the Missouri Register.
Water system owners and operators had many opportunities to
shape and influence how Missouri should meet the federal guide-
lines.  No changes are made in response to the comment. 

COMMENT: One commenter stated that the rule should also
apply to transient noncommunity water systems.
RESPONSE:  The rule applies to transient water systems that use
surface water or groundwater under the direct influence of surface
water.  Since the proposed amendment does not extend the rule to
transient groundwater systems, it would be unfair to include those
systems at this point when there would be no opportunity for pub-
lic comment. No change is made in response to the comment.

COMMENT: A commenter remarked that the definition of avail-
able in subsection (2)(A) should be more specific in regard to
“promptly” and “in a timely manner.”
RESPONSE: The commission responded that further attempts to
define available would be counterproductive. No changes are
made. 

COMMENT: A commenter stated that the definitions proposed to
be added to section (2) should be in the definitions rule, 10 CSR
60-2.015, and the existing definitions of operator and chief opera-
tor in 10 CSR 60-2.015(2)(C) and (2)(O) should be deleted.
RESPONSE: It is appropriate to place terms and definitions in the
rule they pertain to. It has also become necessary, due to the
increasing length and complexity of the rulemaking process, to
time the opening of a rule very carefully.  When a rule has been
opened for proposed changes, it can be nearly a year before addi-
tional changes can be proposed.  Proposed changes to the defini-
tions rule are scheduled so that any necessary federal changes can
be adopted by the applicable primacy deadline.  The very general
definitions of operator and chief operator in 10 CSR 60-2.015 are
superceded by these definitions and will be deleted when that rule
is opened for other changes.  No changes are made.

COMMENT: A commenter requested that the federal definitions
of treatment facility and distribution system be added to section
(2).
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agreed with the comment and the change is made.

COMMENT: A commenter suggested modifying the definition of
certified operator in subsection (2)(B) to state: “Any individual
holding a valid water treatment or water distribution certificate of
any level issued by the department.” The commenter believes this
would eliminate the need for interpretation where the term “certi-
fied operator” is used in the rules.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agreed with the comment and the change is made.

COMMENT: A commenter supported exempting small communi-
ty water systems from operator certification requirements.
RESPONSE: Small community water systems are not, and cannot
be, exempt from operator certification requirements. No change is
made.

COMMENT: A commenter suggested that paragraph (3)(B)1.
should require a higher level than DS-I for systems that chlorinate.  
RESPONSE: The commission considered the comment but
believes the classification level is correct. No change is made.

COMMENT: Four commenters opposed having separate treatment
and distribution certificates. The commenters stated that maintain-
ing dual certification is excessive and adds unnecessary additional
training and fiscal burdens to individuals who have traditionally
maintained a single certificate. One of the commenters stated that
narrowing the scope of a certificate diminishes its importance and
could limit employment opportunities. The number of certified
operators will decrease because water systems have limited funds
for training costs. A commenter stated that the rule should be clar-
ified and a single certificate should be required. One of the com-
menters suggested that there be one certificate for both treatment
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and distribution and a separate distribution only certificate for
those persons who work exclusively in distribution. Another com-
menter suggested adding F, G, or H certificates if necessary but
require only one certificate per operator.  
RESPONSE: At this point in the rulemaking process it would be
difficult to justify sweeping changes to the proposed approach
since there would be no opportunity for public comment on the
new approach. Early involvement in the rulemaking process is
critical in influencing and shaping basic approaches. The depart-
ment and commission provided extensive opportunities for this
input for more than a year before the proposed amendments were
published. 

One of the alternative approaches discussed early in the stake-
holder process was additional certification levels instead of dual
certification. Stakeholders did not appear to consider the dual cer-
tification approach excessive. This approach allows training to be
more specific to the actual needs of the operator. The department
anticipates a significant overlap in treatment and distribution train-
ing and does not expect that the additional training required of
operators who chose to have dual certification will be excessive.  

The rule more clearly defines the scope of a classification level,
which should, if anything, enhance rather than diminish the oper-
ator’s certificate. The department anticipates that the number of
certified operators will increase rather than decrease. The depart-
ment anticipates that some federal funding may be available to help
operators of small systems meet the training requirements. No
changes are made in response to these comments. 

COMMENT: Paragraph (3)(B)2. provides for operators who were
certified prior to the effective date of the rule to be issued auto-
matically a distribution certificate that will expire on the same date
as their treatment certificate. A commenter believes that this pro-
vision should include operators who have passed an examination
but won’t meet the experience requirements to actually receive the
treatment certificate until after the rule is in effect.
RESPONSE: The proposed changes have been under development
and available to the public since 1999. Operators have had time to
plan ahead and make adjustments in anticipation of the new
requirements. No change is made. 

COMMENT: A commenter stated that paragraph (3)(B)2. should
be moved to 10 CSR 60-14.020. Also, the commenter believes this
provision is ill advised. Currently certified operators at the A, B
and C levels should not be given a DS-III certificate. The com-
menter recommends that the department either require currently
certified operators to submit an application describing distribution
system experience, or issue DS-I certificates unless the operator
can document distribution system experience meeting the DS-II or
DS-III requirement.
RESPONSE: The commission and department believe the pro-
posed approach is the best way of phasing in the new distribution
system certification requirements. No change is made in response
to the comment.

COMMENT: Two commenters opposed the proposal in subsection
(3)(D) to issue a matching higher level of certificate to the chief
operator of systems whose classification level is raised by the pro-
posed new classification scheme. One commenter recommended
these operators be issued a restricted certificate as a grandparent-
ed operator, or the department confirm that the system is in com-
pliance and that the chief operator has spent at least one year at the
facility. The other commenter recommended restricting the
upgraded certificate to the reclassified water system. The opera-
tor’s unrestricted lower level certificate would be put on hold and
would be reissued if the operator leaves the upgraded water sys-
tem.
RESPONSE: The commission and department believe the pro-
posed approach is the most equitable way of adjusting to the new

classification system. It is anticipated that the classification letter
will change for several systems while the systems themselves
remain functionally the same. Since the chief operator is current-
ly qualified to operate that category of systems, it is reasonable to
assume that he/she continues to be qualified to do so on the effec-
tive date of the revised rule. The proposed alternatives would add
a level of complexity and an administrative burden with no com-
mensurate benefit to public health. No changes are made. 

COMMENT: Two commenters recommended changes to Table 1
in section (3). One commenter recommended differentiating
between groundwater systems based on size because larger facili-
ties are more complex. The commenter also recommended that gas
chlorination, particularly with one-ton containers, be classified at
level C. Gas chlorine is inherently extremely dangerous and calls
for a higher classification than the proposed D level. Another com-
menter questioned why distribution systems with surface water
sources that rechlorinate are listed as a separate class from distri-
bution systems that use gas chlorination. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The suggest-
ed change to the classification level for large groundwater systems
would require operators of those systems to learn surface water
system requirements not relevant to their groundwater systems.
The proposed change is not made. Distribution systems with sur-
face water sources that rechlorinate are listed separately because
these systems deal with more complex issues in the distribution
system, such as disinfection by-products. The commission agreed
with classifying gas chlorination with one-ton containers at the C
level, and this change is made. The commission is also simplify-
ing the listing for lime/soda softening from three entries to one.

COMMENT: A commenter requested that in addition to appealing
a system’s classification to the department as allowed under sub-
section (3)(E), the water system owner should have the right to a
hearing before the Safe Drinking Water Commission.
RESPONSE: The appeal provisions in the rule and statutes provide
adequate protection. No change is made in response to the com-
ment.

COMMENT: Two commenters requested changes to Table 2 of
section (3). Both commenters expressed the opinion that the level
of expertise needed to deal with rechlorination of water in distrib-
ution system from surface water does not warrant DS-III certifica-
tion. One commenter recommended changing this to DS-II and the
other commenter recommended classifying distribution systems
that rechlorinate according to the method of chlorinating.  Also,
one of these commenters stated that the level of expertise needed
for a system using multiple sources fits the DS-II level instead of
DS-III.
RESPONSE: Distribution systems with surface water sources that
rechlorinate are listed separately because these systems deal with
complex issues such as disinfection by-products. With regard to
multiple sources, the commission believes systems blending water
from multiple sources should be classified at the DS-III level as
proposed. No changes are made to Table 2. 

COMMENT: A commenter asks if he is correct in assuming that
the proposed rules allow the same person to be the chief operator
for both treatment and distribution.
RESPONSE: The commenter is correct. No change is requested
or made.

COMMENT: A commenter pointed out that the requirement in
subsection (4)(A) is to have a chief operator in responsible charge
of each treatment facility and distribution system, but a system
could have pressure and pumping in functional operating units sep-
arate from distribution and treatment.  The system may elect to
have a chief operator over this unit(s).  Because this position could
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impact both treatment and/or distribution, the issue of appropriate
certification arises. 
RESPONSE:  The intent of the rules is not to require everyone to
be certified but rather to provide as much flexibility as possible
while ensuring that each treatment and distribution system is under
the responsible charge of a chief operator and that process con-
trol/system integrity decisions are made by certified operators. The
system may elect to have a chief operator over pressure and pump-
ing.  If that person is making process control/system integrity deci-
sions regarding treatment, a treatment certificate would be
required. If that person is making process control/system integrity
decisions regarding the distribution system, a distribution certifi-
cate would be required. (Making decisions rather than implement-
ing decisions made by a certified operator is a key point in deter-
mining who must be certified.)  If that person is not making those
decisions but instead is implementing decisions made by a certified
operator, that person is not required by these rules to be certified.
The system can develop its own more stringent requirements, how-
ever.  No change is made.

COMMENT: Two commenters questioned the restriction in para-
graph (4)(A)3. that limits a chief operator to overall responsibility
for no more than one surface water treatment facility. The basis for
the requirement is unclear and it may prevent water utilities from
organizing their personnel in the most efficient manner.  A chief
operator should be allowed to develop procedures to be followed at
multiple treatment plants. One of the commenters pointed out that
paragraph (4)(A)3. appears to be inconsistent with subsection
(4)(F) which allows contract operators to be the chief operator for
multiple facilities. If a contract operator can be the chief operator
for multiple treatment facilities, then utilities should be allowed to
do the same with internal staff.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The restric-
tion in paragraph (4)(A)3. applies to surface water systems regard-
less of whether they are using a contract operator or an in-house
operator. To ensure that this is clear, a cross-reference to subsec-
tion (4)(A) has been added to subsection (4)(F). Paragraph
(4)(A)3. provides that the department may approve exceptions to
the requirement that the same person cannot have overall responsi-
bility for more than one surface water treatment facility. The com-
mission is clarifying this wording. 

COMMENT: Paragraph (4)(A)4. requires the system owner to
provide the department with the name of the chief operator. A
commenter asked who the name of the chief operator should be
sent to.
RESPONSE: This existing requirement is unchanged from the rule
currently in effect. The information is provided to the department.
No change is made.

COMMENT: Two commenters asked for clarification of paragraph
(4)(A)5., which requires the appointment of an interim operator
when a chief operator is no longer able to serve. It is not clear
whether the interim chief operator must be certified, and if so, at
what level. One of the commenters recommended that the interim
chief operator be certified no less than one class below the level
required of the chief operator.
RESPONSE: Subsections (5)(A) and (5)(B) indicate that the inter-
im operator must be certified or the system is in violation. The
department will work with the system to ensure that all appropri-
ate certification requirements are met as quickly as possible and
that the quality and quantity of drinking water provided to the pub-
lic remains unimpaired as a result of the change in operators.  No
change is made.

COMMENT: A commenter stated that the rules are unclear
regarding the certification needs for those who perform mainte-

nance on distribution systems (main, valves, tanks, pumps, etc.)
and asks that the rules clarify these certification requirements. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The intent of
the rules is not to require everyone to be certified but rather to pro-
vide as much flexibility as possible while ensuring that each treat-
ment and distribution system is under the responsible charge of a
chief operator and that process control/system integrity decisions
are made by certified operators. The wording in subsection (4)(C)
is clarified in response to the comment. 

COMMENT: A commenter stated that paragraph (4)(A)6. con-
flicts with paragraph (4)(A)3. 
RESPONSE: Paragraph (4)(A)3. states no individual shall be the
chief operator for more than one surface water treatment plant
unless approved by the department. Paragraph (4)(A)6. recom-
mends a contingency plan. There does not appear to be a conflict
and no change is made.

COMMENT: Two commenters pointed out that paragraph
(4)(A)6. states that a system should, rather than shall, have a con-
tingency plan in place. Items that are not mandatory should not be
in the rule. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agreed that the requirement should be mandatory and has
changed “should” to “shall.” The revised paragraph is reprinted
here.

COMMENT: In regard to subsection (4)(B), two commenters
pointed out the lack of a time frame for the chief operator to obtain
a matching higher certificate after a system’s classification has
been raised due to system modifications. 
RESPONSE: This existing requirement has been in the rule for 14
years. This reclassification occurs after the system has made a
modification that affects its classification level. The impact of the
modifications on the system’s classification would be known well
in advance of their implementation. No additional time frame
should be needed. No change is made.

COMMENT: Three water systems, two water industry associa-
tions and a certified operator commented on the requirements in
subsections (4)(C) and (4)(E). A water system and two water
industry associations expressed concern that these subsections are
confusing and contradictory in regard to who has to be certified
and at what level. Two commenters suggested specifying in sub-
section (4)(C) that all operating personnel shall be certified at or
above the D or DS-I level. Another commenter asked that all per-
sonnel be required to be certified because subsection (4)(E)
requires too much of the chief operator by making the chief oper-
ator responsible for actions of noncertified personnel. One of the
commenters suggested a change to the definition of certified oper-
ator would alleviate the need for interpretation when the level of
certification required is not specified. The commenter suggests
changing the definition to state a certified operator is: “Any indi-
vidual holding a valid water treatment or water distribution certifi-
cate of any level issued by the department.” 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The intent of
the rules is not to require everyone to be certified but rather to
provide as much flexibility as possible while ensuring that each
treatment and distribution system is under the responsible charge
of a chief operator and that process control/system integrity deci-
sions are made by certified operators. Federal guidelines require
anyone making process control/system integrity decisions to be
certified.  Making independent decisions rather than implement-
ing decisions made by a certified operator is a key point in deter-
mining who must be certified. The definition of process con-
trol/system integrity decision is modified to help clarify this.
Also, the suggested change to the definition of certified operator
is made. The commission agrees that the chief operator should not
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be held responsible for decisions made by all others in the system
and has deleted that requirement.

COMMENT: A commenter recommended that the requirements in
subsection (4)(F) be applied to all systems and not just those sys-
tems using contract operators.
RESPONSE: The purpose of subsection (4)(F) is to establish
requirements for those situations where the system is unable to hire
an operator and instead contracts for those services. No changes
are made.

COMMENT: A commenter recommended adding to subsection
(4)(F) a requirement that proof of insurance be required by the sys-
tem and the contract operator.
RESPONSE: This should be a management decision on the part of
the public water system involved in the contract as to whether to
require this or not. No change is made.

COMMENT: A commenter recommended changing the wording
of paragraph (4)(F)1. as follows: “Public water systems employing
a certified [chief] operator as a chief operator for their system
through a contract operator (often referred to as a “circuit rider”)
arrangement shall have a written agreement indicating the respon-
sibilities of the operator, including but not necessarily limited to:”
RESPONSE: The commission believes the requirement should
remain as proposed. No change is made. 

COMMENT: Regarding paragraph (4)(F)2., one commenter
pointed out that contract operators cannot be legally responsible
for non-employee decisions. Another commenter recommended
adding a sentence requiring the contract operator to obtain a cer-
tificate that would allow them to be responsible for actions and
decisions made in the company’s name. 
RESPONSE: The commission believes the requirement should
remain as proposed. No change is made.

COMMENT: One commenter recommended that subsection
(4)(G) state that the department will, rather than may, establish
minimum operator oversight requirements for facilities with exten-
sive instrumentation, automation and SCADA systems. 
RESPONSE: Flexibility in dealing with situations involving
automation is needed. The suggested change is not made.

COMMENT: Subsection (5)(C) states that surface water systems
or GWUDISW systems have to do public notice if they do not have
a chief operator. Two commenters recommended that all systems
not having a chief operator should have to do public notification.
Another commenter suggested either deleting the second sentence
(which would make the third sentence moot) or making it apply to
all systems. In the second sentence of subsection (5)(C), a com-
menter noted that the cross reference should be to section (3)
rather than (4).
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The second
and third sentences are deleted. 
The commission is changing sections (2)–(5). The revised sections
are printed here. The rest of the rule is adopted as proposed.

10 CSR 60-14.010 Classification of Public Water Systems and
System Requirements

(2) Definitions. 
(B) Certified operator. Any individual holding a valid water

treatment or water distribution certificate of any level issued by the
department. 

(F) Process control/system integrity decisions. Day-to-day deci-
sions that maintain or cause changes in the chemical, biological,
physical or radiological quality of the drinking water.  These deci-
sions primarily reflect independent, individual judgement which
when made incorrectly have the potential to place the public health

at risk or place the soundness of the water system or its ability to
provide a safe, adequate and continuous supply of water at risk.
These decisions are not referring to system design or modifications
for which the department requires design or approval by a profes-
sional engineer.

(G) Treatment facility. Any place(s) where a community water
system or nontransient non-community water system alters the
physical or chemical characteristics of the drinking water.
Chlorination may be considered a function of a distribution sys-
tem. 

(H) Distribution system. Any combination of pipes, tanks,
pumps, etc. which delivers water from the source(s) and/or treat-
ment facility(ies) to the consumer. 

(3) Classification of Public Water Systems.
(A) The department will classify each treatment facility by con-

sidering the treatment facility complexity, source of water, type of
treatment performed and, for surface water systems only, size.
This classification is based on, but may not be limited to, the cri-
teria in Table 1 of this rule.  Other treatment technologies not list-
ed in Table 1 will be considered on a case-by-case basis. From this
classification process, the department will determine the certifica-
tion level that a chief operator must have to supervise the opera-
tion of the treatment facility. Treatment facilities (except as pro-
vided in paragraph (3)(B)1. of this rule) will remain classified at
the level determined prior to August 1, 2001 or will be classified
as indicated by Table 1 of this rule, whichever is the higher classi-
fication.

(B) The department will classify each distribution system by size
and complexity.  This classification is based on, but may not be
limited to, the criteria in Table 2 of this rule. Other distribution
technologies will be considered on a case-by-case basis.  From this
classification process, the department will determine the certifica-
tion level that the chief operator must have to supervise the oper-
ation of the distribution system.  

1. Systems that only chlorinate, reduce the hardness of the
water by ion exchange, or provide no treatment will be classified
as distribution systems.

2. DS-III distribution system operator certificates shall be
issued to all operators who possess a valid Missouri drinking water
system operator certificate on August 1, 2001.
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(4) System Requirements.
(A) The water system owner shall place the direct supervision of

each treatment facility and each distribution system under the
responsible charge of a chief operator.   

1. The chief operator shall possess a valid certificate equal to
or greater than the classification of the treatment facility or distri-
bution system.

2. The chief operator can be responsible for both the water
treatment facility and distribution system at the owner’s discretion.

3. The chief operator shall have overall responsibility for no
more than one (1) surface water treatment system under one pub-
lic water system identification number, unless otherwise approved
by the department on a case-by-case basis.

4. The name of the chief operator shall be supplied to the
department by the owner of the public water system and will be on
file at all times.

5. In the event the chief operator is no longer available to
serve, the owner of the public water system shall notify the depart-
ment of the vacancy within ten (10) working days and shall appoint
an interim operator. The interim operator shall be considered the
system’s certified chief operator for the purposes of complying
with 10 CSR 60-14.010 and 10 CSR 60-14.020 on a temporary
basis until a properly certified chief operator is hired.  Following
consultation with the public water system owner, the department
will establish a schedule of activities and a timeline for the system
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The highest level applicable to the system is the classification of the system.
Classification

Source Water Surface Water source, with treatment facility capacity greater than
1.5 Million Gallons per Day

A

Surface Water source, with treatment facility capacity less than or equal to 1.5 Million
Gallons per Day

B

Ground Water Under Direct Influence of Surface Water (GWUDI) B

Purchased water, with further treatment by the purchasing system (other than
chlorination or ion exchange softening)

D

Ground Water (Not GWUDI), with treatment other than chlorination or ion exchange
softening

D

Ground Water (Not GWUDI) or Purchased Water with chlorination or ion exchange
softening only

Ground Water (Not GWUDI) or Purchased Water with no treatment

See Classification
Table 2

Disinfection Chlorine Dioxide B

Ozone B

Ultra Violet Light D

Gas Chlorination with one-ton containers C

Gas Chlorination, Calcium or Sodium Hypochlorination in combination with other
treatment other than ion exchange softening

D

Chloramines D

Chemical
Treatment

Chemical Oxidation (example—potassium permanganate) C

Coagulation—Groundwater C

Coagulation—Surface Water B

Fluoridation D

Ion Exchange (for purposes other than softening including processes such as nitrate
removal)

C

Lime/Soda Softening C

Sequestration D

pH, alkalinity adjustment C

Physical
Treatment

Adsorption (example—Activated Carbon) C

Aeration (examples—cascade, diffused, packed tower, slat tray, spray) D

Filtration (example—greensand, pressure, rapid gravity, slow sand) C

Reverse Osmosis, Membrane Filtration, Ultrafiltration B

Ion Exchange (for softening) is included in all treatment and distribution certifications.
The level of certification required will be determined by the other treatment or
distribution characteristics as appropriate

Each type and level

Table 1. Water Treatment System Classification



to have a certified chief operator who has met all applicable certi-
fication requirements.

6. Public water systems shall have a contingency plan for a
standby replacement chief operator to be available at all times.
This may be, for example, a second employee certified at the chief
operator level, a mutual assistance agreement with a neighboring
system, or a pre-arrangement with a contract operator. 

7. The owner shall notify the department in writing within ten
(10) working days after the chief operator is replaced.

(C) All operating personnel making independent process con-
trol/system integrity decisions about water quality or quantity that
affect public health must be certified.  This will not typically
include, for example, maintenance personnel implementing
process control/system integrity decisions made by a certified
operator.

(E) All process control/system integrity decisions about water
quality or quantity that affect public health must be made by a cer-
tified operator based on procedures approved by the chief opera-
tor. 

(F) Contract Operator Agreement.
1. Public water systems employing a certified chief operator

through a contract operator (“circuit rider”) arrangement to meet
the requirements in subsection (4)(A) shall have a written agree-
ment indicating the responsibilities of the operator, including but
not necessarily limited to:

A. The minimum frequency of routine visits to the water
treatment facility or distribution system;

B. The operator’s duties and responsibilities;
C. The minimum hours the operator will be present for

each routine visit; 
D. The certification level required by the department for

the treatment facility and/or distribution system that the operator is
responsible for; 

E. The level of certification held by the contract operator;
F. The minimum response time for the operator to be at the

water system in the event of an emergency; and
G. The number of employees, if any, hired to assist.

2. Circuit rider operators and other contract operators who
are performing the duties of chief operator shall be held account-
able for operational decisions made in their stead.  

3. A copy of the current agreement shall be on file at the sys-
tem at all times and shall be provided to the department upon
request.

(5) Violations.
(C) Any person, including any firm, corporation, municipal cor-

poration or other governmental subdivision or agency who violates
any provisions of this rule will be subject to the penalty provisions
of sections 640.130 and 640.131, RSMo. 

Title 10—DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division 60—Public Drinking Water Program

Chapter 14—Operator Certification

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Safe Drinking Water Commission
under section 640.100, RSMo 2000, the commission is amending
a rule as follows:

10 CSR 60-14.020 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
December 15, 2000 (25 MoReg 2889–2898). Comments were
received and changes to the rule are reprinted here. This proposed
amendment becomes effective August 1, 2001.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS:  A public hearing on this amend-
ment was held January 16, 2001 and the public comment period
ended January 31, 2001. At the public hearing the department tes-
tified that this proposed amendment adopts federal operator certi-
fication requirements and provides additional safeguards for the
protection of public health. Changes to certificate levels and
requirements were proposed to match the new classification
scheme proposed in 10 CSR 60-14.010. Separate certificates for
treatment and distribution were proposed. The proposed changes
include examples of actual and equivalent experience.
Grandparenting requirements are proposed for systems that have
never been required to comply with the operator certification
rules.

Comments were received from two consulting firms, one water
industry association, one certified operator, nine public water sys-
tems and one private citizen.

COMMENT: An overall comment was made on the implementa-
tion time frame for these rules. The commenter stated that upon
the effective date, a number of water systems will be out of com-
pliance, a number of uncertified operators will have to get certi-
fied, and the demand for training and exams will increase. The
commenter recommended a phase-in period for complying with
the requirement that all operators making process control/system
integrity decisions be certified and suggested a case-by-case
approach, with a maximum time allowed of two years.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion considered this comment and responded that changes to the
operator certification rules have been under public discussion since
August 1999. The federal guidelines were published in February
1999. Water system owners and operators have had time to become
aware of the proposed requirements and have had many opportuni-
ties to provide input. Also, the grandparenting provisions in sec-
tion (4) provide a phase-in opportunity for systems not previously
affected by these rules. In order to ensure that these systems have
sufficient time to apply for this phase-in opportunity, the commis-
sion is revising section (4) to provide additional time for the water
system owner to apply for grandparenting. 

COMMENT: A commenter believes the proposed amendments are
confusing and open to interpretation. The commenter recommends
that the state rules be no stricter than the federal rules on operator
certification.
RESPONSE: The commission pointed out that there is no federal
rule on operator certification. Federal guidelines published
February 5, 1999 list certain baseline standards that a state opera-
tor certification program must include but leave most of the details
to state determination.  The areas addressed in this rule reflect
baseline standards EPA requires the state to address.  How a state
addresses the baseline standards is discretionary.  Due in part to
the flexibility provided by the federal guidelines, changes to the
state operator certification rules were under public discussion for
more than a year before being formally proposed in the Missouri
Register. Water system owners and operators had many opportuni-
ties to shape and influence how Missouri should meet the federal
guidelines. Several changes made throughout the order of rule-
making are for the purpose of clarifying the requirements.  

COMMENT: Two commenters noted a typographical error in sub-
section (1)(C). The reference should be to tables 1 and 2 rather
than 3 and 4.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The change
has been made.

COMMENT: A commenter requested that Table 1 of subsection
(1)(C) clarify the minimum actual and equivalent experience
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required. In this table, the experience requirement for a class C
water treatment certificate is listed as one-half year.  A commenter
asks if this was intended to be two years as it currently is. Another
commenter suggested that this should be either two years or 1 1/2
years. A third commenter noted that the phraseology is different in
levels C and D, in that one says 1/2 year and the other says six
months.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The experi-
ence requirement for the C level was intended to be 1 1/2 years;
the change is made. Also, because six months of experience cred-
it is no longer provided for having a high school diploma, the min-
imum experience is adjusted accordingly. The changes are printed
here.

COMMENT: A commenter pointed out that subparagraph
(1)(I)1.A. indicates that operating experience is granted for water
main repair, disinfection, and flushing, and asks if it is the intent
of the rules to require the person performing these tasks to be cer-
tified.
RESPONSE: Only operators actually making process control/sys-
tem integrity decisions are required to be certified. The definition
of operating experience (subsection (1)(A)) states that experience
is granted for acting upon process control/system integrity deci-
sions. It is not necessary to be certified in order to accrue operat-
ing experience. No change is made.

COMMENT: A commenter stated that minimum education
requirement in paragraphs (1)(N)1.–4. is not clear. It isn’t clear if
the operator needs a high school diploma or not. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The educa-
tion requirement is met by any one of the four items listed under
subsection (1)(N): having a high school diploma, or having a
GED, or completing an approved  training course, or having six
months of experience. Subsection (1)(N) is modified to clarify
this. 

COMMENT: A commenter asks if an operator who is responsible
for plant operations and water treatment as well as distribution
pumping needs to be certified for both treatment and distribution.
RESPONSE: If the operator is making process control/system
integrity decisions for both treatment and distribution, the opera-
tor must have both certificates. Making decisions rather than
implementing decisions made by a certified operator is a key point
in determining who must be certified. If that person is not making
those decisions but instead is implementing decisions made by
another certified operator, that person is not required by these
rules to be certified. The intent of the rules is not to require every-
one to be certified but rather to provide as much flexibility as pos-
sible while ensuring that each treatment and distribution system is
under the responsible charge of a chief operator and that process
control/system integrity decisions are made by certified operators. 

COMMENT: Two commenters opposed the change to subsection
(2)(C) that would allow an applicant to reschedule an exam three
times. The commenters stated that this would be difficult to track
and would be staff-intensive.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion believes it is important to allow an applicant to reschedule the
exam but is revising the requirement from three times to two times
per year. The change is printed here.  

COMMENT: A commenter stated that if grandparenting is
allowed, all operators at the facility should be grandparented, not
just those in responsible charge. 
RESPONSE: The federal guidelines allow states to offer grandpar-
enting only to operators in responsible charge. However, the system
may have other operators who are not certified implementing the

decisions of the certified operator in responsible charge.  No
change is made.

COMMENT:  Four commenters pointed out that distribution sys-
tem operator certification was not previously required.  At some
water systems, distribution and treatment are in separate divisions.
Because the requirements for distribution certification are new and
those persons making quality/quantity decisions in distribution
were not required to be certified until now, all water systems
should be allowed to participate in distribution certification grand-
parenting. Subsection (4)(A) should be specifically revised to
make clear that distribution operators are eligible for grandparent-
ing.  Not to do so will cause unnecessary confusion and leave the
rule open to misinterpretation. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agreed that grandparenting applies to distribution system
operators for the reasons expressed by the commenters and has
clarified the wording in subsection (4)(A). 

COMMENT:  A commenter asked about the format of the written
application for grandparenting and to whom the application and
fees are sent.  The commenter asked who the owner of the water
system is when the system is governed by a board.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE:  The depart-
ment is developing an application form that it anticipates will be
ready for use by the effective date of the rule.  In order to ensure
that water systems have sufficient time to take advantage of this
opportunity to phase in the new requirements, the application
deadline is changed to February 5, 2003.  

COMMENT:  Three commenters asked for an increase in the
number of operators eligible for grandparenting.  Two commenters
requested that the limit be increased to three.  This would ensure
the best possible coverage of the system and ensure that at least one
person is reasonably accessible at all times.  Another commenter
suggested that utilities or systems be allowed to petition the
department for the appropriate number of grandparented certifi-
cates to operate the system.  The commenter suggested that sys-
tems serving more than 10,000 people could grandparent up to six
distribution certificates.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE:  The com-
mission agreed with increasing the number of grandparented oper-
ators to three and has modified the rule accordingly. 

COMMENT: A commenter pointed out that under paragraph
(4)(B)1. grandparented operators are required to have one year of
experience but the DS-III certificate requires three years of expe-
rience.
RESPONSE:  A restricted, grandparented certificate is valid at
only one system and only for an operator who has been an opera-
tor in responsible charge at that system for at least a year.  The DS-
III certificate obtained through the regular certification process
(ungrandparented) is valid at any DS-III system.  The difference in
experience requirements appears justified.  No change is made.

COMMENT: Subsection (4)(G) states that an operator can replace
the restricted grandfathered certificate with a nonrestricted certifi-
cate by passing the examination and meeting the experience
requirements.  The commenter recommends specifying that the
non-restricted certificate must be appropriate to the level of the
water system’s classification.  Otherwise, an operator or the water
system owner could believe that any level of certificate would suf-
fice.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agreed with the comment and has revised the subsection. 

COMMENT:  A commenter is opposed to the requirement in para-
graph (4)(H)1., which states that one of the criteria for renewing
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the grandparented certificate is that the system must not be in sig-
nificant noncompliance. This is a tougher standard, requiring a
higher degree of compliance for these systems than other systems.
There is always the possibility of noncompliance whether the sys-
tem has a certified operator or not.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agrees with the comment and is deleting this requirement. 

COMMENT: Paragraph (4)(H)2. states that the water system
owner must certify in writing to the department that the operator
named on the certificate continues to perform the duties of a chief
operator for the public water system.  The commenter stated that
there appears to be no reason for this requirement.  It would cause
unnecessary paperwork and should be deleted from the rule.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The depart-
ment needs to know as a condition of renewing the restricted,
grandparented certificate that the water system owner agrees that
the operator renewing the certificate continues to be an operator in
responsible charge. The requirement is retained and clarified. 

COMMENT: In regard to renewal requirements, a commenter
asked what renewal training is required under paragraph (4)(H)4.
RESPONSE:  Renewal training requirements are listed in section
(8). No change is requested or made.

COMMENT:  A commenter recommends defining “unqualified”
more clearly in subsection (7)(A).
RESPONSE:  This is an existing requirement and has been in the
rule since 1987.  The requirement is considered sufficiently clear.
No change is made.

COMMENT:  A commenter asks for an explanation of “sample
tampering or selective sampling” in subsection (7)(B). 
RESPONSE:   Sampling criteria and requirements are specified in
the monitoring and methods rules.  No change is made.

COMMENT:  Subsection (7)(E) states that an operator can have a
hearing before the department in suspension or revocation pro-
ceedings.  The commenter recommends that, given the severity of
suspension or revocation, an operator should be afforded the right
to a hearing before the department and a hearing before the Safe
Drinking Water Commission, if so desired. 
RESPONSE:  The appeal provisions in the rule provide adequate
protection.  No change is made in response to the comment.

COMMENT:  A commenter stated that the requirement in sub-
section (8)(B), Table 4, for separate training hours for treatment
and distribution certificates is a significant time and financial bur-
den on systems and individuals.  If anyone is currently taking
courses for levels A, B, C and D, those hours should also be
applicable toward meeting the distribution requirement. 
RESPONSE:  Under subsection (8)(J),  individuals certified prior
to the effective date of this rule may count their approved water
treatment training hours toward the first renewal of their distribu-
tion certificate.  After the first renewal, training courses will count
for both treatment and distribution to the extent that the courses are
relevant to both topics.  The department anticipates that more than
half of training courses will count for both treatment and distribu-
tion renewal hours.  No change is made.

COMMENT: A commenter noted a typographical error in sub-
sections (8)(J) and (8)(K).  The reference in both cases should be
to 10 CSR 60-14.010(3)(B)2.  The commenter further stated that
this proposal is ill advised.  Currently certified operators at the A,
B and C levels should not be given a distribution III level certifi-
cate.  
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion and department believe the proposed approach is the best way

of phasing in the new distribution system certification requirements.
The typographical error is corrected; no other changes are made.

COMMENT:  One commenter stated that with the low unemploy-
ment rate, increasing the number of operators will be difficult to
accomplish.  It will be difficult for small systems, which lack com-
petitive benefit packages, to attract qualified personnel. The
increased need for operators will also result in a higher than aver-
age turnover. 
RESPONSE:  The commission recognizes that the changes to the
operator certification rules may  increase the number of certified
operators.  The commission pointed out that small systems can
share operators by using contract operators.  Also, the department
anticipates receiving federal funds for training cost reimbursement
for operators of small systems.  This will help increase qualified
personnel.  No change is requested or made.

COMMENT:  One commenter stated that the private entity costs
are grossly understated.  The commenter stated that the fiscal note
omits costs for five days of training, the cost of hiring someone to
work in the operator’s place for the days he is in training, and costs
of retraining due to turnover.  The commenter estimates costs
would be $1,183,213 per year.
RESPONSE:  Fiscal notes are based on assumptions.  It is always
possible for a different set of assumptions to result in a different
estimate. The assumptions for this private entity fiscal note were
published on page 2898 of the December 15, 2000 Missouri
Register.  The department believes that the assumptions, worksheet
and summary of costs are sound and accurately reflect to the best
extent possible a reasonable estimate of the cost of complying with
the rule.

Meeting requirements for operator certification and certificate
renewal is an individual operator’s responsibility, including attend-
ing training and payment of fees.  Certificates are issued to the
individual.  Public water systems are not required by this amend-
ment to reimburse training costs or hire a temporary operator for
the days an operator is attending training as the commenter
assumes. 

COMMENT: A commenter pointed out that the last calculation in
the private entity fiscal note should be $286,340 rather than
$286340.
RESPONSE:  The correction is noted.  Since the amount is not
changed amount, the fiscal note is not reprinted.

The commission is amending sections (1), (2), (4) and (8).  All
other sections are amended as proposed.

10 CSR 60-14.020 Certification of Public Water System
Operators

(1) Training and Experience Required for Certification. 
(C) In order to be eligible for a certificate the applicant must

have accumulated actual or equivalent operational experience in
accordance with Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1.  Experience Requirements for a Water Treatment
Certificate.
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Certificate
Level Minimum Actual and Equivalent Experience

A Five and one-half (5 1/2) years of water treatment facility
operating experience (of which two (2) years may be equivalent)

B Three and one-half (3 1/2) years of water treatment facility
operating experience (of which one (1) year may be equivalent)

C One and one-half (1 1/2) year of water treatment facility
operating experience (which may be equivalent).

D Six (6) months of water treatment facility operating experience
(which may be equivalent)
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Table 2. Experience Requirements for a Distribution
Certificate. 

(H) Documentation submitted for actual and equivalent experi-
ence credit consideration which does not fit previously mentioned
criteria will be evaluated by the department based on time worked
and the relationship to water treatment or distribution.  While
water system engineering, construction, and safety are water sys-
tem activities, they are insufficient experience in themselves to be
considered actual operating experience. Equivalent experience
credit for the purpose of meeting the experience requirement is
limited to the maximum years allowed in Tables 1 and 2 of this
rule. (Note: The experience allowed for high school equivalency
under subsection (1)(N) is in addition to this limit.)

(K) Upon successful completion of the examination, the indi-
vidual will have to obtain the necessary applicable water treatment
or distribution system experience within the following time frames
to be considered for certification:  

1. For all levels of examinations taken on or after August 1,
2001, examinees shall have eighteen (18) months from the date of
the examination;

2. For A and B level examinations taken prior to August 1,
2001, examinees shall have two (2) years from the date of the
examination; and

3. For C and D level examinations taken prior to August 1,
2001, examinees shall have one (1) year from the date of the exam-
ination. 

(N) Education Requirement. 
1. The minimum education requirement for certification is

fulfilled by meeting any one (1) of the following conditions: a high
school diploma; a general equivalency diploma (GED); successful
completion of special department-approved training  appropriate to
the type of certification sought; or six (6) months of experience. 

2. Training or experience used to meet the education require-
ment shall not be counted for equivalent experience credit.
Training or experience used to meet the education requirement is
not included in the maximum limit on equivalent experience in
subsections (1)(C) and (1)(D).

(2) Application for Certification Examination. 
(C) An individual applying to take the certification examination

will be allowed to reschedule two (2) times within one (1) year of
the application date.  After one (1) year from the date of the ini-
tial application, the individual must reapply as required in subsec-
tions (2)(A) and (B) of this rule.  

(4) Certification Without Examination (Grandparenting).
(A) Grandparenting is permitted only to operators in responsi-

ble charge of systems that have not been required by the depart-
ment to have a certified operator prior to August 1, 2001. This
includes operators in responsible charge of the distribution system
whose responsibilities are separate from those of the operator in
responsible charge of the treatment system.

(B) Certificates in appropriate classification type and level shall
be issued without examination to no more than three (3) operators
in responsible charge when the following conditions are met:

1. The owner of the public water system attests that the indi-
vidual has been an operator in responsible charge making process

control/system integrity decisions for at least one (1) year prior to
the date of the application for grandparenting;

2. An application is submitted by February 5, 2003 on forms
provided by the department for each operator in responsible charge
being grandparented.  Each application shall be signed and dated
by the owner and the individual designated for grandparenting; and

3. A nonrefundable operator’s certificate fee of forty-five dol-
lars ($45) is submitted for each certificate requested. 

(C) A grandparented certificate will be valid only for the oper-
ator named on the certificate and only at the water treatment facil-
ity or distribution system named on the certificate.  Any certificate
issued under this provision shall be identified as restricted.

(D) If the classification of the treatment system or distribution
system changes to a higher level due to design modifications, the
grandparented certification will no longer be valid.

(E) If the grandparented certificate is allowed to expire, the
operator must meet the requirements for regular, nongrandparent-
ed certification, including passing the appropriate examination.

(F) The operator may replace the restricted, grandparented cer-
tificate with a non-restricted water certificate appropriate to the
water system’s classification level at any time by passing the
applicable examination and meeting the experience requirements.  

(G) Grandparented operators must, within three (3) years of cer-
tification, meet all requirements for renewing the grandparented
certificate.  In order for a grandparented certificate to be renewed
the following conditions must be met:

1. The water system owner must certify in writing to the
department that the operator named on the certificate continues to
be an operator in responsible charge for the public water system; 

2. A completed renewal application and fee of forty-five dol-
lars ($45) must be submitted for each certificate; and

3. The department-approved renewal training must be com-
pleted prior to the expiration of the certificate.

(8) Certificate Renewal.
(J) Individuals certified prior to August 1, 2001 may count their

approved water treatment training hours toward the first renewal of
their distribution certificate issued under 10 CSR 60-
14.010(3)(B)2.

(K) The first time an operator renews a distribution certificate
issued under 10 CSR 60-14.010(3)(B)2. the operator may elect to
receive a distribution certificate of a lower level if the lower certi-
fication level is, at a minimum, equal to the classification of the
distribution system they operate.

Title 10—DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division 60—Public Drinking Water Program

Chapter 14—Operator Certification

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Safe Drinking Water Commission
under section 640.100, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a
rule as follows:

10 CSR 60-14.030 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
December 15, 2000 (25 MoReg 2899–2901). Comments were
received and changes to the rule are reprinted here. This proposed
amendment becomes effective August 1, 2001.  

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: A public hearing on this amend-
ment was held January 16, 2001 and the public comment period
ended January 31, 2001. At the public hearing the department
testified that this proposed amendment adopts federal operator
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Certificate
Level Minimum Actual and Equivalent Experience Requirements

DS-III Three (3) years of water distribution system operating experience
(of which one (1) year may be equivalent)

DS-II One (1) year of water distribution system operating experience
(of which 6 months may be equivalent)

DS-I Six (6) months of distribution system operating experience
(which may be equivalent)



certification requirements and provides additional safeguards for
the protection of public health. The proposed amendment also
includes examples of acceptable and unacceptable training.

Comments were received from one consulting firm, two water
industry associations, and two public water systems.

COMMENT: An overall comment was made on the implementa-
tion time frame for these new regulations.  Upon the effective date,
a number of water systems will be out of compliance, a number of
uncertified operators will have to get certified, and the demand for
training and examinations will increase.  The commenter recom-
mends a phase-in period for complying with the requirement that
all operators making process control/system integrity decision be
certified and suggests a case-by-case basis may work best, with a
maximum time allowed of two years.
RESPONSE:  The changes made by this amendment do not appear
to require an implementation schedule.  No changes are made.

COMMENT: A commenter believes the proposed amendments are
confusing and open to interpretation. The commenter recommends
that the state rules be no stricter than the federal rules on operator
certification.
RESPONSE:  The commission pointed out that there is no feder-
al rule on operator certification.  Federal guidelines published
February 5, 1999 list certain baseline standards that a state opera-
tor certification program must include but leave most of the details
to state determination.  Changes to the state operator certification
rules were under public discussion for more than a year before
being formally proposed in the Missouri Register. Water system
owners and operators have had many opportunities to shape and
influence how Missouri should meet the federal guidelines.  No
changes are made in response to the comment.

COMMENT:  Commenters representing two water industry asso-
ciations expressed concern about subsection (1)(A), which states
training will be based on the level of certification held and the
knowledge, skills, and abilities the person may need in his/her per-
formance of duties. They asked for clarification on what this
means and expressed concern about increased costs for the state
and water systems.  Training organizations, which base many train-
ing events on income from fees, will discontinue to offer advanced
training if that training is approved only for a small percentage of
operators.  Both commenters stated that many of their associations’
members feel this subsection should be removed.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The federal
guidelines require states to “establish training requirements for
renewal based on the level of certification held by the operator.”
The commission believes the rule should reflect the federal word-
ing and has made that change.

COMMENT: One commenter stated that subsection (1)(B) adds
nothing to the regulation as it is a recommendation, but also stat-
ed that this implies that each training course should include a sec-
tion on new regulations. The commenter recommended adding
“new regulations” to the list of accepted training topics listed in
section (2).
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: It would be
difficult to over-emphasize the need for training on new regula-
tions. By saying “should” rather than “shall,” the rule gives the
trainers the option of including new regulations when appropriate
to the training topic and not including new regulations when it
isn’t.  The commission agrees with adding “regulations” to the list
of accepted training topics in section (2) and that change is made. 

COMMENT:  Under subsections (2)(G) and (3)(G), applied com-
puter classes intended for use at water utilities are acceptable
renewal training courses but general computer subjects are not.  A
commenter pointed out that water systems are increasingly relying
on computer-related skills for operations and information gather-

ing and tracking.  Many small system operators have limited or no
computer skills.  Basic computer courses are needed before com-
plex applied water utility software can be understood.  Operators
should not be denied credit for acquiring basic computer skills
needed to properly use computer technology.  The commenter rec-
ommends that general computing subjects either be completely
accepted as a renewal training topic, or that they be given the same
status as safety, supervisory, management, administration, and
financial training. 
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE:  The com-
mission agreed that basic computer courses should count for
renewal credit. Subsection (3)(G) is deleted and the word
“applied” is deleted from subsection (2)(G).  Subsection (1)(C) is
also amended to include general computer courses with safety,
supervisory, management, administration, and financial training. 

COMMENT:  One commenter stated that the private entity costs
are understated.  The commenter stated that the fiscal note omits
costs for five days of training, the cost of hiring someone to work
in the operator’s place for the days he is in training, and costs of
retraining due to turnover.  The commenter estimates costs would
be $2,521,911 per year.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: Meeting
operator certificate renewal requirements is the responsibility of
the operator to whom the certificate is issued, including attending
training and payment of fees. Public water systems are not
required by this amendment to reimburse training costs or hire a
temporary operator for the days an operator is attending training
as the commenter assumes. The amendment to this rule only clar-
ifies what types of training will be credited toward meeting the
renewal training requirements in 10 CSR 60-14.020. The depart-
ment believes its reasoning is sound and accurately reflects to the
best extent possible a reasonable estimate of the cost of complying
with the changes made by the amendment.  

The commission is amending sections (1)–(3).  The changes are
printed here and the rest of the rule is adopted as proposed.

10 CSR 60-14.030 Operator Training

(1) Only training related to water system operations and mainte-
nance, treatment facilities or distribution systems approved by the
department will be given credit. 

(A) Training requirements for renewal will be based on the level
of certification held by the operator.  

(C) Not more than one-half (1/2) of the total renewal training
hours required in a renewal period shall be credited from safety,
supervisory, management, administration and financial training
and general computer courses.

(2) The following are examples of acceptable training for renewal
credit and are not intended to be all-inclusive. Renewal training
may include:

(A) Information on regulations, operations, maintenance, con-
struction, testing, record keeping, and repair of equipment includ-
ing pumps, control valves, altitude valves, fire hydrants, flush
hydrants, chlorinators, chemical feeders, elevated tanks, stand-
pipes, reservoirs, pressure tanks, bladder tanks, filters, backflow
devices, meters, control systems, and standby power generators;

(G) Computer classes directly intended for use at water utilities.
Examples include but are not limited to: Supervisory Control and
Data Acquisition (SCADA) and other water system operational
programming, spreadsheets and databases for tracking and trend-
ing laboratory results, scheduling and tracking maintenance.
Similar training intended for other types of utilities will be con-
sidered on a case-by-case basis.  

(3) The following examples provide guidance on unacceptable
training for renewal credit and are not intended to be all-inclusive:

(A) Introduction to English; 
(B) History; 
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(C) Welding; 
(D) Small motor repair; 
(E) Lawnmower safety; and
(F) Commercial drivers license training.

Title 12—DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
Division 10—Director of Revenue

Chapter 25—Motor Vehicle Financial Responsibility

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Director of Revenue under section
303.290, RSMo 2000, the director amends a rule as follows:

12 CSR 10-25.030 Hearings Held Pursuant to Section
303.290.1, RSMo is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 1, 2001 (26 MoReg 345). No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 13—DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
Division 15—Division of Aging

Chapter 4—Older Americans Act

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the director of the Division of Aging
under section 660.050, RSMo 2000, the director hereby amends a
rule as follows:

13 CSR 15-4.050 Funding Formula and Fiscal Management is
amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
February 15, 2001 (26 MoReg 406–412). No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after
publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 13—DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
Division 15—Division of Aging

Chapter 9—Certification

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Division of Aging under section
198.079, RSMo 2000, the division amends a rule as follows:

13 CSR 15-9.010 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 2, 2001 (26 MoReg 53–56). Those sections with changes
are reprinted here. This proposed amendment becomes effective
thirty days after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The Division received eleven (11)
separate comments from one (1) organization during the thirty day
comment period.

COMMENT: Section (1)(A) This is the definition of “certifica-
tion.” The current regulation states that it “means the determina-
tion by the Division of Aging or the Health Care Financing
Administration that a skilled nursing or intermediate care facility
(SNF/ICF) is in compliance with all federal requirements and is
approved to participate in the Medicaid or Medicare programs.”
The word substantial should be added before the word compliance
in this regulation. While this is not a new definition, since the
Division of Aging is changing the regulations it should make this
change to make this regulation consistent with HCFA regulations.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The division
agrees with this comment and has added the word “substantial”
before the word “compliance” in subsection (1)(C) and throughout
the rule where applicable. The division has also added the word
licensed before the phrase “skilled nursing or intermediate care
facility.”

COMMENT: Section (1)(C) This says the Division of Aging is a
division of the Department of Social Services. However, by the
time the proposed amendment is effective, it may be a unit of the
Department of Health. We point this out to the Division of Aging
so that it can be changed if necessary before final publication. The
same is true for (1)(H).
RESPONSE: Although the division recognizes the reason for this
comment, the division does not have the authority to make this
change at this time.

COMMENT: Section (9) The most significant change which
would be made by subparagraph (9) is to impose severe limitations
on the effective date of changes in the Medicare and Medicaid cer-
tified units in a nursing facility. The current regulation restricts the
number of increases to two increases during each facility fiscal
year. The new regulation retains this limitation with a further qual-
ification that there can be one increase and one decrease but not
two decreases in one facility fiscal year. The first change can be
done only at the beginning of the facility fiscal year, and the sec-
ond change can be done at the beginning of a calendar quarter
within the fiscal year. All changes require 45 days advance notice.

Therefore, if an operator would want to make any change in the
Medicaid certified beds in the facility, the operator would need to
give notice to the licensure unit 45 days before the end of the facil-
ity’s fiscal year. The change would be effective at the beginning of
the facility’s fiscal year. If one change were made at the beginning
of the fiscal year, presumably the facility would not be able to
make any changes during the year. The regulation states that “the
first change can be done only at the beginning of the fiscal year...”
(emphasis added).

This change seems to be an effort to make the state regulation
similar to a federal regulation concerning Medicare certification as
interpreted and applied in Medicare Transmittal No. 408, dated
February 1, 1999. In Transmittal No. 408, the Medicare Provider
Reimbursement Manual was amended to impose limitations on
changes to Medicare beds within a skilled nursing facility.
Transmittal No. 408 states that a provider must submit a written
request for changes in beds at least 120 days before the beginning
of the provider’s cost report year or the cost reporting quarter if
the facility had no change at the beginning of its cost reporting
year. A copy of Transmittal No. 408 is enclosed, along with a copy
of a letter dated March 4, 1999, to HCFA in response to
Transmittal No. 408.

Since Transmittal No. 408 was issued, the certification unit at
the Division of Aging has been following it only with regard to
Medicare certified beds. The certification unit has not followed
Transmittal No. 408 in making changes to Medicaid beds. If
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subparagraph (9) is adopted as a part of the proposed amendment,
any facility in the state which wants to modify its Medicaid bed
configuration will have to give a notice 45 days in advance of the
end of its fiscal year and have the change effective at the beginning
of its fiscal year.

There is some confusion in the drafting of this subparagraph.
Subparagraph (9) provides, in part, as follows:

“The first change can be done only at the beginning of the fis-
cal year, and the second change can be done effective at the begin-
ning of a calendar quarter within that fiscal year.” (emphasis
added)

If this provision is to be followed literally, a great deal of con-
fusion could result. The first change in beds must be effective only
at the beginning of a fiscal year. The second change would not be
effective at the beginning of a fiscal quarter, but at the beginning
of a calendar quarter. If the facility has a fiscal year which is dif-
ferent from the calendar year, the fiscal quarters may also be dif-
ferent from the calendar quarters. We ask that the current regula-
tion and policy in this regard be retained. The proposal will create
unnecessary confusion. There is no Federal mandate that the state
adopt this change. Facilities today need more, not less, flexibility.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: This change
in the regulation reflects HCFA’s direction to the state survey
agency as contained in Transmittal #16, Section 3202, of the State
Operations Manual, effective May 2000, that applies these limita-
tions on bed changes to both Medicaid and Medicare beds. The
division has, however, made the appropriate revisions by changing
the terms “fiscal” year and “calendar” quarter to “cost reporting”
year or quarter throughout this rule. The definition of “cost report-
ing year” has been added to the Definition section as (1)(B), with
all remaining definitions relettered accordingly. 

COMMENT: Section (11) The first sentence of this revised regu-
lation does not make sense. It is not a full sentence. The new reg-
ulation reads as follows:

“If it is determined by the division that a facility certified to par-
ticipate in Medicaid or Medicare does not comply with federal
regulations at the time of a federal survey, complaint investigation
or state inspection, the division shall utilize regulations and pro-
cedures contained in the following sources which are incorporated
by reference in this rule: ....”

At the end of this amended subparagraph is a list of the “sources
which are incorporated by reference in this rule,” which the
Division of Aging will use in deciding whether a facility is in com-
pliance with federal regulations during a survey, complaint inves-
tigation, or state licensure inspection. The subparagraph also states
that all of these materials are “incorporated by reference in this
rule.” Therefore, the materials are made, in effect, into Missouri
regulations. Many of the items on the list are not surprising.
However, the list includes The State Operations Manual (“SOM”),
published by HCFA, and “survey and certification regional let-
ters.”

The SOM should not be treated as a Missouri regulation. The
SOM constitutes instructions by HCFA to state agencies (such as
the Division of Aging) on the method by which they should con-
duct surveys. The survey and certification regional letters should
not be treated as regulations because the majority, if not all, of
these documents are not made available to operators. If the survey
and certification regional letters would be made into regulations by
reference, long-term care facilities would be required to comply
with interpretations which have never been provided to them. This
would violate their due process rights.

Therefore, the SOM and the survey and certification regional
letters should be removed from the list of items which are incor-
porated by reference.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE:  The division
agrees that the instructional materials on how the state is to con-

duct federal surveys should not be incorporated by reference in this
section of the rule.

COMMENT: The third item on the list is “42 CFR Chapter IV,
subparts E and F.” This appears to be an error. Apparently, the
drafters of the proposed amendment left out the CFR part which
was intended to be included.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The division
has revised the list of materials contained in subsections (11)(A)
through (I), combined where appropriate, and relettered accord-
ingly.

COMMENT: The current regulation requires a revisit to be con-
ducted within forty days after a federal survey at which a facility
is found not to be in substantial compliance. The proposed amend-
ment would delete the revisit requirement without replacing it with
any similar provision. This could be detrimental to a facility which
receives such a survey finding. We ask the regulation remain as is.

RESPONSE: The division has determined that no change should
be made at this time. The forty (40) day revisit requirement was
superseded by the current procedure contained in Transmittal No.
13 of the SOM that went into effect December 15, 1999.

COMMENT: Section (12) This would be the new regulation con-
cerning a facility which is decertified. Under the current regula-
tion, a facility which is decertified can be recertified “when the
reasons for the decertification no longer exist.” The operator must
submit a letter stating that it is in compliance. The Division of
Aging conducts a revisit “concentrating on the areas that caused
the decertification.” Under the proposed amendment, a facility
which is decertified would be required to make “application for
initial participation.” In other words, the provider which is decer-
tified would be treated as if it had never been in the program.
Also, under the new regulation, the effective date of participation
would be the date the facility is found in substantial compliance
with all federal requirements.

COMMENT: Under this proposed amendment, once a facility
would be decertified from the Medicaid program, it may have a
long waiting period to return to the Medicaid program. This will
result in unnecessary dislocation of Medicaid residents who may
be required to be moved during the decertification period. We ask
this not be adopted.

COMMENT: The second to last sentence of the proposed new
subparagraph (12) states that in order for a decertified facility to
be readmitted to Medicaid participation, it must “also comply with
all federal participation requirements.” To be consistent with
HCFA requirements, this should be modified to require the facili-
ty to “also substantially comply.” The last sentence of subpara-
graph (12) states that the effective date of recertification is the date
the facility is found in “substantial compliance.” Thus, the last two
sentences of subparagraph (12) are inconsistent. We ask that the
suggested modification be adopted.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The amend-
ments to this regulation reflect the current HCFA requirements for
decertified facilities seeking readmission to the Medicaid program
as contained in Section 2016 of the State Operations Manual.
There is no requirement for a long waiting period for readmission
to the Medicaid program, since once the division receives the
application, regional office survey staff will perform the survey at
the earliest possible date. If the facility is found in substantial com-
pliance with the federal requirements for certification in the
Medicaid program, then the date of initial certification will be that
date. The division does agree, however, that the last two sentences
in section (12) are inconsistent and the division has changed the
language accordingly.
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13 CSR 15-9.010  General Certification Requirements

(1) Definitions.
(A) Certification means the determination by the Division of

Aging or the Health Care Financing Administration that a licensed
skilled nursing or intermediate care facility (SNF/ICF) is in sub-
stantial compliance with all federal requirements and is approved
to participate in the Medicaid or Medicare programs.

(B) Cost reporting year means the facility’s twelve (12)-month
fiscal reporting period covering the same twelve (12)-month peri-
od that the facility uses for its federal income tax reporting.

(C) Distinct part means a portion of an institution or institu-
tional complex that is certified to provide SNF or NF services.  A
distinct part must be physically distinguishable from the larger
institution and must consist of all beds within the designated area.
The distinct part may be a separate building, floor, wing, ward,
hallway or several rooms at one end of a hall or one side of a cor-
ridor.

(D) Division means the Division of Aging (DA), Missouri
Department of Social Services.

(E) HCFA means the Health Care Financing Administration sec-
tion of the United States Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS).

(F) ICF/MR means intermediate care facility for mentally
retarded.

(G) Medicaid means Title XIX of the federal Social Security
Act.

(H) Medicare means Title XVIII of the federal Social Security
Act.

(I) Nursing facility (NF) means an SNF or ICF licensed under
Chapter 198, RSMo which has signed an agreement with the
Department of Social Services to participate in the Medicaid pro-
gram and which is certified by the Division of Aging. As used
within the contents of this rule, licensed SNFs, SNF/ICF and ICFs
participating in the Medicaid program are subject to state and fed-
eral laws and regulations for participation as an NF.

(J) Skilled nursing facility (SNF) means an SNF licensed under
Chapter 198, RSMo which has a signed agreement with the HCFA
to participate in the Medicare program and which has been rec-
ommended for certification by the Division of Aging.

(K) Title XVIII means the Medicare program as provided for in
the federal Social Security Act.

(L) Title XIX means the Medicaid program as provided for in
the federal Social Security Act.

(2) An operator of an SNF or ICF licensed by the division elect-
ing to be certified as a provider of skilled nursing services under
the Title XVIII (Medicare) or NF services under the Title XIX
(Medicaid) program of the Social Security Act; or an operator of
a facility electing to be certified as an ICF/MR facility under Title
XIX shall submit application materials to the division as required
by federal law and shall comply with standards set forth in the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) of the United States
Department of Health and Human Services in 42 CFR chapter IV,
part 483, subpart B for nursing homes and 42 CFR chapter IV,
part 483, subpart I for ICF/MR facilities, as appropriate.

(4) Any facility certified for participation as an NF in the Title
XIX Medicaid program electing to participate in the Title XVIII
Medicare program shall submit an application signed and dated to
the division’s central office. The division will recommend
Medicare certification to the HCFA effective the date the applica-
tion material is received by the division or a subsequent date if
requested by the provider, provided the facility was in compliance
with all federal and state regulations for SNFs at the last survey
conducted by the division and provided the facility’s application is
complete and has been approved by the Medicare fiscal intermedi-
ary.

(9) If a facility certified to participate in the Title XIX (Medicaid)
or Title XVIII (Medicare) program elects to change the size of its

distinct part, it must submit a written request to the
Licensure/Certification Unit or the ICF/MR Unit of the division,
as applicable. The request shall specify the room numbers
involved, the number of beds in each room and the facility cost
reporting year end date. The request must  include a floor diagram
of the facility and a signed DA-113 form, Bed Classification for
Licensure and Certification by Category. A facility is allowed two
(2) changes in the size of its distinct part during the facility fiscal
year. This may be two (2) increases or one (1) increase and one (1)
decrease.  It may not be two (2) decreases. The first change can be
done only at the beginning of the fiscal year and the second change
can be done effective at the beginning of a calendar quarter with-
in that fiscal year. All requests must be submitted to the
Licensure/Certification Unit or the ICF/MR Unit of the division at
least forty-five (45) days in advance. Any facility wishing to elim-
inate its distinct part to go to full certification may do so effective
at the beginning of the next fiscal year with forty-five (45) days
notice. The distinct part may be reestablished only at the beginning
of the next fiscal year. A facility may change the location of the
distinct part with thirty (30) days notice to the Licensure/Certifica-
tion Unit or the ICF/MR Unit of the division.

(11) If it is determined by the division that a facility certified to
participate in Medicaid or Medicare does not comply with federal
regulations at the time of a federal survey, complaint investigation
or state licensure inspection, the division shall take enforcement
action using the regulations and procedures contained in the fol-
lowing sources:

(A) 42 CFR chapter IV, part 431, subpart D;
(B) 42 CFR chapter IV, part 442;
(C) 42 CFR chapter IV, subparts E and F;
(D) Sections 1819(h) and 1919(h) of the Social Security Act;
(E) 42 U.S.C. 1396(r);
(F) The State Operations Manual (SOM) (HCFA Publication 7);
(G) Survey and Certification Regional Letters;
(H) Sections 198.026 and 198.067, RSMo; and
(I) 13 CSR 70-10.015 and 13 CSR 70-10.030.

(12) If a facility certified to participate in the Medicaid Title XIX
program has been decertified as a result of noncompliance with the
federal requirements, the facility can be readmitted to the
Medicaid program by submitting an application for initial partici-
pation in the Medicaid program. After having received the appli-
cation, the division shall conduct a survey at the earliest possible
date to determine if the facility is in substantial compliance with
all federal participation requirements.  The effective date of par-
ticipation will be the date the facility is found to substantially com-
ply with all federal requirements.

Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
Division 10—General Administration

Chapter 1—Organization

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the director of the Department of
Insurance under section 374.045, RSMo 2000, the director
amends a rule as follows:

20 CSR 10-1.020 Interpretation of Referenced or Adopted
Material is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 251). No changes have been made in
the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received. 
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Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
Division 200—Financial Examination

Chapter 1—Financial Solvency and Accounting
Standards

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the director of the Department of
Insurance under sections 354.485, 354.120, 354.485 and 374.045,
RSMo 2000, the director amends a rule as follows:

20 CSR 200-1.020 Accounting Standards and Principles is
amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 251–252).  No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after
publication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS:  No comments were received. 

Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
Division 200—Financial Examination

Chapter 1—Financial Solvency and Accounting
Standards

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the director of the Department of
Insurance under section 354.485, RSMo 2000, the director
amends a rule as follows:

20 CSR 200-1.040 Financial Standards for Health Maintenance
Organizations is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 252).  No changes have been made
in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS:  No comments were received. 

Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
Division 200—Financial Examination

Chapter 1—Financial Solvency and Accounting
Standards

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the director of the Department of
Insurance under section 354.723, RSMo 2000, the director
amends a rule as follows:

20 CSR 200-1.050 Financial Standards for Prepaid Dental Plans
is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 252–253).  No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
here.  This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days
after publication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received. 

Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
Division 200—Financial Examination

Chapter 1—Financial Solvency and Accounting
Standards

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the director of the Department of
Insurance under sections 374.045 and 376.350, RSMo 2000, the
director amends a rule as follows:

20 CSR 200-1.110 Qualifications of Actuary or Consulting
Actuary is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 253). No changes have been made in
the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received. 

Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
Division 200—Financial Examination

Chapter 1—Financial Solvency and Accounting
Standards

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the director of the Department of
Insurance under sections 374.045, 376.380, 376.390, 376.405,
376.410 and 376.670, RSMo 2000, the director amends a rule as
follows:

20 CSR 200-1.140 Minimum Valuation Standards For Life,
Accident and Health and Annuity Contracts is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 253–256).  No changes have been
made in the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted
here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after
publication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received. 

Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
Division 500—Property and Casualty

Chapter 10—Mortgage Guaranty Insurance

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the director of the Department of
Insurance under section 374.045, RSMo 2000, the director
amends a rule as follows:

20 CSR 500-10.200 Financial Regulation is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the pro-
posed amendment was published in the Missouri Register on
January 16, 2001 (26 MoReg 256). No changes have been made in
the text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here.
This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty days after pub-
lication in the Code of State Regulations. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received. 
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Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Division 100—Division of Credit Unions

APPLICATIONS FOR NEW GROUPS OR 
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Pursuant to section 370.081(4), RSMo 2000, the director of the
Missouri Division of Credit Unions is required to cause notice to
be published that the following credit unions have submitted appli-
cations to add new groups or geographic areas to their member-
ship.

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COMMENTS: Anyone may file a written
statement in support of or in opposition to any of these applica-
tions. Comments shall be filed with: Director, Division of Credit
Unions, PO Box 1607, Jefferson City, MO 65102. To be consid-
ered, written comments must be submitted no later than ten busi-
ness days after publication of this notice in the Missouri Register.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Division 100—Division of Credit Unions

APPLICATIONS FOR NEW GROUPS OR 
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Pursuant to section 370.081(4), RSMo 2000, the director of the
Missouri Division of Credit Unions is required to cause notice to
be published that the following credit unions have submitted appli-
cations to add new groups or geographic areas to their member-
ship.

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COMMENTS: Anyone may file a written
statement in support of or in opposition to any of these applica-
tions. Comments shall be filed with: Director, Division of Credit
Unions, PO Box 1607, Jefferson City, MO 65102. To be consid-
ered, written comments must be submitted no later than ten busi-
ness days after publication of this notice in the Missouri Register.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Division 100—Division of Credit Unions

APPLICATIONS FOR NEW GROUPS OR
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Pursuant to section 370.081(4), RSMo 2000, the director of the
Missouri Division of Credit Unions is required to cause notice to
be published that the following credit unions have submitted appli-
cations to add new groups or geographic areas to their member-
ship.

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COMMENTS: Anyone may file a written
statement in support of or in opposition to any of these applica-
tions. Comments shall be filed with: Director, Division of Credit
Unions, PO Box 1607, Jefferson City, MO 65102. To be consid-
ered, written comments must be submitted no later than ten busi-
ness days after publication of this notice in the Missouri Register.

Title 19—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
Division 60—Missouri Health Facilities Review

Committee
Chapter 50—Certificate of Need Program 

APPLICATION REVIEW SCHEDULE

DATE FILED:
APPLICATION PROJECT NO. & 
NAME/COST & DESCRIPTION/
CITY & COUNTY

The Missouri Health Facilities Review Committee has initiated
review of the applications listed below. Decisions are tentatively
scheduled for the June 4, 2001, Certificate of Need meeting.
These applications are available for public inspection at the address
shown below:

04/20/01
#3116 NP: Liberty Terrace Care Center,
2201 Glenn Hendren Drive, 
Liberty 64068 (Clay County), 
$65,000, Long term care (LTC) bed expansion through 
the purchase of 13 skilled nursing facility beds
from Care Center of Kansas City,
5900 Swope Parkway, 
Kansas City 64130 (Jackson County)

04/24/01
#3112 RP: Blue Castle of the Ozarks West
611 West Jackson
Bolivar 65613 (Polk County)
$201, LTC bed expansion through the purchase of 
one residential care facility bed from Blue
Castle of the Ozarks East,
342 East Broadway,
Bolivar 65613 (Polk County)

In Additions
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Credit Union
Proposed New Group or Geographic

Area
Alliance Credit Union
575 Rudder Road
Fenton, MO 63026

Those who work or reside in zip codes
63304, 63366 and 63367

Credit Union
Proposed New Group or Geographic

Area
Glassworkers Credit Union
523 S. Festus
Festus, MO 63026

Persons living or working in Jefferson
County & Ste. Genevieve County &
family members & organizations of such
persons.

Credit Union
Proposed New Group or

Geographic Area
City Utilities Employees Credit Union
818 N. Benton
Springfield, MO 65802

Community residents & workers of
Greene & Christian Counties



Any person wishing to request a public hearing for the purpose of
commenting on any of these applications must submit a written
request to this effect, which must be received by May 25, 2001.
All written requests and comments should be sent to:

Chairman
Missouri Health Facilities Review Committee
c/o Certificate of Need Program
915 G Leslie Boulevard
Jefferson City, MO 65101

For additional information contact 
Donna Schuessler, 573-751-6403.
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