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WATER COMPLIANCE INSPECTION REPORT (estfle update 12:95.
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Section A: National Data System Coding (i.e., PCS)

Transaction Code NPDES # yr/mo/day Inspection Type Inspector Fac Type
1N 25 Ao 13/12/03 P 198 1
(December 3,
2013)
Remarks
Inspection work days Facility Self-Monitoring Evaluation Rating BI QA Reserved
67 69 708 71N 72N |73 74 75 80
Section B: Facility Data
Name and Location of Facility Inspected (For industrial users discharging to POTW, also include Entry Time/Date Permit Effective Date

POTW narpe, Qand NPDES permlt numbger)
City*8FEverett 7& ﬁ 9:30AM December 3 September 1,

Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Program' , 2013 2009
3200 Cedar Street

Everett, WA 98201

Exit Time / Date Permit Expiration Date
3:00PM December 3, | October 1, 2015
2013

Name(s) of On-Site Representative(s)/Title(s)/Phone and Fax Number(s) Other Facility Data

Jeff Kerwin (425) 257-8241

Gene Bennett (425) 257-8241

Name, Address of Responsibie Official/Title/Phone and Fax Number.
Jeff Kerwin

Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Program

3200 Cedar Street

Everett, WA 98201

Phone Number (425) 257- 8241 Fax Contacted? IAlYeS

Ly

0

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection (Check only those areas evaluated)

X | Permit Xl | Flow Measurement L] Operations&Maint. [] | CSO/SSO (Sewer Overfiow)
X Records/Reports L] Self-Monitoring Program | [] Sludge Handling/Disposal | [] | Pollution Prevention

X Facility Site Review L] Compliance Schedules X Pretreatment (] | Multimedia

[ ] | Effluent/Receiving water | 1 | Laboratory [1 | Storm Water ] | other

Purpose of Inspection/Methodology

This inspection was conducted in order to evaluate the City of Everett's compliance with state and federal requirements
related to administration of its delegated industrial wastewater pretreatment program. The inspection consisted of a review of
industrial user permit files, including permits, inspection reports, self-monitoring reports, POTW sampling reports, siug
discharge control plans, spill plans, and enforcement documents. The inspection also included interviews with pretreatment
program inspectors and program managers.

File Review
The Department of Ecology Inspector reviewed two industrial user permittee files during this Pretreatment Compliance
Inspection, those for Blue Streak Finishers, Ltd. and StockPot, Inc. Both of the permits were current and contained all the
necessary provisions. The permit files were complete and contained the required number of control authority sampling

- records and inspection records. The City of Everett normally inspects and samples each significant industrial user at least
two times per year.

StockPot, Inc. Compliance Status

The StockPot, Inc. permit file was reviewed to evaluate the adequacy of the City of Everett's enforcement actions for any
violations, as well as to review the progress the industrial user’s plant had made in coming into compliance with the pH
standards in their permit. The City of Everett identified a flow violation which occurred during the applicable compliance
period (The flow violation occurred in October 2013.). Issuance of a notice of violation was pending at the time of this
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pretreatment compliance inspection (December 3, 2013.) The Department of Ecology inspector has determined this

enforcement response to be adequate. Actions taken by the City of Everett have been successful in bringing this discharger
back into compiiance with pH standards.

Report Submitted on Measures Undertaken to Improve Enforcement Responses
The 2011 pretreatment compliance inspection report described a series of pH violations at StockPot, Inc. At the request of
USEPA Region 10, the Department of Ecology inspector reviewed records of self monitoring reports by Stockpot Inc. for the
period January 2009 through November 2011. The 2011 pretreatment compliance inspection report contained the
inspector’s determination that although the City of Everett’s lack of timely enforcement did not meet the criteria for SNC
(Significant Non-Compliance), it nevertheless indicated a deficiency in the program. The 2012 pretreatment compliance
report contained a requirement that the City of Everett submit “a report to the Department of Ecology in which it has
described the measures it has undertaken to ensure that timely and adequate enforcement responses are taken in the future.
The City of Everett responded by sending a letter to the Department of Ecology, dated April 16, 2013, entitled “Measures to
Ensure Timely and Adequate Enforcement Response”. The letter contained the following steps:
¢ Purchased software from Linko Data Systems which synchronizes events in Linko compllance monitoring software
with Microsoft Outlook calenders.
e Established interim internal deadlines for review of industrial user self-monitoring reports, and for completion of data
entry into the compliance monitoring software
¢ Routed violation reports generated by the compliance monitoring software to management
¢ Management is now informed of all user violations by means of e-mail from the inspectors in order to track
enforcement progress
¢ Internal deadlines have been established for completion of the initial drafts of Notices of V|o|at|on and other
enforcement actions
» All violations will receive, at a minimum, the same injtial response, which is a Notice of Violation.
o All pretreatment staff have reviewed the current Enforcement Response Plan and perlod|c reviews of that plan are
being scheduled
e 360 is the minimum penalty for a standards violation
e Penalties of $30 per day are being levied for late reports
Additional measures being taken to improve the timeliness and magnitude of enforcement actions, are described in the
section below entitled “Review of Enforcement Response Plan Requested”.

Blue Streak Compliance Status

According to City of Everett pretreatment staff, Blue Streak’s compliance has been good. The company has, however,
received a penalty from the Department of Ecology Hazardous Waste and Toxics Reduction Unit for failure to perform a
designation of a penetrant dye rinsewater discharge which the HWTR program felt had the potential to designate as
dangerous waste. The HWTR Program made the determination following an April 2013 inspection. The Department of
Ecology informed the City of Everett of the penalty shortly after it was issued. The City conducted an inspection after
notification and did not identify any violations. The Department of Ecology’s Water Quality Program’s Doug Knutson is
coordinating with the Department of Ecology’s Hazardous Waste and Toxics Reduction Program staff to review the analytical
results for the penetrant dye rinse wastewater. The results of the fish bioassay had not been completed at the time of the
preparation of this pretreatment compliance inspection report.

Flow Transfer from City of Snohomish System Now Unllkely — Work on Interjurisdictional Agreement and Industrial
User Survey Suspended

At the time of the previous (2012) Pretreatment Compliance Inspection, the City of Everett had antICIpated that the City of
Snohomish would initiate transfer of a portion of its flow to the City of Everett POTW for treatment. At his time it appears .
unlikely that this flow transfer will be initiated at any time in the next five years, if at all. Therefore, the City of Everett has
discontinued its work on negotiating an interjurisdictional agreement to accommodate these flows.

Foss Shipyard Expected to Occupy a Portion of Former Kimberly Clark Site

Foss Shipyard currently conducts operations in Seattle. Foss Shipyard is expected to commence operations at the former
Kimberly Clark plant in Everett in the near future. The City of Everett has obtained a copy of the permit issued to Foss by
King County, and plans to use it to gain insight on possible impacts from the proposed operations at the Everett site.

Umbra Cucinetti Request for Re-Classification

WA Department of Ecology , inspected by Doug Knutson
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. Umbra Cucinetti recently moved into the City of Everett service area. The City of Everett classified this company as being
subject to 40 CFR Part 433 metal finishing standards. The company has contacted the mayor to contest this classification.
However, the company has not requested re-classification from the pretreatment program itself. At this time Umbra Cucinetti
remains subject to the categorical standards set forth in 40 CFR Part 403.

JAMCO: Former Zero-Discharge Permit Begins Discharge

JAMCO, a former zero-discharge permit holder applied last year to the City of Everett for a permit modification to authorize
the discharge of metal finishing wastewater and water jet cutting wastewater to the sanitary sewer. The City of Everett has
issued the modified permit to Jamco. The City has determined that the discharge is subject to 40 CFR Part 433 standards. -

Status of Boeing Plant Pretreatment System

The new pretreatment system installed at the Boeing Plant (in Building 45-08) approximately two years ago is still not
functioning as required, due to a tendency of the wastewater to dissolve the membranes in the filters. The plant employs pH
adjustment, filtration, and ozonation. The metal finishing wastewater is still being treated |n Boeing’s older conventional
(chemically aided flocculation and settling) wastewater treatment system.

Review of Enforcement Response Plan Requested
| asked the City of Everett to evaluate its Enforcement Response Plan to ensure that it is in conformance with the
requirements in 40 CFR Part 403.8(f)(5). The basic requirements as stated in this provision are that the Enforcement
Response Plan must:
e “Describe how the POTW will investigate instances of non compliance;
o Describe the types of escalating enforcement responses the POTW will take in response to all anticipated types of
industrial user violations and time periods in which responses will take place;
Identify by title the official(s) responsible for each type of response; :
s Adequately reflect the POTW's primary responsibility to enforce all applicable pretreatment requirements and
standards, .as detailed in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1) and (f)(2).” (note this means reqmrements as detailed in the ordinance
and the permits)

USEPA Region 10's pretreatment coordinator (Michael Le) has recently emphasized to the Department of Ecology, the
importance of enforcement actions being of sufficient magnitude to provide a deterrent effect with respect to further
violations. He has explained that this also means that there should be provision (and the City should make provisions in its
enforcement response plan for the use of it) to levy penalties based on economic benefit. The Department of Ecology
requests that the City of Everett review its Enforcement Response Plan to identify any areas in which the Plan is deficient
with respect to the criteria named in 40 CFR Part 403.8(f)(5) (listed above), as well the additional deterrent and economic
benefit criteria listed in this paragraph. The City of Everett should submit its evaluation, and a description of any proposed
changes within six months of its receipt of this inspection report.. The City should also include an evaluation of whether any
of its proposed changes to the Enforcement Response Plan require changes in its ordinance to be implemented, and submit
a description of proposed changes (if any are required) to the ordinance.

Industrial User Survey Procedures-Review Requested
The City of Everett described the following procedures which it uses to identify significant industrial users:
¢ Pretreatment program staff receive, and review, on a monthly basis, the list of new business licenses issued within
the City.
¢ Pretreatment program staf'f receive significant preconstruction documents (e.g. SEPA notices, pre-permit application
notifications, building permit applications, notifications of pre-permit meetings) and attend meetings between the City
and project proponents as appropriate.
¢ Pretreatment program staff drive through business parks, industrial areas and other likely locations for new industrial
dischargers, specifically to locate new industrial users. (Inspectors have found hot summer days to be ideal because
doors are more likely to be rolled up.)
o The list of water users with flows greater than 25,000 gallons per year is reviewed.
Staff remain vigilant during-their inspection (typically two times per year) and sampling activities (typically two times
per year) for identification of new or missed existing industrial users.
e Staff sample selected manholes and follow up stream as appropriate
e Pretreatment staff attend monthly Sewer User Group meetings with supervisors of technical services group ‘
representatives (e.g. backflow prevention inspectors, surface water engineering group, capital projects engineers).

During this inspection | emphasized the importance which USEPA Region 10 places on identifying significant industrial users
in a timely manner. Therefore, | have asked the City of Everett to review and update as necessary, its industrial user survey
procedures, and to submit the procedures to the Department of Ecology no later than six months after receipt of this
pretreatment compliance inspection report.

WA Department of Ecology inspected by Doug Knutson
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Shin Nippon Biomedical Laboratories-Penalty Issued for pH Violations
The City of Everett identified seven brief (typically less than five minutes each) pH violations which occurred during the period
of August 2013 through October 2013, which occurred at SNBL's (Shin Nippon Biomedical Laboratory’s) research facility.
The City took timely enforcement action against the discharger, by issuing a penalty of $3000 and by issuing an
administrative order requiring the company to develop and submit a proposed schedule, subject to City of Everett review, for
engineering and installing a system designed to eliminate pH violations. The magnitude of the penalty and timeliness of The
City of Everett's enforcement action were in marked contrast to those observed in the delayed enforcement action taken
against StockPot, Inc. for pH violations which occurred approximately two years ago.

The pH non-compliance at SNBL was associated with malfunction of equipment designed to clean animal cages and adjust
the pH of the cleaning water discharge. The low pH of the discharge apparently resuited from failure to properly neutralize
UriSol, a urinal cleaning product more commonly employed in bathrooms located in commercial establishments. SNBL was
originally classified by the City of Everett as an SIU (Significant Industrial User) based on the fact that SNBL had originaily
planned to discharge at a rate of greater than 25,000 gallons per day and had planned to discharge wastewater containing
radioactive isotope tracers. Although the flow never reached 25,000 gallons per day and the discharge of the radioactive
tracers never materialized, the City has retained its classification of the SNBL plant as an SIU. The City of Everett has been
considering reclassification. ’

Boeing Site-Powder Mill Gulch-Groundwater Cleanup Site - Discharge of Airstrippe/Activated Carbon-Treated
Wastewater (Designation as Significant Industrial User)

This cleanup site discharges approximately 4.3 million gallons per month. The previous pretreatment compliance inspection
report noted that Michael Le of USEPA Region 10, had stated that this discharge should be classified as a Significant
Industrial User. A review conducted during this pretreatment compliance inspection confirmed that this site has been
classified as a significant industrial user by the City of Everett and has been issued a full permit as opposed to a discharge
authorization. .

Evaluation of Potential of Powder Mill Gulch Wastewater to Cause Pass-Through, Interference or Human Heaith
‘Effects

The wastewater from this remediation project is treated by means of air stripping and activated carbon prior to discharge to
the sanitary sewer. Michael Le (USEPA Region 10) has requested that the City of Everett evaluate the potential of the
organic compounds present in the Powder Mill Gulch wastewater to cause interference, pass-through or other problems at
the POTW. In response, the City of Everett's plant process engineer began the evaluation, first focusing on the main toxic
organic compounds likely to be present in this effluent at detectable levels, specifically tetrachloroethene, cis-1,2-
dichloroethene, and trichlorethene. The plant engineer determined that these compounds were consistently non-detectable
in POTW plant influent at the 0.2 microgram per liter level. The.POTW plant influent values are well below the 2.7microgram
per liter fresh water criterion for TCE (trichlorethene), the 0.8 micrograms per liter criterion for tetrachloroethene , and the 700
microgram per liter criterion for trans-1,2-dichloroethene which USEPA has established as National Recommended water
Quality Criteria for Priority Pollutants as published in its Local Limits Guidance. | have listed the trans isomer criterion,
above, for the dichlorethene species for purposes of comparison, as the USEPA list from the appendix does not include a
recommended criterion for the cis isomer. The above standards are based on human health effects from consumption of
both the water and organisms from the water.

In addition, his inspector (Doug Knutson) has reviewed human health-based “screening levels” as published in Appendix | to
USEPAs local limit guidance document. The screening levels were developed based on Henry's Law calculations under the
assumption of equilibrium conditions between phases and the application of human-health-based inhalation standards. The
screening levels published in USEPA’s local limits document are 0.026 mg/L for trichioroethylene and 0.945 mg/L for
tetrachioroethylene. As Henry's law imputed health/inhalation-based screening levels were not available in Appendix | for
cis-1,2 dichloroethene, this inspector estimated it using the nearest structural analogue which is trans-1,2-dichloroethene ,
which displays a screening level of 2.040 mg/L. | am asking the City of Everett to compare the screening levels with the
assays in the discharge from the air stripping unit/activated carbon unit (as opposed to POTW plant influent). We can review
the results during the pretreatment compliance inspection next year. However, review of these criteria may not be necessary
at that time, as the Boeing Everett cleanup site anticipates that it will have received an NPDES permit under which it will be
authorized to discharge directly to Powder Mill Gulch (also known as Powder Mill Creek).

Fluke Corporation’s Evergreen Way Site Now Classified as Non-Significant Industrial User

Based on information provided by Fluke Corporation, and on findings of an inspection of Fluke Corporation’s Evergreen Way
site, the City of Everett concluded there were no longer any categorical processes being conducted at the site. In addition,
the City of Everett concluded that the site no longer met any of the criteria for being classified as a significant industrial user,
as there were no longer any industrial processes discharging to the sanitary sewer. The City of Everett notified Fluke
Corporation of the cancellation of its permit on April 24, 2013.

WA Department of Ecology inspected by Doug Knutson
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. Conclusion

The Department of Ecology has determined that the City of Everett is operating its pretreatment program in compliance with
state and federal regulatory requirements. The timeliness and magnitude of the City’s enforcement actions has greatly
improved, as evidenced by recent enforcement actions against SNBL in response to recent pH non-compliance. The City of
Everett has also taken the necessary enforcement action to bring StockPot, Inc. into compliance with pH standards.
Nevertheless, the Department of Ecoiogy has requested, in response to a USEPA Region 10 request, that the City of Everett
review its Enforcement Response Plan and related provisions of its ordinance. The Department of Ecology has aiso

requested the City of Everett to review and update as necessary, its Industrial User Survey procedures.

Name(s) and Signatures of Inspector(s)

Agency/Office/Telephone Date
Doug Knutson WA Dept. of Ecology/NWRO/(425)649-7025 January 9",
D’ Yok ' 2014
3190 - 160th SE, Bellevue, WA 98008-5452
Agency/Office/Phone and Fax Numbers Date

WA Dept. of Ecology/NWRO/(425)649-7000
fax (425)649-7098

Feley 18,2014

Signature of Managemm

WA Department of Ecology

ANNOUNCED Inspection

inspected by Doug Knutson
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Appendix E : Compliance Inspection Report Form

INSTRUCTIONS
Section A: National Date System Coding (i.e., PCS)

Column 1: Transaction Code. Use N, C, or D for New Change or Delete. All inspections will be new unless there is an error in the data entered.
Columns 3-11: NPDES Permit No. Enter the facility's NPDES permit number. (Use the Remarks columns to record State permit number, if necessary.)
Columns 12-17: Inspection Date. Insert the date entry was made into the facility. Use the year/month/day format (e.g., 94/06/30 = June 30, 1994).
Column 18: Inspection Type. Use one of the codes listed below to describe the type of inspection:

IU Sampling Inspection

A Performance Audit L Enforcement Case Support 2
B Compliance Biomonitoring M Multimedia 3 1U Non-Sampling Inspection
C Compliance Evaiuation (non- P Pretreatment Compliance Inspection 4 U Toxics Inspection
sampling)
D Diagnostic R Reconnaissance 5 |U Sampling Inspection with Pretreatment
E Corps of Engineers Inspection S Compliance Sampling 6 1U Non-Sampling Inspection with
pretreatment
F Pretreatment Follow-up U U Inspection with Pretreatment Audit 71U Toxics with Pretreatment
G Pretreatment Audit X Toxics Inspection
I Industrial User (IU) Inspection Z Sludge

Column 19: Ihspector Code. Use one of the codes listed below to describe the lead agency in the inspection.

C - Contractor or Other Inspectors (Specify in Remarks Columns) N - NEIC Inspectors
E - Corps of Engmeers R - EPA Regional Inspector
J - Joint EPA/State Inspectors - EPA Lead S - State Inspector

T - Joint State/EPA Inspectors - State Lead

Column 20: Facility Type. Use of one of the codes below to describe the facility.

1 - Municipal. Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWSs) with 1987 Standard Industrial Code (SIC) 4952,
2 - Industrial. Other than municipal, agricultural, and Federal facilities.

3 - Agricultural. Facilities classified with 1987 SIC 0111 to 0971.

4 - Federal. Facilities identified as Federal by the EPA Regional Office

Columns 21-66: Remarks. These columns are reserved for remarks at the discretion of the Region.

Columns 67-69: Inspection Work Days. Estimate the total work effort (to the nearest 0.1 work day), up to 99.9 days, that were used to complete the
inspection and submit a QA reviewed report of findings. This estimate includes the accumulative effort of all participating inspectors; any effort for laboratory
analyses, testing, and remote sensing; and the billed payroil time for travei and pre and post inspection preparation. This estimate does not require detailed
documentation.

Column 70: Facility Evaluation Rating. Use information gathered during the inspection (regardless of inspection type) to evaluate the quality of the
facility self-monitoring program. Grade the program using a scale of 1 to 5 with a score of 5 being used for very reliable seif-monitoring programs, 3 being
satisfactory, and 1 being used for very unreliable programs.

Column 71: Biomonitoring Information. Enter D for static testing. Enter F for flow through testing. Enter N for no biomonitoring.

Column 72: Quality Assurance Data Inspection. Enter Q if the inspection was conducted as follow-up on quality assurance sample results. Enter N
otherwise.

Columns 73-80: These columns are reserved for regionally defined information.

Section B Facility Data
This section is self-explanatory except for "Other Facility Data,” which may inciude new information not in the permit or PCS (e.g., new outfalls, names of
receiving waters, new ownership, and other updates to the record).

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
Check onIy those areas evaluated by marking the appropriate box. Use Section D and additional sheets as necessary. Support the findings, as necessary,
in a brief narrative report. Use the headings given on the report form (e.g., Permit, Records/Reports) when discussing the areas evaluated during the
inspection. The heading marked "Multimedia” may indicate medias such as CAA, RCRA, and TSCA. The heading marked “Other” may indicate activities
such as SPCC, BMPs, and concerns that are not covered elsewhere.

‘Section D: Summary of Findings/Comments
Briefly summarize the inspection findings. This summary should abstract the pertinent inspection findings, not replace the narrative report. Reference a list
of attachments, such as completed checklists taken from the NPDES Compliance Inspection Manuals and pretreatment guidance documents, including
- effluent data when sampling has been done. Use extra sheets as necessary.

WA Department of Ecology inspected by Doug Knutson
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POTW PRETREAE: WMIENT COMPLIANCE INSPE&.’ (ION CHECKLIST.

PGl CHECKLIST CONTENTS
Cover Page . .
_ Section | {U File Evaluation
N Section |l Supplemental Data Review/Interview
] Section il : Evaluation and Summary
L [ ] Attachment A Pretreatment Program Status
o : Update
{1 ] Attachment B ' Pretreatment Program Profile
31 1 Attachment C Worksheets
B I © [ ] WENDB Data Entry
* Worksheet
[ ] RNC Worksheet ' '
[ 1 IU Site Visit Report Form {Optional)
3 [ ] File Review Worksheets (Optional)
!l% Attachment D . : Supporting Documentation
E
\g- | f
>A name and address: _ Date(s) of PCI ,
Cf‘rr" op Eve.‘re.tt ' | Decombey 'S, 220135
Trduasirial Wastewadter Pretreatment P*"cﬁm.m

I 3200 Cedaw Strrest

[

: Period covered by PCl .
% Evercit, WA 98201  |october b 2012~ Soptembar B203
: Yes | No
PIRT / DS5 incorporated in NPDES permit?
' INSPECTOR (S)
B Name - Title/Affiliation Telephone Number
. _Q;u.q Knutson Envivonseits/ [mM'MésA"I'HM (425) ¢A D - 1025
J State DepartmPht of Ecolely S
. SN
CA REPRESENTATIVE (S) ‘
Name 3 , Title/Affiliation Telephone Number
Qlc.ff Keviomn Tndustrel &*ﬂd’m‘\ sy Manedli (425) 257~ 824\
{Gene Peanett Tndustra) Waste. Tnspteter O |(425) 25% - B240

*|dentified program contact



[— Acronym j
BMR -
CA
CFR
ClU

" CSO
CWA
CWF
DSS
EP
EPA
ERP
FTE
FWA
gpd
18]
IWS
MGD
MSW
NA
N/D
NPDES
0&G
PIRT
POTW
RCRA
RNC
SiU
SNC
TCLP
TRC
TTO
WENDB

ACRONYWM LIST

Baseline Monitoring Report
Control Authority

Code of Federal Regulations
Categorical industrial user
Combined sewer overflow
Clean Water Act

Combined wastestream formula
Domestic Sewage Study
Extraction Procedure

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Enforcement response plan
Full-time equivalent
Flow-weighted average

| Gallons per day

Industrial user

Industrial waste survey

Million gallons per day

Municipal solid waste

Not applicable

Not determined _

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Oil and grease :

Pretreatment Implementation Review Task Force
Publicly owned treatment works '

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Reportable noncompliance

Significant industrial user

Significant noncompliance

| Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure

Technical review criteria
Total toxic organics
Water Enforcement National Data Base
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SECTION I: 1U FILE EVALUATION

les to review. Provide relevant details on each file reviewed. Comment on

INSTRUCTIONS: Select a representative number of SIU fi ‘
dded since thé last PCI or audit should be evaluated. Make copies of this

problems identified. Where possible, all ClUs (and SlUs) a
section to review additional files as necessary.

NARRATIVE COMMENTS

FILE qu Industry name and address Total flow (gpd) Process flow (gpd)
Blue Stk Fikhors Ld. /o, 000 35c0
g
Buohr T ind wf
ype of industry (products manufactured)
meg wh JER03 A""j""”o” Col/or aa“fl'a., ”M-HW““W'*“*""B
Industry visited during PCI Applicable Federal category | Compliance status [ ] SNC {(period: )
. 0 433, T 7S [ ]Noncompliance/corrected
Yes [ ] No Px] Aockr Pm*. 33-13 |IN-tempht ] Noncompliance/continuing

Comments




SECTION I: 1U FILE EVALUATION (Continued)

NARRATIVE COMMENTS.

FILE 7703 Industry name and address Total flow (gpd) Process flow (gpd)
StockPot, The. 400,000 350, 00O
|505 Ina\%+k3 Street
E veret-b, WA 382_03 Type of industry (products manufactured)

Nemtacturer of =6 u'F

Industry visited during PCI Applicable Federal category | Compliance status [ ] SNC (period: )
’ .B<] Noncompliance/corrected
Yes [ ] No P4 N/ A :

[ ] Noncompliance/continuing
Comments

Nvhee of V)plq"'lp‘q issved I Slow vielahom tobhich sece r,,.,_J ~ Ochobe, 4 2073 ("’+ SNC)

NARRATIVE COMMENTS

FILE Industry name and address ‘Total flow (gpd) | Process flow (gpd)

Type of industry (products manufactured)

Industry visited during PCI Applicable Federal category | Compliance status [ ] SNC (period: - )

_ [ 1 Noncompliahce/corrected
Yes [ ] No [ - [ ] Noncompliance/continuing
Comments
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SECTION I: 1U FILE EVALUATION (Continued)

NARRATIVE COMMENTS

Process flow (gpd)

FILE

Industry name and address

Total flow (gpd)

Type of industry (products manufactured)

Industry visited during PCI

Applicable Federal category

[ 1 SNC (period:
] Noncomphance/corrected
[ ] Noncompllance/contlnumg

Cbmpliance status

Yes [ ] No [ ]
Comments
NARRATIVE COMMENTS
FILE Industry name and address Total flow (gpd) Process flow (gpd)

Type of industry (products manufactured)

Industry visited during PCI
No [ ]

Applicable Federal category Compliance status

N
[
[

1 SNC (period:
1 Noncomphance/correc’ced
] Noncompliance/continuing

Yes [ ]

Comments
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SECTION I: U EVALUATION (Continued)

Industry Name
—_—T'Q—T

]

Blue Strezk

Fushers

INSTRUCTIONS: Evaluate the-contents of SIU files. If no problem exists for a particular
guestion, mark the square with a check (V). Use (Not Applicable) where necessary. Use
ND (Not Determined) where there is insufficient information to evaluate/determine
implementation status. Where a problem is indicated, mark with a numerical value and
provide a corresponding explanation in the comment area below. Comment on each
problem identified. For example, if the file is missing & notification of classification, place a
(1) in the square and a matching statement as to the nature of the problem that exists in the
space below. The next problem would be marked as (2) and so on. Clearly indicate the file
that each comment pertains to,; also indicate where a comment applies to all the files.

7| Shee rPRT DL )

@

File | File

iy
)

File

Reg.
IU FILE REVIEW Cite

A. CA NOTIFICATION OF 1U

1. Notification of classification or change in classification 403.8(f)(2)(iii)

e

=
|
|

403.8(f)(2)(iii)

2. Notification of applicable standards/requirements/RCRA

| V73 |

Comments

Q sw by viwhee

©A433.13 (40 &)

ot

flo hm-cd("a"wtl
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SECTION I: 1U EVALUATION (Continued)

D Mndhl

@ Wein gﬂﬁ m o’ls@ | me.
(5) Comprsik fexrzlo;‘ N, 779 FOE) |

Ne ‘cﬂ.,///m ra‘“al _

Atirontn) ol Foorsntln Piwy  awich ﬁé S Lo b léé")m»/‘/ 2 '/7/’)[4474“‘“
fflg&}—.?‘v/,%.,/w/““ '

D doly 1, 2etl - Jane 322204

% g/mh‘JJ-/\‘m m‘/*‘/{J /qu h-'lllnk.-'-;_). BeDs . %/Ufejc

Elyne 1 &ym',-}w«? Ao/y '
@ c»».p“,,ytt @CIe‘)‘I ?HJ FD4 clwed Lwp Lk 4 folﬂL

@Ck»,p//J w‘,;lé au..//lmfc .r;/t% &, '13‘;%_.,7" 3_// —ol2_

File | File | File | File | File ‘Reg.

e A | | . U FILE REVIEW Cite
. | B. ISSUANCE OF IU CONTROL MECHANISM ‘
| oK tl DR' | ] | 1 Issuance or reissuance of control mechanism 403.8(f)(1)(iii)
2. Control mechanism contents : 403.8(f)(1)(iit)

O 0 a. Statement of duration (< 5 years)

oK oK | ~ b. Statement of nontransferability

oK oK ' c. Applicable effluent limits (local limits, categorical standards)

d. Self monitoring requirements -

O'g o Identification of pollutants to be monitored

[+) S : ' » Sampling frequency .

o2 O o Sampling locations/discharge points

ok p : o Sample types (grab or composite)
—Dk Ok - » Reporting requirements

oS | OK o Record-keeping requirements

[/ © v e. Statement of applicable civil and criminal penalties

[s) f. Compliance schedules

oK 17/K g. Notice of slug loading

olS| DR h. Notification of spills, bypasses, upsets, efc.

o oK i Nofification of significant change in discharge

0J4 " j. 24-hour notification of violation/resample requirement

2 k. Slug discharge control plan requirement

Comments

@ Mireoh 31, 29 )0 ~ Mowoh 3D, 2015

@ Pt dewl ol Joca] limits § 47CFE Pnt 42517

A
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SECTION I: IU EVALUATION (Continued)

File | File | File | File | File
1919 3

v — - — ] —

{U FILE REVIEW

Reg.
Cite

~ C. CA APPLICATION OF IU PRETREATMENT STANDRDS
oKk |oK | | | 17 {U categorization _ 403.8(N(1)i)
‘ ] 2. Calculation and application of categorical standards 403.8(A(1)(ii)
oX | N a. Classification by category/subcategory
oK |M/A b. Classification as new/existing source
Dk |N/K c. Application of limits for all regulated poliutants
' ! 3. Application of local limits 403.5(c)&(d)&
ok |oR ‘ _ 403.8(N{1)(i)
NIA 4. Calculation and application of production based-standards 403.6(c)
/b | B/ 5 Calculation and application of CWF or FWA 403.6(d)&(e)
ol piK 6. Application of most stringent limit : 403.8(H)(1)(ii)
i Comments ‘

Cpocre Pat 43213
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SECTION I: 1U EVALUATION»(.COhtinued)

oo

1. Sampling (once a year)

File | File | File | File File Re'g_
“wWHAB | IU FILE REVIEW Cite
: D. CA COMPLIANCE MONITORING B
Sampling o
403.8(A(2)(v)

&j o¥/rg)2e 13
> H1sjpeld

B ok /mi2=13, P31 500>

w/23/22/3
5/ ?/2903

ok | oK 2. Sampling at frequency specified in approved program

ok oy 3. Documentation of sampling activities 403.8()(2)(vD)

oK | 0K 4. Analysis for all regulated parameters ,

vlc| 9K 5. Appropriate analytical methods (40 CFR Part 136) 403.8(H(2)(v1)
Inspection . '
6. Inspection (once a year) 403.8(f)(2)(v)

7] () 7. Inspection at frequency specified in approved program ' o

oK @ 8. Documentation of inspection activities 403.8(f)(2)(vi)

& () 9. Evaljuation of need for slug discharge control plan 403.8()(2){v)

Comments = .

O Novebm 52213, Apr,] 8,201% )

® ol el tim oF ‘/"d oritinl plone .
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SECTION I: U EVALUATION (Continued)

File | File | File | File | File Reg.

T8 || __ IU FILE REVIEW Cite
E. CA ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES ' '
1. |dentification of violations - 403.8(f)(2)(vi) -

oK | 0K a. Discharge violations :

oK | oK b. Monitoring/reporting violations .

ol(,g@ ¢. Compliance schedule violations '

pi¥lo 2. Calculation-of SNC ‘ 403.8()(2)(vi)

o K] oK 3. Adherence to approved ERP 403 .8(f)(5)

pkloy | 4. Escalation of enforcement 403.8(f)(5)

k] g1 5. Publication for SNC 403 8()(2)(vi)

omments

65)3, f/m\, 0"7(“5‘- wol‘fﬁ[p, - Mp}‘\‘ ‘1‘013) M.“i')ﬁb p{- \/)qu/%‘\ WJ“'&
No SNCCh-—éblu =l Nb)
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SEC1ION |: 1U EVALUATION (Continued)

File | File | File | File | File Reg.
ki [ 7] Y R - 1U FILE REVIEW Cite
F. |U COMPLIANCE STATUS _ ‘
Self-Monitoring and Reporting -
oK _|OK 1. Sampling at frequency specified in control mechanism/regulation 403.12(e)&(h)
o OK 2. Analysis of all required pollutants : 403.12(g)(1)&(h)
OK | OK 3 Submission of BMR/90-day report 403.12(b) &(d)
oK | ok 4. Periodic self monitoring reports 403.12(e)&(h)
b | oL 5. Reporting all required pollutants . 403.12(g)(1)&(h)
O% 0 6. Signatory/certification of reports ‘ 403.12(1)
oK~ ICX! 7 Submission of compliance schedule reports by required dates 403.12(c)
£) 8. Nofificatiori within 24-hours of becoming aware of violations 403.12(g)(2)
N1 oKD 3 « Discharge violation
ok¥ oK  Slug load
ok DL _ » Accidental spill :
Og [7) 9. Resampling/reporting within 30 days of knowledge of violation 403.12(g)2)
G o 10. Notification of hazardous waste discharge _ 403.12()&(p)
oK 11. Submission/implementation of slug discharge control plan . 403.8(H()V)
o/ ok 12. Notification of significant changes 403.12())
INSTRUCTIONS: Indicate the IU’s noncompliance status by placing and “X” in the appropriate box.
| Discharge o ,
olc | ;@[ | | 13. Noncompliance with discharge limits (but not SNC) .
: 14. SNC : 403.8(f)(2)(vii)
ok ek a. Chronic violations
o | viC ) b. TRC
¥ | OIS c. Pass through or interference A 403.5(2)(1)
o)oK . : o Spill or slug load 403.12(f)
oK | pIs d. Other discharge violations (specify)
Reporting
ok (0K ) 15. Noncompliance with reporting requirements (but nof SNC) 403.8(1)(2)(vii)
pKloK - 16. SNC with reporting requirements 403.8(f)(2)(vii)
Comments : '
() 5 ov-.p)w-.w srlfc(}ult e % l-erkui

%h' wo.h-’n:;& /Slf:‘? s ?‘/’P'}é »
Ro hgaomdes woste Aie ‘ .
@ f\/é w\.ﬁo‘b as AHIJM;/ 5‘;{}7/_’}/_“[7 &\#/ P/(‘_‘.._ C/ﬁ eyqjq,"}QDJv k, MSQ'L‘.:I-\fAd Dl;g&c.ay

Comtne) Plov, rcww»m»is. |

bne Flow violctim | Dehe 4, 200 |

b encbred epabiiversly =t of VPl 5 (e vislies o

9”, /&qzw./,“, wgn‘c /lslﬁn-ze,
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SECTION I: 1U EVALUATION (Continued)

(

TITLE: Eonvimeamsstal E-;mew

File | File | File | File | File Reg.
o IU FILE REVIEW Cite
G. OTHER o
Commenté
SECTION | COMPLETED BY: _D....ami:;, DATE/./\Z,&,.Q;‘%@B

TELEPHONE: 445 649 302S

10



SECTION IIl: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW

INSTRUCTIONS: Complete this section du
Atfach documentation where appropriate.

ring the onsite visit based on CA activities since the last PCl or éudit.

Specific data may be required in some cases.

A. CA PRETREATMENT PROGRAM MODIFICATION [403.18]

No

component (including legal authority,

If yes, describe.

: Yes
1. Did the CA make substantial changes to the pretreatment program that were not
approved by the Approval Authority (e. g., definitions, limits)? X
If yes, describe. '
1
L ‘ Yes "No
2. Is the CA in the process of modifying any approved prefreatment program e '

local limits, DSS requirements, etc.) ?

In the process o ey Aéa‘(é oi/ Forare ;‘ /Dxﬂzfvﬂ-/_ masf  ardnarces

11
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SECTION li: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA RE\_IliEW/iNTERViEW (Continued)

B. IU CHARACTERIZATION [ 403.8(f)(2)(i)&(ii)]

1.

How and when does the CA update its IWS to identify new 1Us or changes in wastewater discharges at existing
IUs? [403.8(H)(2)(1)] ' ’ '

Updale of ¥4 :nJu&‘H:a[ user Jnventory 1s
fﬁa;;//e\.,:a‘ 4&7‘1"/ es 7##&4'4-#;

‘ha/ ro o u'lS_ :
-+ StGHE ,X::* PHG Z:.‘;o p3S /70*'13, Ma/-m’m/ ereqs, 2ol oA JecsYooes Ao heso e fon

. ’ co/.fmwlv-f Precsss b&..secj O~

Z;a:;h ,{;‘/‘,: ";;:u;c P review, Sq r.\., o.nmo"'[vb b~ais, “ 4;{4( New Buisrygss /'ﬁg’e.s
7}-49‘, ﬁﬁ” leceave fl'cjmf;“lpz f“m"*’"’d"; d"bwnygq‘f! I'ej47la:/ % év/c/a fgh.,,-/;
(6.4, SEPA Nohces/Workeek, Preposmit spplicstiog notficglions bu, bl f.‘,«m:f&)"}"icqﬁaq
he tﬁwflm of /ore '/’Wn:f '"e_ﬁ“as) W/ O#fw/ M«.ﬁ/?, betie _abu; da ‘ #'"}_f"‘cf‘v

o1V e ’;:::z‘ eel oF Lo New e hlfhrbv Vﬂ.»’@h‘): W LS\
¢ 54‘0@“};”4” I, /Z‘,é g/u)ya %}p /);iwé QH'OIW'}QJ wibh mfdmm&ﬁwd/ {/ﬂu/’eadw v
;"V /4 "i_f';“lf/:s b) [”dx4qu risrk fﬂ““.‘?‘ Ywo Przes pev Y oar pesih il veer) -

N ol c.q.,lmv Mot Y vsens . . .
, Jah//«a oF fdafﬂp Mauholes > fﬂl/o-u-'n elﬂJmce vpaflzam s @ ppre P,.née/
oﬂ/”ﬂ“[ llmM/d mivelings w4 Bripu; & /Oqu/ SOvvice )Z"UF-N/-OMM#&VQ _

(C.2. pocktloS prevontler s s, svntare roatt, enss % { *
*Coampli iuts fool oS "C? Coa, '*Va/o&ttfdwﬂpj_aﬁ_ e19/0 .:?ar _;o, capita Prajeck, st.

H

a.

ow many lUs are currently identified by the CA in each of the following groups?

l 21 | SlUs (as defined by the CA) [WENDB - SIUS]
10 | CiUs (including zero-discharging ClUs)[WENDB - ClUS]
Zero-discharging ClUs ]
/1 Noncategorical SIUs (including zero-discharging noncat. SiUs)
- e, Zero-discharger noncategorical StUs
12 . Other regulated noncategorical 1Us (specify) (nq,,,é ',,{,,.7‘ Form J‘Mgfy,@
33 TOTAL o .

(and one NSCIU)

g

~

12
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SECTION Ii: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REViEW/INTER\IIEW (Continued)

C. CONTROL MECHANISM EVALUATION [403.8(f)(1)(iii) ]
1. a. How many SIUs (as defined by the CA) are required to be covered by an individual control | 21

mechanism 7

b. How many SlUs are not covered by an existing, unexpired permit or other [ O - | ©
individual control mechanism 7 [WENDB - NOCM] [RNC - )| .

If any, explain.

2. How many control mechanisms were not issued within 180 days of the ekpiration date of the | O

previous control mechanism 7 [RNC - i

if any, explain.

13
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SECTION li: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA_REV!E\N/ENTEF\{V[EW (Continued)

D. APPLICATION OF PRETREATMENT STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS

1. a. How many SIUs were not evaluated for the need to develop slug discharge control plans in | O
the last 2 years 7 [403.8(f)(2)(vi)]

b. List the SIUs below or attach additional sheetls as needed.

N/A* Yes No
2. Did the CA apply all applicable categorical standards and local limits to {Us X
whose wastes are hauled to the POTW 7?7
. —Hﬂlow ov hw’d Wﬁ.ﬁ\e Prohlbwﬁw\'
If yes, identify the industries.
If no, explain.
Yes No
3. Did any |Us notify the CA of a hazardous waste discharge? [403.12())&(p)] . : : N

If yes, identify and explain.

14



SECTION 1i: stl. LEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/[NTE. VIEW (Continued)

E. APPLICATION OF PRETREATMENT STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS

1. Identify the following.
Program Required Actual '
Aspect ‘ Freguency Frequency | Explain Difference

a. Inspection

s ClUs qu

o Other SlUs 29"
o b. Sampling (by CA) N
« ClUs | 2qr®
« Other SIUs 2o ¥

c. Self - Monitoring dJd

o ClUs MJ/;IH‘F
o Other SlUs non

d. Reporting - v
« ClUs /y KK
s Other SiUs m,
2. In the past 12 months, how many, and what perdentage of, SIUs were the following? [{403.8(f)(2)(vi)] [WENDB -
NOIN] [RNC - 11}

a. Not sampled or not inspected at least once [WENDB - NOIN] %

b. Not sampled at least once - %

VO 0
VAVRIV]

c. Not inspected at least once %

If any, explain.

%(Ex/?/ /)vn p//.s%é?/zj SW.;é /) ,//;pﬁv?md C/Vs Q/Vlcj Y "{)""c'f'-—f" 5{)‘,9\”‘“//

oM la
su Justvid vsevs . (Al o/ YL Hste /67%” reresve pmz r23p7! P Je
cma/ one umpﬂv po Jenr +er hom- 59;7,/‘/@»4 c-ﬂ%u;;,/ /fJbS'f'*wf oy )

:k severy] 7(/@4«70‘%/5 mm)o/m} sehedukk

15
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SECTION Ii: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW (Continued)

F. ENFORCEMENT

. Administrative fines

Permit revocation
. Civil suits
. Criminal suits

——T@Q 0 A0 oD

Other (specify)

Explain if appropriate

1. Which of the following enforcement actions did the CA use?

. Notice or letter of violation
. Administrative orders

. Show cause hearings
. Compliance schedules

Termination of services -

N/A

X P

XXX [

2. Did the CA comply with its approved ERP? [403.8(f)(5)] [RNC - 11}

N/A

Yes

No

%

%

(4]
o
O %

0|90

Number of SiUs: /0

3. Indicate the number and percent of SlUs that were identified as being in SNC* with the following requirements from
the CA’s last pretreatment program report. If the CA's report does not provide this information, obtain the
information for the most recent four full quarters during the inspection.

SNC Evaluation Period |G

T 2517 - Sy 30 2513

Applicable pretreatment standards and reporting requirements

*SNC defined by’

Self - monitoring requirements

POTW

EPA

v,
Vv

Pretreatment compliance schedules

3a. Indicate the number of SiUs that have been in 100% compliance with all pretreatment requirements?

Evaluation Périod: %‘6& | 2012 ~ ﬁqpﬁ'ﬁr 30,2018 .

16



SECTION li: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW (Continued)

F. ENFORCEMENT (Continued)

A ' Yes No
4. Did the CA publish all S1Us in SNC in thie largest local daily newspaper in
accordance with NPDES permit requirements ? [403.8}(?8)(vii)] ‘
/\[/A = ho dl’d“‘?”y c,,ﬂ.ssl ’cejl a5 S
5. How many SlUs are in SNC with self-monitoring requirements and were not inspected and/or ) O
sampled (in the four most recent full quarters)? [WENDB - SINN]
6. a. Did the CA experience any of the following caused by industrial discharges?
Yes No Unk Explain
e Interference ¥ '
« Pass through .4
o Fire or explosions (flashpoint, etc.) X
s Corrosive structural damage X
o Flow obstruction xX*
o Excessive flow rates X
o Excessive pollutant concentrations X
» Heat problems x
e Interference due to O&G X*
¢ Toxic fumes SE
o Illicit dumping of hauled wastes >
s Worker health and safety - e
o Other (specify) . L
¥ Oogsﬂvo‘//bh of lrnas occuried oloe > 00§ grease ooy bosburents 4—;/0/01@ reswbsy T1¢/
n/:/mnoﬁ . Yes No
b. If yes, did the CA take enforcement action against the 1Us causing or

contributing to pass through or interference? [RNC -1

17
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SECTION ll: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW (Continued)

F. ENFORCEMENT (Continued)

2o/ .

7%9{“* ~piiase 2

many SIUs, are on co%pli?ce schedgles’? ﬂﬁ;,‘;«; V:-Pf: ﬁ%%gb%u%ﬂ%

these &ﬁs by ng'me and compliance schedule end dates (attach additional sheets as needed).

SlU

End Date

standard to achieve compliance? [403.6(b)]
If yes, identify and explain.

8. Were any ClUs allowed more than 3 years from the effective date of a categorical A

Yes I~ No

9. Did any SIUs return to compliance by any of the following? [RNC -]
a. Within 90 days :
b. Within the time specified in the ERP

¢. Through a compliance schedule

| Yes l No

><| K¢

component (including legal authority, local limits, DSS requirements, etc.) 7

G. ADDITIONAL EVALUATIONS

SECTION Il COMPLETED BY: DATE: Lrember. Zﬂﬁ? ol
TITLE: E i vie smontal  Etgiuter TELEPHONE:(428) 4 9 - 3025
POTW REPRESENTATIVE . 4 DATE:
PROVIDING RESPONSES: TELEPHONE:

18



