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

Wastewater Treatment Division
130 Nickerson Street, Suite 200

Seattle, WA 98109-1658

POTW name and NPDES permit number)

King County Industrial Waste Program

9:00AM June 23,
2009

Transaction Code NPDES # yr/mo/day Inspection Type Inspector Fac Type
1N 28 3WA002958 (South Plant) 1209/06/2317 18P 198 201
WA002918 (West Point) (June 23, 2009)
WA002252 (Vashon)
WA003218 (Carnation NPDES)
S§T7450 (Carnation-Reclaimed
Water)
11
Remarks
Inspection work days Facility Self-Monitoring Evaluation Rating Bl Reserved
67 69 70 5 71N | 2N |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

WAQ02958
September 30th, 2004
through September
30", 2009

WA002918 June 22,
2009 though June
30" 2014

WAQ02252 August 31,
2006-August 31,
2011,

WAQ003218 April 15,
2008 through April
15" 2013

ST7450 December 29,
2008 through
December 28, 2013

Exit Time / Date

3:00PM June 23,
2009

Permit Expiraticn Date

Name(s) of On-Site Representative(s)/Title(s)/Phone and Fax Number(s)
Despina Strong 206 263 3010

Doug Hilderbrand 206 263 3032
Patricia Magnuson, Peggy Rice

Other Facility Data

Name, Address of Responsible Official/Title/Phone and Fax Number.
Christie True, Division Director
Wastewater Treatment Division, Dept. of Natural Resources & Parks

201 South Jackson Street, Seattle, WA 98008-5452

Phone Number Fax Contacted? |_IYes‘, l>_qNO
Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection (Check only those areas evaluated)
K] | Permit L] Flow Measurement [1 | Operations&Maint. [] | CSO/SSO (Sewer Overflow)
X Records/Reports B4 | Self-Monitoring Program | [X] Sludge Handling/Disposal | [] | Pollution Prevention
4 Facility Site Review [] Compliance Schedules B4 Pretreatment [] | Multimedia
| O | Effluent/Receiving water | [ ] | Laboratory [] | Storm Water L1 | other
Section D: Summary of Findings/Comments
Purpose

This annual Pretreatment Compliance inspection was conducted in order to assess the King County Industrial
Waste Program'’s compliance with state and federal requirements associated with the implementation of its
delegated industrial wastewater pretreatment program. The inspection was also conducted to evaluate the
effectiveness of the program in controlling the discharge of certain pollutants into the publicly-owned pretreatment
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works (POTWs). This year, the pretreatment compliance inspection focused on King County’s recently drafted
proposed modifications to its pretreatment ordinance.

Review of Files

The Department of Ecology inspector reviewed three industrial user permittee files during this inspection. The
files reviewed were those for Marine Vacuum Service, Inc., National Industrial Concepts, and Rexam Beverage
Can Company. As a result of the file review, the Department of Ecology has determined that King County is
effectively implementing the requirements for administering a delegated pretreatment program. The permit files
examined were well organized, complete, and contained information that indicated that King County was taking
timely and effective enforcement action. The Department of Ecology also determined, based on the file review,
that King County is continuing to issue industrial user permits in a timely fashion, and determined that the permits
contain all necessary elements. The permit files contained analytical report records for a minimum of two
samples collected during calendar year 2008 for éach industrial user. The industrial user files also contained
records for at least one inspection (but usually more), for each of the industrial users for 2008. The inspection
reports indicated that King County has evaluated (and continues to evaluate on an ongoing basis) the need for
slug discharge control plans in accordance with the recent “Pretreatment Streamlining” amendments to 40 CFR
Part 403. Each of the three permits contained a document which King County had evaluated, and determined to
fulfill the requirements of slug discharge control plan.

issues Related to Industrial Plating Spill

On March 25, 2008, catastrophic failure of a wooden tank located at Industrial Plating resulted in a spill of metal
finishing wastewater containing high concentrations of cadmium, copper, and nickel to the sanitary sewer. An
investigation by Department of Ecology’s Hazardous Waste and Toxics Reduction (HWTR) Program after the spill
indicated Industrial Plating had inadequate containment volume within the spill containment structure surrounding
the tank. The State of Washington Dangerous Waste Regulations (WAC 173-303) specify that secondary
containment surrounding such tanks must be capable of containing no less than 110% of the volume of the tanks
within the containment area. The HWTR investigator also determined that storage of high pH wastewater within
the tank was a probable contributor to the failure of the tank, as high pH environments compromise the structural
integrity of wood.

My review of existing King County Permits indicated that the permits (including the permit issued by King County
Industrial Waste to Industrial Plating) have an appropriate specification for secondary containment which explicitly
includes a requirement for containment capacity of 110% of the volume of process chemicals within the enclosed
area. King County is working to refine its inspection procedures to ensure identification of deficiencies in spill
containment during inspections, and follow-up enforcement.

King County issued a Notice of Violation to Industrial Plating, and a Notice of Penalty is pending. The delay in
imposition of the penalty has been a result of various appeals procedures of which Industrial Plating has availed
itself of. The Department of Ecology’'s Hazardous Waste and Toxics Reduction (HWTR) Program issued a Notice
of Penalty, under which a $101,000 penalty was levied, on June 2, 2009.

King County noted that the Industrial Plating spill highlighted an issue regarding the division of authority between
the Department of Ecology’s HWTR Program and King County Industrial Waste. This issue is discussed in
greater detail in the next section.

Issues Related to Jurisdictional Boundaries between Department of Ecology’s Hazardous Waste and
Toxics Reduction Program and King County Industrial Waste

WAC 173-303-071(3)(b) contains a provision under which “Owners or operators of certain industrial wastewater
tfreatment systems may qualify for a permit-by-rule pursuant to WAC 173-303-802(5),”. Due to the presence of
dangerous wastes at some permitted industrial user’s sites, King County Industrial Waste is necessarily involved
in certain regulatory activities in which it administers regulations applicable to the storage or handling of
substances which are not only industrial wastewater, but also defined as dangerous waste under WAC 173-303.
This provision does not create an exclusion for the industrial discharger from complying with other Dangerous
Waste Regulations of WAC 173-303. The Department of Ecology’s HWTR inspectors retain full authority to
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inspect and enforce all applicable WAC 173-303 regulations prior to the point where the wastewater is discharged
to the sanitary sewer. Therefore the HWTR Program has wide authority with respect to inspection and regulation
of the conditions of generation, storage, and treatment of dangerous wastes at all points within the industrial
user’s plant.

King County Industrial Waste staff met with the Department of Ecology Hazardous Wastes and Toxics Reduction
program to discuss this issue. Doug Knutson, Department of Ecology’s Water Quality Program industrial
pretreatment coordinator, discussed the results of the meeting with Dave Misko (WDOE-HWTR) following the
meeting. The following is a description of the Department of Ecology’s interpretation of the regulations affecting
the scope of authority of King County and the Department of Ecology’s HWTR Program:

The authority given to Department of Ecology's HWTR Program has little limiting effect on the authority of King
County to administer its ordinance and regulations on the generation, storage, or treatment of wastewaters on an
industrial user's site, even if such wastewaters also happen to be dangerous waste. Therefore, King County
Industrial Waste Program and Department of Ecology have co-authority with respect to certain wastewaters at the
industrial user’s site. In specific applications in which the two regulations are not the same, the most stringent of
the two regulations is limiting. For example, if King County required 100% containment around vessels containing
dangerous waste, and if HWTR required 110% containment, the effective regulation would be the 110%
containment requirement, and it would be enforced by HWTR. Occasionally the most stringent of two regulatory
requirements may be difficult to ascertain. For example, if King County required an industrial user to use
polypropylene bungs, and the HWTR program had a requirement to use natural rubber bungs, the King County
Industrial Waste Program and HWTR would be expected, and are willing, to work together on a case-by-case
basis to determine the best approach.

King County's regulations are not required to be the same as the Dangerous Waste Regulations, and King County
is not expected to have an exhaustive knowledge of the extensive provisions of WAC 173-303. However, in order
to avoid confusion on the part of the regulated community, it can be considered to be advantageous, and the
Water Quality Program recommends, that King County Industrial Waste Program, adopt requirements and
guidelines which are at least not inconsistent with HWTR requirements. King County has already done this in
many areas, (e.g. using the same 110% spill containment requirement employed in WAC 173-303). King County
already places a number of requirements in its permits which either mirror, or are at least consistent with WAC
173-303 regulations. The Department of Ecology’s HWTR Program has, in recent cases, found these provisions
to be very helpful in the prosecution of some of their enforcement actions, and King County is encouraged to
continue the practice.

Despite the co-authority relationship, there are many areas in which one or the other of the two authorities will
have greater authority and interest. For example the HWTR program would be more concerned with time limits
on the duration of storage of dangerous waste than King County. On the other hand, King County would be more
concerned with designating discharge sample points to be in compliance with provisions of 40 CFR Part 403 and
the related categorical limitations. In cases in which one of the two authorities identifies compliance issues which
they consider primarily of interest to the other agency, they are encouraged to contact the other agency regarding
their observations. As a result of the June 2009 meeting between the King County Industrial Waste Program and
the Department of Ecology HWTR Program, the two programs agreed to increase communication with respect to
these compliance issues. The two programs also agreed to conduct a number of joint inspections of sites subject
to the hazardous waste exclusion.

In practice, any attempt to delineate specific areas of jurisdiction would be frustrated because many methods of
treatment, particularly batch methods, constitute de facto storage, and many methods of storage have potential
impacts on the POTW due to potential inadvertent releases (i.e. spills) from storage areas. In light of this
observation, the Water Quality Program envisions a large scope of authority for King County, and a large
overlapping scope of authority for the Department of Ecology’s Hazardous Waste and Toxics Reduction Program,
although both programs are limited to enforcing their respective codes/regulations. Therefore, for practical
matters, the two programs (King County Industrial Waste and Department of Ecology Hazardous Waste and
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Toxics Reduction Program) largely act in a co-jurisdictional capacity over the process flow chart from generation
through treatment and discharge to the sanitary sewer.

Issues Related to the Discharge of Construction Wastewater by Sound Transit

The Department of Ecology became aware approximately one year ago that King County had experienced
difficulty enforcing its pretreatment requirements related to solids in construction wastewater, in discharges from
Sound Transit. As a result of these difficulties, the possibility of assigning Sound Transit’s contractors co-
permittee status was broached. The Department of Ecology (Doug Knutson) inspector noted during this
inspection, that it is normal procedure by regulatory agencies to determine the responsible party or principal
regarding an action to be regulated, and to assign ultimate responsibility for compliance to that principal, as a
single permittee. Nevertheless, the Department of Ecology has itself, issued permits on a co-permittee basis,
under certain circumstances. Although the Department of Ecology does not, as a general practice, endorse the
procedure, it also does not find a compelling legal reason to determine that the practice is lacking in a legal basis
or precedent, particularly in cases in which there is a compelling reason to do so. RCW 90.48 requires that
persons who discharge to Waters of the State of Washington (in this context including discharges to POTWSs) to
have a permit. Normally, the State of Washington considers the principal to be the business generating the waste
and treating the waste to be the party requiring a permit. In cases in which the two parties are different, the party
generating the waste would normally be considered to be the ultimately responsible party. Nevertheless, the
language of 40 CFR Part 122.21(b)(3) appears to give specific authority, if not a preference, that the permittee
(literally the “applicant” in the regulation) be the operator, in cases in which the two parties are different. It is
arguable whether 40 CFR Part 122.21 should be construed as being applicable only to NPDES permits, and not
to state waste discharge permits or their equivalent permits issued by delegated pretreatment programs.
Nevertheless, the provision may be taken as an indication of the acceptability under the Clean Water Act as
interpreted by USEPA, of the concept of issuing one class of permits (NPDES permits) to operators of treatment
works, as opposed to the owners. Based on these considerations King County has considerable latitude
regarding the issuance of permits to owners, operators, or both parties.

The Department of Ecology had considered, in consultation with USEPA, writing a letter to King County informing
the County of the Department of Ecology’s willingness to undertake a separate enforcement action against Sound
Transit , if violations persisted, and if King County was unable to take appropriate enforcement action. However,
this measure appears to be unnecessary at this time, as King County has reported greatly improved compliance
by Sound Transit.

Issues Related to BOD Loading from SeaTac Airport

During the course of this inspection neither King County nor the Department of Ecology raised the issue of high
BOD loadings from Seatac Airport. However, the Department of Ecology inspector became aware of the
magnitude and significance of these loadings after the inspection. The Department of Ecology permit writer. of for
King County’s South Plant (aka Renton Plant) informed the Department of Ecology industrial pretreatment
inspector that de-icing-laden discharges from Seatac Airport during the winter of 2008-2009 were likely to be
responsible for effluent concentrations at King County’s South Plant which were on the cusp of producing a
violation of the monthly average BODjs effluent limitation of 30 mg/L. The Department of Ecology interprets King
County’s existing ordinance and its proposed ordinance as giving King County sufficient authority to regulate the
BOD discharges from Seatac Airport, by virtue of the fact that both ordinances contain provisions under which
discharges causing pass though and interference are prohibited. The permit issued by King County to the Port of
Seattle appeared to have no explicit limitation for BODs loading, despite the fact that it is becoming apparent that
BOD is the main pollutant of concern from this source. Although the main source of BOD from the airport appears
to be de-icing solutions, additional BOD comes from toilet holding tank discharges from aircraft. It appears that
King County and the airport have used a system of daily consultation (as opposed to permit limitations) during
critical de-icing periods to control BOD loadings. Since BOD loading from Seatac Airport has become a critical
issue with respect to NPDES compliance by the South Plant, King County will probably need to reconsider
whether the present informal structure is a sufficient way to regulate this critical discharge. The Department of
Ecology contacted King County in late July 2009 to encourage King County to evaluate the effectiveness of, or
lack of BOD limitations in the existing Seatac Airport permit. King County agreed to re-evaluate these limits.

WA Department of Ecology inspected by Doug Knutson
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Molybdenum Sources ldentified - Voluntary Control Program Initiated

In 2008 King County worked on identifying molybdenum sources to the sanitary sewer, in an effort to develop
control strategies to lower molybdenum concentrations in sludge. The use of molybdate-based corrosion
inhibitors in cooling towers was identified as a significant source of molybdenum. King County is in the process of
requesting that industries implement a voluntary BMP program to reduce the molybdenum loading to the King
County POTW.

Sludge Mercury Assays Stabilize

King County initiated a dental waste program in 2001. The concentration of mercury in King County sludge
declined by approximately 50% between 2000 and 2008. Based on the last several years of data it appears that
mercury sludge assays have stabilized in the vicinity of 1.4 mg/kg dry weight. The reduction in mercury sludge
assays over nearly a decade appears to indicate that the dental waste program has been successful.

Final Local Limits for the Carnation Treatment Plant

King County began operation of the Carnation Treatment Plant in May 2008 The Department of Ecology (in a
letter of December 2, 2008) approved the use of King County’s existing local limits for the Carnation plant, as
interim local limits, after King County demonstrated their reasonableness and adequacy, based on a number of
assumptions which had to be made due to the lack of the operating data for the new plant.

There are two discharge regimes from the Carnation plant. Direct discharge to the Snoqualmie River is the
backup discharge mode. The direct discharge to the Snoqualmie River is authorized under an NPDES permit
issued April 15, 2008. In the case of an NPDES permit, the Department of Ecology performs a reasonable
potential analysis which involves a determination of whether there is a reasonable potential for a wastewater
treatment plant to discharge wastewaters which contain concentrations of priority pollutant metals which are likely
to exceed water quality standards, taking into consideration any dilution zone which has been granted to the
permittee. However, the Carnation Treatment Plant is a new wastewater plant and no historical data was
available on which to base a reasonable potential analysis. Therefore, the existing NPDES permit for the
Carnation Plant does not contain numeric limitations for metals. For purposes of calculating the local limit for a
POTW, delegated pretreatment programs are required to establish local limits to prevent exceedence of the water
quality standards, and can include the mixing zone granted in the NPDES permit in this calculation. The dilution
factor calculated for use in analysis of limitations for the Carnation plant was 10.3, based on acute criteria, and
150, based on chronic criteria. King County will be able to perform the local limits calculation for final effluent
limits based on direct discharge, once enough analytical data on plant removal rates, headworks loadings, and
receiving water become available.

The wetlands discharge from the Carnation Plant, which is intended to be the main mode of discharge, is not
authorized under an NPDES permit, but rather a Reclaimed Water permit, which is a type of state waste
discharge permit. King County noted in its annual report March 2009, that that they are uncertain how to
approach the water quality-limited calculations for the discharge to the wetlands. The limitations in the Reclaimed
Water permit are primarily based on state Class A Reclaimed Water criteria. There are no metals standards in
the Class A reclaimed water criteria, and there are no numeric metal standards in the Reclaimed Water permit.
However, water may intermittently (during the wet season) overflow to the Snoqualmie River from the wetland,
and there is expected to be a degree of hydraulic continuity between the wetland and the Snoqualmie River. A
mixing zone is not authorized in any such discharges from the wetland to the Snogualmie River. However, it is
the Department’s understanding that approximately 80% to 90% of the water from the wetland is estimated to be
due to stormwater and natural groundwater, with significant seasonal variation. It should also be taken into
account that any wastewater which reaches the Snoqualmie River will have been subjected to not only to
treatment in the conventional POTW plant, but also to additional processes (roughly analogous to those of a
facultative lagoon) which are likely to provide significant metals removal. Water which reaches the Snoqualmie
River by means of groundwater hydraulic continuity will be subject to additional metals removal from natural
process associated with flow though the soil. The quantification of these effects for utilization in a water quality-
based maximum allowable headworks analysis for local limits calculation would be complex, and the validity of
the results uncertain. Part of the rationale covering the discharge to wetlands under a reclaimed water permit, as
opposed to an NPDES permit, is based on the classification of the water being discharged as a reclaimed water,
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as opposed to a wastewater. It is unclear the extent to which the Clean Water Act considered such wastewaters
to be subject to the pretreatment provisions of the Clean Water Act. The Reclaimed Water permit issued to
Carnation contains a pretreatment provision, only to the extent of requiring compliance with the delegated
pretreatment section contained in the NPDES permit for the Carnation Plant. Given these considerations, the
Department of Ecology will be satisfied if King County uses the Class A Reclaimed Water criteria, in addition to
Water Quality based criteria in which the rational basis of analysis includes a consideration of
stormwater/groundwater dilution and typical removal rates for facultative ponds. The Department of Ecology does
not expect King County to use a thorough modeling methodology for the above analysis, but King County should
at least perform an a straightforward analysis using the above-mentioned storm and groundwater dilution factors,
and wetland removal rates based on facultative lagoon performance , prior to discharge to the Snoqualmie River.
The Department of Ecology does not intend to give King County detailed instructions on how to perform the
analysis, but expects that King County can determine and apply rational methods to this end.

ileview of Proposed Changes to King County Code Title 28.82 and 28.84

The Department of Ecology has reviewed the changes which King County has proposed to make to the King
County Code, to make it consistent with the recently-promulgated Streamlining amendments to 40 CFR Part 403.
King County has also proposed a number of changes to its code which are intended to clarify certain provisions of
the existing code, but which are not related to the Streamlining amendments to 40 CFR Part 403. The
Department of Ecology has examined the proposed changes for purposes of considering whether they are
substantial with respect to the Public Notice requirements of 40 CFR Part 403. The changes which have been
made as a result of changes in 40 CFR Part 403 are considered to be non-substantial, as they meet the provision
of 40 CFR Part 403.18(b)(1), under which changes to a pretreatment ordinance which reflect changes to 40 CFR
Part 403, are considered to be non-substantial. The other non-Streamlining-related changes, which are largely
minor in nature, are considered to be non-substantial, largely under the criterion that they do not result in a
reduction in stringency in the King County pretreatment program.

The Department of Ecology considers the proposed revisions in the King County Code to be approvable, and
King County is authorized to take the proposed ordinance before the King County Council for adoption. The first
proviso to this approval is that King County should check the signatory authority provision and change its
proposed definition of manager to ensure that it is at least as limiting as the language contained in 40 CFR Part 40
CFR Part 403(1)(1)(ii). The second proviso to this approval is that, in order to make King County's permits at least
as stringent as state waste discharge permits, King County should place a provision in its code authorizing King
County to require technology-based limitations in its permits. The basis for this proviso to the approval is
discussed further in the section below in which technology-based limitations are discussed.

A listing of changes which King County has proposed to be made to its Code is found in the table below:

Changes in King County Code Title 28.82 and Title 28.84

Citation in King | Description of Proposed Change

County Code

28.82.820(a)(b)(c) | Violation of BMP provisions can be SNC, violation of instantaneous limits can be SNC,

28.82.050(d) The definition of authorized representative changed to allow certain authorized
representatives to be signatory authorities. The Department of Ecology noted in its review
that King County had truncated the “manager” language and recommends that King County
make sure this change is intended.

28.82.060 BMP is defined. A BMP is established as a possible type of local limit. When a BMP is a

(definition), categorical limit, the industrial user must submit periodic documentation to demonstrate

28.82.060F .1 compliance. Violation of the BMP requirement is a possible type of SNC.

28.82.060 N.d

38.82.820

(definition of

SNC)

28.820 J.12

WA Department of Ecology inspected by Doug Knutson

Page 6 of 9




10/26/2009
NPDES #WA2958

Inspection Report

28.84.060 L.6&7

Allows exemption of categorical users from requirements to sample for “pollutants not
present’. Establishes criteria for demonstrating the pollutants to be “pollutants not present”.
Testing is still required for such pollutants once each five years.

28.82.300, No changes are needed as ordinance already authorizes the issuance of general permits.

28.84.060 F.3, '

28.84.060 J.1

28.82.570 These provisions define Non-significant Categorical Industrial User (NSCIU), and establish

28.82.810 requirements to demonstrate status as an NSCIU. The reduced sampling frequencies and

28.84.060 L.6&7 | inspection frequencies set forth in 40CFR Part 403.8(f)(2)are enumerated.

28.84.060 N.2 Changes definition of newspaper in which SNC notice must be made to a newspaper
providing a “meaningful notice”, as opposed to daily newspaper with the largest circulation.

28.82.810 The definition of Significant Non-Compliance (SNC) is changed to remove non-SIUs with
chronic violations or which meet technical review criteria. SNC criteria for late reports
changed to apply to SIU’s, and is extended to 45 days (from the existing 30 days).

28.82.230 This non-streamlining provision authorizes King County to regulate septage which is hauled

28.82.82.250 from businesses to the “POTW treatment plant”. This change entailed inclusion of a

28.82.350 definition for “POTW treatment plant” to distinguish it from POTW, since this change applies

28.82.260 to wastewaters which are hauled to the POTW.

28.82.490 This non-streamlining change removes the definition of “county”, and defines the terms
“County” and “King County".

28.84.060 J.5.i. This non-Streamlining-related change, changes procedures from sending drafts of discharge
permits to the Department of Ecology to the practice of sending final permits to the
Department of Ecology. The change codifies the current procedure.

28.84.060 J.7 Holders of discharge authorizations (permits with reduced provisions issued to non-SIU/ non-

CIU permittees) must apply 90-days in advance, as opposed to the existing requirement of
180 days. This is a non-Streamlining-related amendment.

28.84.060 K.13

This non-Streamlining change clarifies that a written agreement between owners is required
to transfer a permit, and authorizes King County to ensure that proper signatures are on
reports.

28.84.060 N.d.

This non-Streamlining-related change makes definitions of violations consistent with
definitions of violations contained in the penalty section.

28.84.060 M.4.c.

This non-Streamlining-related change authorizes the Director to define domestic waste
strength so that a change in the ordinance will not be required if typical domestic strength
changes due to installation of water conserving devices in homes.

28.84.060 N.3.

This provision formerly contained a “grandfather” clause (exemption) regarding compliance
by industrial users which had been subject to pre-1999 local limits. As permit durations are
no greater than five years, this clause is no longer applicable to any permit-holders.

Public Rule 1-
13.6.1.6.2.

This non-Streamlining change does not need to be changed in the ordinance. However, the
Public Rule (essentially a regulation), authorizes the use of results from samples composited
in conformance with 40 CFR Part 136 procedures, in addition to by use of the arithmetic
mean of non-composited samples, for determining compliance with the Fats, Oils and
Greases standards.

28.84.100A

This non-Streamlining amendment requires that permittees requesting relief must state the
grounds for their request '

Issues Related to Technology-Based-Permit Requirements

State regulations (WAC 173-216-110(a) require that state waste discharge permits issued by the state must
require that industrial user permittees’ discharges be consistent with AKART (All Known Available and
Reasonable Methods of Prevention, Control, and Treatment). Under WAC 173-208-090(1), delegated
pretreatment permit programs must be administered under rules at least as stringent as those administered by the
State of Washington. King County does not explicitly place technology-based limitations in its wastewater
permits. Despite this, it appears that the great majority of permits issued by King County contain permit
limitations that are consistent with federal categorical pretreatment regulations, such as those for electroplating,
metal finishing, coil coating, and centralized waste treatment categories. The federal categorical regulations
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contain limits which were developed using a technology basis (i.e. based on economic feasibility). Normally the
Department of Ecology considers these technology-based limitations to be consistent with state of Washington
requirements, which specify that discharges to POTWs be consistent with state AKART (All Known Available, and
Reasonable Methods of Prevention, Control, and Treatment) requirements. The Department of Ecology normally
does not apply the AKART requirements to the discharges from industrial users to the POTW of BODs, and TSS,
based on the reasoning that the POTW is specifically designed to treat these pollutants, and can be expected to
treat them under normal circumstances, at lower costs, due to the economies of scale operative at POTW plants.

King County is not required to specifically adopt the term “AKART” or to use the same technology-based
standards as the State of Washington (The State of Washington provides little explicit guidance on what
constitutes AKART, and normally considers the application of non-categorical technology bases, limits, and
requirements, to be undertaken on a site-specific basis.). However, King County should include a provision in its
ordinance authorizing King County to apply technology-based provisions in its permits, as necessary. King County
has already;:on a de facto basis, adopted technology-based standards in the requirement to employ approved

. amalgam separators in dental offices. The requirement to include an authorization to enforce technology-based
limitations is a proviso of the letter sent to King County dated July 24, 2009, in which the Department of Ecology
approved King County’s proposed amendments to its code, to be forwarded to the King County Council for
adoption. Once King County has adopted the revised Code, King County should forward the adopted Code to the
Department of Ecology for final approval.

Issues Related to Howard Hanson Dam

The Department of Ecology and King County’s Industrial Waste Program recently discussed issues related to
possible unusually high flows being released from the Howard Hanson Reservoir as a result of the compromised
integrity of the dam. The King County Industrial Waste Program has reviewed the existing King County Code and
is of the opinion that the Code gives the Director ample autharity to curtail flows from industries if flooding results
in unusually high flows in the conveyance system and POTW influent.

] Name(s) and Signatures of Inspector(s) ) Agency/Office/Telephone Date
Doug Knutson WA Dept. of Ecology/NWRO/(425)649- Octeber 26,
N 2009
‘_:Dc;».) Voo bodhe2i¥ 2005 3190 160th SE, Bellevue, WA 98008-5452

S:gnature of Management A Reviewer Agency/Office/Phone and Fax Numbers . Date
WA Dept. of Ecology/NWRO/(425)649-7000 /- 2-09
fax (425)649-7098

/

ANNOUNCED Inspection
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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, 19984).

Column 18: Inspection Type. Use one of the codes listed below to describe the type of inspection:

A Performance Audit L Enforcement Case Support 2 |U Sampling Inspection
B Compliance Biomonitoring M  Multimedia 31U Non-Sampling Inspection
C Compliance Evaluation (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 IU Non-Sampling Inspection with
pretreatment
F  Pretreatment Follow-up U IU Inspection with Pretreatment Audit 7 1U Toxics with Pretreatment
G Pretreatment Audit X Toxics Inspection
| Industrial User (IU) Inspection Z Sludge

Column 19: Inspector 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
£ - Corps of Engineers 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 payroll time for travel 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 self-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 include 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 only 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
Page 9 of 9



POTW PRETREATMENT COMPLIANCE INSPECTION CHECKLIST.

i T

Attachment D Supporting Documentation

PUBLIL NOTICE S

PCl CHECKLIST CONTENTS

Cover Page . A
Section | |U File Evaluation
>4 Section Il ‘Supplemental Data Review/Interview
1[4 Section Il Evaluation and Summary
‘i[. ] Attachment A Pretreatment Program Status
- Update
11 ] Attachment B Pretreatment Program Profile
4[] Attachment C Worksheets .
¥ S [ ] WENDB Data Entry
; ‘ - * Worksheet
i ' [ ] RNC Worksheet '
;. , ' [ ] IU Site Visit Report Form (Optional)
S - [ ] File Review Worksheets (Optional)

T DA s Sl

>A name and address:

iKine Countu Industrial Waste
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Swte 200

Sw;t-h{e_ WA 38\09 alfpSB
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Date(s) of PCI
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PIRT / DSS mcorporated in NPDES permit?

Yes " No
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Name - _ Title/Affiliation
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ACRONYWM LIST

Acronym

BMR
CA
CFR
Clu

- CSO

CWA
CWF
DSS
EP
EPA
ERP
FTE
FWA
gpd

U
WS
MGD
MSW
NA
N/D
NPDES
0&G
PIRT
POTW
RCRA
RNC
SIu
SNC
TCLP
TRC
TTO
WENDB

r Term J

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
Qil 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

L



SECTION I: 1U FILE EVALUATION

INSTRUCTIONS: Select a representative number of SIU files to review. Provide relevant details on each file reviewed. Comment on
problems identified. Where possible, all ClUs (and SiUs) added since the last PCI or audit should be evaluated. Make copies of this

section to review additional files as necessary.

NARRATIVE COMMENTS

Process flow (gpd)
[ IC?J 1245,

FILE “/C'JC  Industry name and address
Mawvac (Mf‘wlﬂg \Valvom %Q vvice,
(SIC Setn Graham Stree

Total flow (gpd)
Tinc.) ,
(12,000

Type of industry (products manufactured)
%ﬁ»ﬂ!@ o1 .',Ug:u‘}? Weg }QA‘ L’H ""‘)" v
{
?f’ "h’n’t{('i’ I?"

Seattle, WA 5elrd

Industry visited during PCI
No [

.Yes [ ]

Applicable Federal category | Compliance status
4G CEE A29.4C. D~ | th cehrpliance

BeC Wastes  (S\shppet

[ ] SNC (period:
[ ] Noncompliance/corrected
[ ] Noncompliance/continuing

Comments
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SECTION I: 1U FILE EVALUATION (Continued)

NARRATIVE COMMENTS.

FILE 1224 Industry name and address Total flow (gpd) Process flow (gpd)
Nection, | \M?%:}h*\ Comze lﬁﬁ 21, S 21,000
29513 ¢ Aveave, SC
Wosd i ville, WA 9%032 Type of industry (products manufactured)
‘ . 'ID‘/1|J5~;)£/1Q' 1h ) & Whi A Uin ﬁmué-‘lua-.mt# ]
'\-_:m'm-hl?ltd ,
Industry visited during PCI Applicable Federal category Compliar'me status [ ] SNC (period:
AT o ln copliavre [ ] Noncompliance/corrected
Yes [ ] No [}(] 4oCFEAD Ps NS exepy ‘ rmn\-}— [_1 Noncompliance/continuing

Comments Foe v:0b1+1€“, diye

Ph"’“Pﬁ“\'h”(\j ) ¢:r,' Wha) Nicin ca;,(,(,jlgm({l, +v /‘“""’f’ [‘H’t‘r_kt/v‘v"l # PH :
Teen X Rw S'ﬁ’w‘,-\" Fles (;\F-m\ IL;"‘;j 200 8

NARRATIVE COMMENTS

FILE _fPZ7 Industry name and address . Total flow (gpd) Process flow (gpd)
Recam B‘}\/W‘ftab Cen, CD"‘«P&H»A / y 7/06’0 j?_‘); Q0 0
1220 M 2 ad Aveaoe

Type of industry (products manufactured)
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Prronl ] Noncompliance/continuing

Comments
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SECTION I: 1U FILE EVALUATION (Continued)

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

[ 1 SNC (period:
[ 1 Noncompliance/corrected
[ ] Noncompliance/continuing

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

Yes [ ] No [ ]

Applicable Federal category | Compliance status

[ 1 SNC (period:
[ 1 Noncompliance/corrected
[ ] Noncompliance/continuing

Comments




SECTION I: U EVALUATION (Continued)

Industry Name

INSTRUCTIONS: Evaluate the contents of SIU files. If no problem exists for a particular

o
i e
-;f: ; Y question, mark the square with a check ( V). Use (Not Applicable) where necessary. Use

¥ ’5 %1:‘7 ND (Not Determined) where there is insufficient information to evaluate/determine

.j -5 & implementation status. Where a problem is indicated, mark with a numerical value and
g s g provide a corresponding explanation in the comment area below. Comment on each

p .-‘g_ § problem identified. For example, if the file is missing a notification of classification, place a
5 §a L (1) in the square and a matching statement as to the nature of the problem that exists in the
3 -ﬁ§ 3 space below. The next problem would be marked as (2) and so on. Clearly indicate the file
¥ = Y. that each comment pertains to; also indicate where a comment applies to all the files.

jle | Fi File | File | File

1 ik |0 cit
iV | 1oAV (V0D | | IU FILE REVIEW Cite

A 2\ A. CA NOTIFICATION OF 1U

oY 0 W¥] ok 1. Notification of classification or change in classification 403.8(f(2)(ii)

ok | Ok D 2. Notification of applicable standards/requirements/RCRA ' 403.8(N(2) (i)
Comments

OpoLs

4> PSNS
G 4ocrr P t A6




SECTION I: 1U EVALUATION (Continued)

o] o [0k

Sampling frequency

File | File | File | File | File Reg.
Tt | 1624 |T085) | IU FILE REVIEW Cite
@ () - | B. ISSUANCE OF IU CONTROL MECHANISM :
kY] I o] l 1. lIssuance or reissuance of control mechanism 403.8(F)(1)qiii)
P 2. Control mechanism contents 403.8(M)(1)(iii)
oK ] 0 ¥ Ok a. Statement of duration (< 5 years)
K.l ok | ok b. Statement of nontransferability
~& ol o c. Applicable effluent limits (local limits, categorical standards)
[£) d. Self monitoring requirements -
ok o] ok o Identification of pollutants to be monitored

ok | b|oX o Sampling locations/discharge points

e aRas o Sample types (grab or composite)

oVl | Ok [plt : o Reporting requirements

o [ PL |y e Record-keeping requirements

ol [bY [ok e. Statement of applicable civil and criminal penalties
ok [VIC [pK f. Compliance schedules

ol | DI | ole g. Notice of slug loading

ok [0 [o h. Notification of spills, bypasses, upsets, etc.

ok [ok [Pl i. Notification of significant change in discharge
OK..l OK A okl " j. 24-hour notification of violation/resample requirement
01 OL¥ oM k. Slug discharge control plan requirement
Comments
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SECTION I: 1U EVALUATION (Continued)

A2

o[ ok o

oX | ok |°ok

ol | ol | ol

/L VA | /A

NiA [ PIA [ W/
otl okl v

oo 8

Calculation and application of categorical standards
a. Classification by category/subcategory

b. Classification as new/existing source

c. Application of limits for all regulated pollutants
Application of local limits

Calculation and application of production based-standards
Calculation and application of CWF or FWA
Application of most stringent limit

File | File | File | File | File Reg. ]
W96 | 102|185 | __ | __ U FILE REVIEW Cite

o~ [ C. CA APPLICATION OF IU PRETREATMENT STANDRDS '
OX [olcT0W ] | 1. IU categorization 403.8(f)(1)(i)

403.8(f)(1)(ii)

403.5(c)&(d)&
403.8(f)(1)(i)
403.5(c)
403 .6(d)&(e)
403.8(f)(1)(ii)

Comments
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SECTION I: IU EVALUATION (Continued)

File | File | File | File | File Reg.
WUio| e |wes | __ | __ U FILE REVIEW Cite
D. CA COMPLIANCE MONITORING
n B (1 Sampling
o] okAl 0K 1. Sampling (once a year) 403.8()(2)(v)
o7 01| p K 2. Sampling at frequency specified in approved program
oibl ok | ok 3. Documentation of sampling activities 403.8(R(2)(vi)
AL ok | 0K 4. Analysis for all regulated parameters
oW oy | OF 5. Appropriate analytical methods (40 CFR Part 136) 403.8(R(2)(vi)
i f Inspection
81 O] ok 6. Inspection (once a year) 403.8(1)(2)(v)
of 1 0kY ok 7. Inspection at frequency specified in approved program
okl ok | Jk 8. Documentation of inspection activities 403.8(f)(2)(vi)
o K9 0k | ple 9. Evaluation of need for slug discharge control plan 403.8(N(2)(v)
Comments
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SECTION I: IU EVALUATION (Continued)

File | File | File | File | File Reg.
WG| 1884 | rees| | __ IU FILE REVIEW Cite
E. CA ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

() K@) 1. ldentification of violations 403.8(f(2)(vi)
ok o [P a. Discharge violations
ok 103 ot b. Monitoring/reporting violations
O)CA ik MAYD c. Compliance schedule violations
N vin VA 2. Calculation of SNC 403.8(f)(2)(vi)
Oklov | ok 3. Adherence to approved ERP 403.8(f)(5)
OL | of hok 4. Escalation of enforcement 403.8(1)(5)
oK W/ 5. Publication for SNC 403.8(H)(2)(vi)
Comments
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SECTION I: IU EVALUATION (Continued)

File | File | File | File | File Reg_
WH |14 [toes| | __ IU FILE REVIEW Cite
F. IU COMPLIANCE STATUS

w3 Self-Monitoring and Reporting :
ok o o Kk 1. Sampling at frequency specified in control mechamsm.’regulatlon 403.12(e)&(h)
0K | oK|ok 2. Analysis of all required pollutants 403.12(g)(1)&(h)
oK | ox|oic 3. Submission of BMR/90-day report 403.12(b) &(d)
UK, | o)t [ok 4. Periodic self monitoring reports 403.12(e)&(h)
ok | ok _lo¥ 5. Reporting all required pollutants : 403.12(g)(1)&(h)
ok | sk | P4, 6. Signatory/certification of reports 403.12()
WNIV/A | NAY 7. Submission of compliance schedule reports by required dates 403.12(c)

: N 8. Notification within 24-hours of becoming aware of violations 403.12(g)(2)
OK | oy | ol | | e Discharge violation
IR Y e Slug load
oV | ol | Wi o Accidental spill :
O¢ | ok r)rlc 9. Resampling/reporting within 30 days of knowledge of violation 403.12(g)(2)
N/A WAV 10. Notification of hazardous waste discharge 403.12())&(p)
-1 of?] 015 11. Submission/implementation of slug discharge control plan 403.8(f)(2)(v)
oK ok oK 12. Notification of significant changes 403.12(j)
INSTRUCTIONS Indicate the IU’s noncompliance status by placing and “X” in the appropriate box.
Discharge

( wr':'] OKf/l 0 K"l | 13. Noncompliance with discharge limits (but not SNC)

e Los £ 14. SNC 403.8(f)(2)(vii)
NIIYY BjgY NLE. a. Chronic violations
IR U/ ' b. TRC
LI VAR VL E ¢. Pass through or interference 403.5(a)(1)

1 U Vi é o Spill or slug load 403.12(P)

I N7 [)ﬂ//ﬁ 5 d. Other discharge violations (specify)

o 4D Reporting
DY OEANIL 15. Noncompliance with reporting requirements (but not SNC) 403.8(f)(2)(vii)
oY NIV NI 16. SNC with reporting requirements 403.8(H)(2)(vii)
Comments

® Duria, vhe Momth 14 2002, +he- did v }f powd (ulmgH ¢ Hi . :
l(“"(-' warﬁ'\) remin d #Vp the m ‘Mi’ty hod Nﬂ*)/z{[( &4 /f/uu«m/ azwf /’/ﬂ)/
resobm Hed v th o Ctb/{l'l" &y besel

@ Ne Lurngn ¥ C otm Shtare Sc Hetl ‘f":

l() Slu [/)ls(l’l*’swéj(/ (,\‘I’? y Plrm svlom, H’Pp (/C‘L\ '1?+h)'1,\zh9‘}f',

it e Hancl
4 N’/\ nov — Lon~p ha wce @ l/J;,'LA’Iu\ o F o lie ]L !

o ShHR e
@ No :t-t’/f'zm?/‘fj veo Jatims, (» N- H"FW‘JFHYJ e
%) - ; .

D2 bt Y ol voe carte dichage

) sl plan vECOVed oy 2l 2008

U . Fob vielnhion wvay 1y 2009

1) Thie wal a pH /6[%“7'7" V“’/"b"“’ /v 2003

[ i, “f’ng 5o 5 L
8 e T :
No 5,% 0%

Q) "?Lu/fw\%l ”‘“

) s P N
155‘\‘ P\(* >Jf.fm\ﬁ0 E’H--%}J'w 5 ))_uu(y



SECTION I: IU EVALUATION (Continued)

File | File | File | File | File Reg.
W16 7824 |9085| | IU FILE REVIEW Cite
G. OTHER

Comments

SECTION | COMPLETED BY:

TITLE:

DATE:

TELEPHONE:
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SECTION ll: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW

INSTRUCTIONS: Complete this section during the onsite visit based on CA activities since the last PCI or audit.

Attach documentation where appropriate. Specific data may be required in some cases.

A. CA PRETREATMENT PROGRAM MODIFICATION [403.18]

Yes No
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. |
\
Yes " No
2 Is the CA in the process of modifying any approved pretreatment program X

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

If yes, dej::i?e;&\ﬁlvoh l\gs gwlpmn"HED] A 0}?‘41[;‘ 6)-0’;#1&#(‘.‘#- Ck;@ Couh‘b Co(_‘)ﬂ>

The Cens
Ao bpne Mo ordinguce
kaamlmma a»mauo/meﬂ's “ILD 40 c

o can.s:s'l’B«vcg wi'th ‘H/Lg, T'Q.Ce,n-*

P Paunt 4673,

'é" 'Fromw‘a ated
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SECTION II: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEWIINTERV[EW (Continued)

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

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

.cho,o\:ma b ails. € imluoﬂ,& clissiboed adveitsemoits +o- e“'f'J"J“'é.ED

» borfire olmokma sk 4-9,]&31;0,"_ booke when 1ssved-

, review ok Busineg mewcf) Hawmms  lnfofounce. datebase .

. ‘I‘a.r-az;l'h&g(j of spewfic wdustnal secters v su i vey wm detail
, sowrce tracing (.9 1¥€Y howhele Progros, Sewre "l‘?‘a.u\{we whey |
hsak headwee ks ceonceny et 1omg _'\,&e\ﬁ; Fm.cl)

s Duvarns) Deuwre ceoutu- | 'F""‘(\Sedlr |
+ea wr'}‘/a &7“42:—- M"i; C""’”’_I'J ﬂjemc./e-ﬁ.

. Ceoerchina

2. How many IUs are currently identified by the CA in each of the following groups?

a [ 1253 SIUs (as defined by the CA) [WENDB - SIUS]
70 ClUs (including zero-discharging ClUs)[WENDB - CIUS]

6 Zero-discharging ClUs
) Noncategorical SIUs (including zero-discharging noncat. SlUs)

] Zero-discharger noncategorical SiUs |
b. Other regulated noncategorical IUs (specify) ,
6. 452 TOTAL
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SECTION Il: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW (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 | 135

mechanism ?

b. How many SIUs are not covered by an existing, unexpired permit or other | o- | ©

individual control mechanism ? [WENDB - NOCM] [RNC - I]

If any, explain.

2. How many control mechanisms were not issued within 180 days of the expiration date of the O
previous control mechanism 7 [RNC - 1] )

If any, explain.
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SECTION Il: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW (Continued)

D. APPLICATION OF PRETREATMENT STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS

1,

a. How many SlUs were not evaluated for the need to develop slug discharge control plans in

the last 2 years ? [403.8(f)(2)(vi)]

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

N/A Yes No
2. Did the CA apply all applicable categorical standards and local limits to IUs - X
whose wastes are hauled to the POTW 7?7
:Dlso’fw-ae. o6 havled wdistma) waste o +he PoTld 15 pre b bited .
If yes, identify the industries.
If no, explain.
Yes No
g Did any IUs notify the CA of a hazardous waste discharge? [403.12(j)&(p)] N

If yes, identify and explain.
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SECTION Il: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW (Continued)

E. APPLICATION OF PRETREATMENT STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS

1.

Identify the following.

Program
Aspect

Required
Frequency

Actual
Frequency

Explain Difference

a. Inspection

s ClUs
e Other SlUs

\

1+

|

1+

b. Sampling (by CA)

e ClUs
e Other SlUs

MNir

p
‘

c. Self — Monitoring

e ClUs
e Other SIUs

2 for 10031, iaore Lioguontly 30+ Fesy

d. Reporting

4 -rou- pvst mope q-)&?lgu‘”g "'Fm- ms‘-\

s ClUs
o Other SlUs

Ny (NN

Z Jon moeY, wore Yreqventy $5r rest ;

2 for most, more freqlently e resT

In the past 12 months, how many, and what pe

rcentage of, SIUs were the following? [463.8(1‘)(2((\/1)] [WENDB -

NOIN] [RNC - 1] -

a. Not sampled or not inspected at least once [WENDB - NOIN] [0) c? %
b. Not sampled at least once (@) B %
c. .Not inspected at least once |®) (@) %

If any, explain.
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SECTION li: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW (Continued)

F. ENFORCEMENT ;

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

N/A

. Notice or letter of violation

. Administrative orders

. Administrative fines

. Show cause hearings

. Compliance schedules
Permit revocation

. Civil suits

. Criminal suits =
Termination of services

X X

XY X

T Do Mo 0 oD

Other (specify)

Explain if appropriate

N/A Yes No

2, Did the CA comply with its approved ERP? [403.8(f)(5)] [RNC - Ii] X

3. Indicate the number and percent of SIUs 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 [y I 2008~ Duzembondl, 200%,
5 3 % | Applicable pretreatment standards and reporting requirements NC defined by:

l 0. % | Self - onitoring requirements (TT™) POTW ¥

0 '®) % | Pretreatment compliance schedules ' EPA X

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

Evaluation Period: Januan |, 2e0% - Dyembey 31, 2008

Number of SlUs: 5

16



SECTION Il: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW (Continued)

F. ENFORCEMENT (Continued)

Yes " No

4, Did the CA publish all SIUs in SNC in the largest local daily newspaper in b A
accordance with NPDES permit requirements ? [403.8(f)(2)(vii) ] '

5. How many SlUs are in SNC with self-monitoring requirements and were not inspected and/or
sampled (in the four most recent full quarters)? [WENDB - SINN]

6. a. Did the CA experience any of the following caused by industrial discharges?

=
o]

Yes Unk Explain

e Interference

?(X

e Pass through

» Fire or explosions (flashpoint, etc.)

e Corrosive structural damage

o Flow obstruction

e Excessive flow rates

e Excessive pollutant concentrations

e Heat problems
e Interference due to O&G i

e Toxic fumes

o |llicit dumping of hauled wastes

o Worker health and safety

PO PRI

o Other (specify)

Yes No

b. If yes, did the CA take enforcement action against the |Us causing or b

contributing to pass through or interference? [RNC -]

17



SECTION ll: SUPPLEMENTAL DATA REVIEW/INTERVIEW (Continued)

F. ENFORCEMENT (Continued)

s a. How many SlUs are on comp\llagﬁ? schgﬁules’?
5 LAn

p chfrznq, schednles @t

(Lshing & Nunkor are for &

b. List these SIUs by name and compliance schedule end dates (attach additional sheets as needed).

frme. CJH”‘? ;;:L%—

SIU

End Date

C"'a oF Redviond), TTM T

(! 1Com

Seung) Recucel; wity Bevevage Plant

PWJC’»E‘”F\,. nout ml PM’IM. KV Brditweda, L

Lo Velace.:

standard to achieve comphance? [403 6(b)]
If yes, identify and explain.

ﬁ:lw srp QS\% A51293, A‘512§4 Somnd Transvd Wast Foudal Yes No
Were any C owe fore th rs from the effectwe date of a categorical X

9. Did any SIUs return to compliance by any of the following? [RNC -I]

a. Within 90 days
b. Within the time specified in the ERP
¢. Through a compliance schedule

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

| Yes | No

K| AP

G. ADDITIONAL EVALUATIONS

SECTION Il COMPLETED BY: —*— »—\ Vndadae— DATE: e bes 2677 200 =
TITLE: TELEPHONE:
POTW REPRESENTATIVE DATE:
PROVIDING RESPONSES: TELEPHONE:
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SECTION Ill: EVALUATION AND SUMMARY

|_§pecify the corrective action the CA needs to take.

INSTRUCTIONS: Identify program components that the CA is recommended (Rec.) or required (Req.) to

implement in order to effectively implement the pretreatment program and/or to meet its regulatory requirements.

—

No fether ﬁﬁjwramef}q-/‘s.

Regulatory Checklist Action
| Description _ Citation ~ Question(s) Rec. | Rea.
LA CA PRETREATMENT PROGRAM MODIFICATION

1. Notify of program modification | 403.18 I.A [
No funther 'reﬁwf«&man“f's.
B. IU CHARACTERIZATION
1. Identify and locate all SIUs [ 403.8(N(2)(0) | 11.B
No funther Y‘E?wrame.:q# ,
2. Identify the character and volume of pollutants | 403.8(F)(2)ii) | 11.B.1; ILEA |
contributed to POTW by IUs
Ne further r‘.e.7umem9n+s.
C. CONTROL MECHANISM EVALUATION
1. Issue individual control mechanisms to all SIUs [ 403.8(A(MG) [ 1B 1.C18&2 |

19




SECTION ili: EVALUATION AND SUMMARY (Continued)

Regulatory Checklist Action
Description Citation Question(s) Rec. | Reaq.

C. CONTROL MECHANISM EVALUATION (Continued)
2. Ensure control mechanisms contents include: [ 403.8(f) (1)) | 1.B.2.a+ | |

a. A statement of duration f. Compliance schedules

b. A statement of nontransferability g. Notice of slug loading

c. Effluent limits h. Notification of spills, bypasses, upsets, etc.

d. Self - monitoring requirements |. Notification of significant change in discharge

e. A statement of penalties j. 24-hour notification of violation/resample requirement

Mo Further }-afwm,m ents .

D. APPLICATION OF PRETREATMENT STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS

—_

. Apply all applicable pretreatment standards [ 403.8(H(1N)i) | 1.B.2.a- |

No further _/~57mr£men7l_s'_

2. Evaluate the need for SIUs to develop slug discharge | 403.8(f)(1)(ii); 40356 [ 1.C.1-6;1.D.2 |

control plans

No fenther hﬁfwrwan‘fs .

E. COMPLIANCE MONITORING

1. Inspect and sample each SIU in accordance with Approved program | 1.D.2&7;I.LE.1 |

approved program

No Frkther l"e7u/)~amw‘7‘s.
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SECTION lli: EVALUATION AND SUMMARY (Continued)

Regulatory Checklist Action
Description Citation Question(s) Rec. | Req.
E. COMPLIANCE MONITORING (Continued)
2. Inspect and sample each SIU once a year 403.8(f)(2)(v) I.D.1 &6; ILE.1 &
' 2
No Linther reguiresmeats.
3. Use proper sampling analysis (40 CFR Part 136)and [ 403.8(f)(2)(vi) [ 1D3,58&88 |
inspection procedures
No k. 1[/1&’,, y.a?wre.man‘}t‘s ,
4. Require, receive, and analyze reports from SIUs 403.8(f)(2)(iv) I.B.2.d; L.LF.1-12;
ILE
Ny funther I"@?V;mquw{'s .
5. Monitor to demonstrate continued compliance and [ 4038(N@)vi) | 1F3,4&9 |
resampling after violation(s)
No fuprther P,a;‘? L e et
6 Ensure ClUs report on all regulated pollutants at least - |_403.12(g)(1)&(2) | LF285 |

once every 6 months

No frevtier Y’e7wr\e.meprb.
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SECTION lll: EVALUATION AND SUMMARY (Continued)

No Ftenthenr V\e.7u||/‘eal“'1€.vl4 S.

Regulatory Checklist Action
Description Citation Question(s) Rec. | Reaq.
E. COMPLIANCE MONITORING (Continued)
7. Ensure noncategorical SIUs self-monitor and report all | 403.12(h) | LF2&5 |
regulated pollutants at least once every 6 months
No Fnthor Vequilen ots
8. Require self-monitoring reports from ClUs to be signed 403.12(I); I.F.6
403.6(a)(2)(i)
and certified and reports from SlUs to be signed
NV cuy-l»he,y, Fe 71/1 ye N &l/}"{"S .
9. Receive notification of hazardous waste discharges | 403.12()&p) | IF.10;1.D.3
Neo ?uh‘l-}wfh P'f’/f? vu-—e,m.e.m"l‘s 5
F. ENFORCEMENT
1. Implement approved ERP | 403.8(H(55) | IE3;IL.F.2 |
Nv funther \raaI Uilmewm eavrjrs '
2. Annually publish a list of IUs in SNC | 4038(H(2)vi) | LES5;ILF4
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SECTION Ill: EVALUATION AND SUMMARY (Continued)

appropriate standards within first 90 days of discharge

Neo further ’f'fﬁ'—" rerzemts,

Regulatory Checklist Action
Description Citation Question(s) Rec. | Rea.
F. ENFORCEMENT (Continued)
3. Develop IU compliance schedules 403.8(f)(1)(iv)(A) | I.B.2fILFA, 7 &
, 9
Ne Futhe kequl et 04"1—{-5-
4. Ensure IU compliance within 3 years of standards | 403.6(b) | II.LF.8
effective date (or less than 3 years where required by
standard)
No fipHizn Vequrremedts.
5. Ensure new sources report on compliance with I 403.12(d) I I.LF.3

G. ADDITIONAL EVALUATIONS

SECTION lll COMPLETED BY: T en—y \ovohaon

TITLE:

TELEPHONE:

DATE: (_),_.'M}; Z‘-(Z"f/_& ;
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Companies that violated wastewater
pretreatment standards in King County

King County's Industiial Waste Program is responsivle
215 2t Wreatment plants, and the biosolids prag

ot watef resources, eur public health, w

The vast majanity of King County's businzssas do an exce!

charge it o the sewar. Whanaver possitle, we work

nacessary, I companias vislala claan

previously po
wamantzd spacial attantion; of meta o

fished). Thay were fourd in

standards, how
The fallawing companies arz usars of the sewer systam that vizlatad tratmant
[

ced thare

toprovida ical asststanca and help ind

, we da Lake enforcement actizns

ination of those acticns.

sr making sure thal water vsed by industries retums 1o out waterways dean and sae. This

il job of meeting thesa dean water goals by tre
i triss reach compliance befare

menls between July and December 2008 (or have not had their viola-
ring the reparting period; recelved fins; had violati

tions that were uniqus o

Drainage Systems Consultant, Seattle

Nature ol Violalion/Type of Pallulank:

Basis for P

Comment:

Falure ta iz & required repant mare than fve days past
tha firal notice dzafine

Drainzge Systems Consaltant had a vislation that war-
rnted a fire and was in significart ren-tompliance for
the faiture to fle 2 raquirsd report within 20 days o the
fizdatz.

As of this
file the reg.
charge permi

5 has faled b
orawaste d's-

Penalty: A $500 ina far rol filing ha required 1

eparl within five dsya paat the due date.

Duke's Root Control, Inc., Seattle

Nature of Violation/Type ol Pollulant:

Basis for Publicalion:

Commenl:

Falara to e 8 requiced report mare thany 30 days past
the dee date

Duke's Raol Contral, Inc. was in significant res-compli
ance for the fatare 1o e a required
dajs of the s date.

A setm 3 repad was receved mot han 3
days past (he due date.

Penalty; A natice of sigoificast naa-campliance.

Oberto Sausage Compa

ny, Kent

Nature ol Violation/Type of Pallulank:

Basis for Publicalion:

Comment:

Faiture la fil2 a requized rzport more than 30 days past
Fa dut date, and Biing a repart past B2 fnal rotic
deadline.

Oteta Sausege Compary had a vidizton that warmn
afing and was in significant ron-compfance for the
ure 1a fie & raquived repadt in 30 days of the
[

Ceerin Sausage Company fied the repart 1 urther

action was ke cther than o2

Penalty: A $500 Fin

d a notice el significant naa-complia

Puget Sound Recycling,

Auburn

Nature of Violalion/Type of Pollulank:

Basis for Publicalion:

Comment:

Discharge vizlzton - nonpa'ar fats, ofs, #d grzase

Puget Seond Recyeling excesded the technicdl reven
erileria, thal (s, during @ si-manth peried af feast 33
percent of tha measured concentrations of fa's, ois, and
uz;mwm ocess of the standard by afactor ol 1.4
timas tha fmiL

Puget Sound Pacyching has perfommed add
qaipmant induding the
the main storage ank
¢ ar Fotation systam.

Penalty: A $2,060 post-violation manitoring charge and & complinnce order raquiring an increnved sali-menilering frequency for & siz-month

City of Redmond Vactor Decant Facility
Nalure of Violalion/Type ol Pollulanl: Basis for Publicalion: Commenl:
Reperting vialitio lura 13 collect quarterly waler | The City of Redmond's Victor Decant Faclisy's violz-
quality comptiance samples (18 counts) and submit- | fans a7 being publishe g ol e
ting quarierly sait-mo i vidlatons paced e Uj in significant marcempliance

and inacourzte water quality compliance re
counts).

2t i

ns wermanizd @ mangiary panally.

meEntation ass

Nature u| U’lulaﬂauﬂﬂa ol Pollulan!:

Penalty: A $30,150 penalty and » compliance crder requiring an increazed Iunmy Tor aelf- in g ul mote !nqnm submitial of gelf-
monitoring repects Ialing unfil June 2010, and ar lo sebmil supp '] and all reporis.
Safeway Beverage Plant, Bellevue
Basls for Publicalion: cammanl:

5 & 2)
a of required medficabons o ha
wastewaler conveyance, fraatmant, or &
omgiance

The Sa‘eaay Beverage Plard had 2 vidlation warmasing a
fire and was in significant nen-compliance for the fal
to meet, within 80 days aher bhe scheduled dats, a com-
pharce sch milestog med in @ lacal cons
of enfarcement order far starting eenstnie:
erazaning firal

Featens 10 the industrial wastewater Cooveyanc
e, ad meit
imaings defined ina fr
wrderissued by King Courty

Penaity: A $300 fine for filing the raquired report thren days pail he

postviclation charge ol §1,240, and a complianca schedale,

Sound Transit - Beacon Hill Station & Tunnel Construction Project, Seattle

Nalure ol Violalion/Type ol Pollulanl:

Basis for Publicalion:

Commenl:

Tmﬂ(. g County tmr laiang: I] faturato

Sound Transit's Beacon Hll 1 & Tomnel consiruc-
Eon peojact Fad multple vistations warranting a Fine.

on8, Sound Transt hired
frm 12 overses Ba daly
{u of i| wastzwater pre 1;1—

In response lo thase
an envirormental ¢
:;e'l'::n & mainte:

Peaalty: A §44,750 fine, §10,089 post-violstion monitering cha

Seclion far expenses Incamad as & result of 1
amaual assasied for esonomic benefil of nenco

vislations, and the requirem
mpliants in the amount of §53,871.50,

o of $4,460.83 1o compensale King County's Facility Inspecticn
to perform & supplamental environmental peoject in

of the

TTM Technologies, Inc.,

Redmond

HNalure of Violation/Type of Pollutanl;

Basis for Publication:

Commenlk:

aticn-copper; permil vications-falure bo

Dsc’a g ol
maity ] Fl'i7!'£’ al the  re30 ired fre-

within 14 days of becoming aware ol a setrm
vialafon.

gis, Inc had ' s warmants
was fn significant non-cempiiance far fal
ueadly repant nencompliance, and missed e
¢t dat for a required repat by marz than 30 days of
tadoadae

Penaity: A penalty of §87,712, a post-victatisn charge of §5,610, and a compliance ordsr. The compliance ordar was isaued salsly o provids th
opfion for TTM Lo parform a supplemental emvitcnmeatal project i Hou of payment of porticn of 58 penalty. TTM cpted o pay tha full penatty.

Other Enforcement Actions:
unty Industrial Waste Program a'so acled on e'even other violations al shccompanies for the fo!
unautharized modifs

The King Cou
ton-guceeding the maximam autharized discharge

velume (4); codz vzl

an-making

wing pollulants and/or peramelers: cods
s 10 3 pratreatment system (1) cadmivm-

concentration (1); copper-concentration (1); late repart (1); rickel-concentraficn (1); pH-acidic (1); sthver-concentration (1).

W all need 1o wark togather o prevent pol

o0, I you have information far the Industrial Wasta Program, of qu

ans abaul ouf program, please ¢l

206-263-3000 v TTY: 711, You may alsa visit cor program's intermal pages at htip-fingeounty.gov industrialwasta

i
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Companies Violate Wastewater Pretreatment Standards

King County’s Industrial Waste Program is responsible for making sure that water used by industries returns
to our waterways clean and safe. This protects our water resources, our public health, workers at treatment
plants, and the biosolids produced there.

The vast majority of King County’s businesses do an excellent job of meeting these clean water goals by
treating their industrial wastewater before they discharge it to the sewer. Whenever possible, we work to
provide technical assistance and help industries reach compliance before enforcement actions become
necessary. If companies violate clean water standards, however, we do take enforcement actions.

The following companies are users of the sewer system that violated treatment requirements between
January and June 2008 (or have not had their violations previously published). They were found in
significant non-compliance during the reporting period; received fines; had violations that were unique
or warranted special attention; or met a combination of those actions.

Northwest Gourmet Food Products Inc.-Seattle

Nature of Violation/Type of Pollutant: Basis for Publication: Comment:

Reporting violation. Northwest Gourmet Food Products | Northwest Gourmet Food Products
Inc. had a violation warranting Inc. was late in filing an applica-
a fine, tion for an industrial wastewater

discharge permit.

Penalty: A $500 fine for filing its application more than five days past the deadline mandated by
the final notice.

Other Enforcement Actions:

The King County Industrial Waste Program also acted on eighteen other violations at nine companies
for the following pollutants and/or parameters: code violation-failure to obtain approval prior to
discharge (5); code violation-failure to conduct required monitoring (2); copper-concentration

(2) copper-poundage (1); late reports (7); nickel-concentration (1).

We all need to work together to prevent pollution. If you have information for the Industrial Waste Program
or questions about our programs, please call 206-263-3032 or TTY: 711. You may also visit our program’s
Internet pages at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wlr/indwaste/.htm.

kg King County

Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Industrial Waste Program






