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A. INTRODUCTION 

 

Under the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ or Department) 

responsibility to fulfill its obligations for the administration and enforcement of the NPDES 

Program, audits of Pretreatment Programs within the State of Arkansas will be part of its 

coordination and compliance monitoring strategy. 

 

With Pollution Prevention (P2) now integrated into Pretreatment Programs, assessments of 

cities’ P2 projects and programs will be made in conjunction with the audits. 

 

An audit/assessment of the Pretreatment Program implemented by Van Buren Municipal 

Utilities - City of Van Buren (City) was performed November 15, 2016 through November 

17, 2016.  Participants in the audit include the following: 

 

Name Organization Title 

Adam Yates ADEQ Engineer, NPDES Permits Section 

Allen Gilliam ADEQ State Pretreatment Coordinator 

Kim Redo Van Buren Municipal Utilities Pretreatment/Environmental Coordinator 

James Dunn Van Buren Municipal Utilities Chief Plant Operator 

 

The goals of the audit/assessment were: 

 

 To determine the implementation and compliance status of the City’s Pretreatment 

Program with the requirements of 40 CFR Part 403 – General Pretreatment Regulations 

for Existing and New Sources of Pollution; 

 To determine the effectiveness of the City’s Pretreatment and P2 Programs in controlling 

industrial discharges; 

 To provide assistance and recommendations to the City that might allow for more 

effective implementation of program requirements; and 

 To assess the level of additional P2 activities implemented within the City’s day-to-day 

Pretreatment procedures and make recommendations thereof. 

 

The City’s Pretreatment Program was originally approved on October 1, 1981.  

Modifications to the Program were approved March 21, 1990, March 6, 1997, and March 18, 

2011 in order to comply with revisions to the Pretreatment Regulations.  The City operates 

three wastewater treatment plants or publicly owned treatment works (POTWs), which 

include, the Main (South) Plant with NPDES Permit Number AR0021482, Lee Creek 

Industrial Park with NPDES Permit Number AR0037567, and the North Treatment Plant 

with NPDES Permit Number AR0040967. 

 

The permit for the Main Plant is used for tracking purposes of the State’s Pretreatment 

Program.  The treatment system consists of a screening unit, activated sludge system, final 

clarifiers, and UV disinfection, as described in the Fact Sheet of the permit.  The discharge is 

made into the Arkansas River in Segment 3H of the Arkansas River Basin.  There are nine 

(9) Significant Industrial Users (SIUs) that are permitted for discharge into the Main Plant 

POTW, four (4) of which are classified as Categorical Industrial Users (CIUs).  Industrial 
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contributions from these IUs constitute approximately 34% of the POTW’s average flow of 

2.55 MGD.  Additionally, there has been no evidence of lethality or sub-lethality in the 

effluent within the past three (3) years, based on submitted results for whole effluent toxicity 

(WET) testing. 

 

The treatment system for Lee Creek consists of an extended aeration activated sludge 

package plant and chlorine disinfection, as described in the Statement of Basis of the permit.  

The discharge is made into the Arkansas River in Segment 3H of the Arkansas River Basin.  

Currently, there are no SIUs discharging to the Lee Creek POTW.  This permit does not have 

any WET testing requirements. 

 

The treatment system for the North Plant consists of bar screens, three (3) individual systems 

of oxidation ditches with final clarifiers operated in parallel, equalization pond during wet 

weather conditions, and UV disinfection, as described in the Fact Sheet of the permit.  The 

discharge is made into Lee Creek, thence to the Arkansas River in Segment 3H of the 

Arkansas River Basin.  There is one (1) SIU that is permitted to discharge into the North 

Plant POTW, constituting approximately 1% of the POTW’s average flow 1.28 MGD.  

Additionally, there were two (2) test failures each for lethality and sub-lethality for 

Ceriodaphnia dubia (water flea) within the past three (3) years, based on submitted results 

for WET testing.  The test failures occurred in November 2013 and January 2014.  The 

POTW conducted a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) beginning in April 2015 with the 

final report received in June 2016.  No failures were noted during the TRE, therefore, no 

cause or corrective actions were determined.  The POTW continues to conduct Toxicity 

Identification Evaluation (TIE) screening tests even though toxicity has not been noted since 

January 2014. 

 

The audit/assessment consisted of informal discussions with the City’s Pretreatment 

personnel, examination of industrial user files and pretreatment records, and site visits at 

three (3) of the permitted IUs.  A checklist was utilized to ensure that all facets of the 

program were evaluated.  A copy of the complete checklist is included with this report as 

Attachment A.  Additional information obtained during the audit is included with this report 

as Attachment B. 

 

B. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS WITH REQUIRED ACTIONS 

 

This section of the report is a summary of deficiencies found in the City’s Pretreatment 

Program.  Actions required by the City to comply with the current General Pretreatment 

Regulations [40 CFR Part 403] and with the City’s approved program will be paraphrased 

citations of the same.  A narrative explanation of the finding will follow. 

 

1. 40 CFR §403.5(c)(1) states, “Each POTW developing a POTW Pretreatment Program 

pursuant to §403.8 shall develop and enforce specific limits to implement the prohibitions 

listed in paragraphs (a)(1) and (b) of this section.  Each POTW with an approved 

pretreatment program shall continue to develop these limits as necessary and effectively 

enforce such limits.” 
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During the file review, it was discovered that the City did not include a reevaluation of 

the maximum allowable industrial loading for the North Plant.  This reevaluation is 

required so that the City may have a complete and approvable Pretreatment Program. 

 

2. 40 CFR §403.8(f)(2)(i) states, “The POTW shall…identify and locate all possible 

Industrial Users which might be subject to the POTW Pretreatment Program.  Any 

compilation, index, or inventory of Industrial Users made under this paragraph shall be 

made available to the Regional Administrator or Director upon request.” 

 

It was noted during the file review that the City, when surveying various IUs to determine 

whether those users would be subject to the Pretreatment Program, did not compile an 

index of IUs that had been surveyed.  This index would be beneficial for tracking 

purposes so that the City can readily know which IUs have or have not been surveyed. 

 

3. During the file review, it was not clear how often the City will sample/inspect its 

permitted industries.  Therefore, a review of the City’s Pretreatment Program is required 

to clarify, and possibly modify language, which IUs need to be sampled once per year or 

once every six months. 

 

4. 40 CFR §403.8(f)(2)(viii) states, “…a Significant Industrial User (or any Industrial User 

which violates paragraphs (f)(2)(viii)(C), (D), or (H) of this section) is in significant 

noncompliance if its violation meets one or more of the following criteria.”  In the effort 

to keep this report concise, the criteria for significant noncompliance will not be listed 

here, but can be found at 40 CFR §403.8(f)(2)(viii)(A) – (H). 

 

In order to implement an effective pretreatment program, the City’s Enforcement 

Response Plan (ERP) must include the current definition (instantaneous limits are not 

included) of significant noncompliance (SNC) so as to accurately determine if an IU is in 

violation of any provisions of the Program. 

 

5. 40 CFR §433.12(a) states, “In lieu of requiring monitoring for [total toxic organics] TTO, 

the permitting authority (or, in the case of indirect dischargers, the control authority) may 

allow dischargers to make the following certification statement…for indirect dischargers, 

the statement is to be included as a comment to the periodic reports required by 40 CFR 

403.12(e).”  Additionally, 40 CFR §433.12(b) specifies that “In requesting the 

certification alternative, a discharger shall submit a solvent management plan that 

specifies…the toxic organic compounds used; the method of disposal used instead of 

dumping, such as reclamation, contract hauling, or incineration; and procedures for 

ensuring that toxic organics do not routinely spill or leak into the wastewater.” 

 

The files of certain metal finishing IUs did not contain their submitted Toxic Organic 

Management Plans (TOMPs) or the City’s approvals of those TOMPs.  According to the 

above regulations, as well as the record-keeping requirements of 40 CFR §403.12(o), this 

information should be included in the IUs’ files and retained for a minimum of three 

years.  Although, retaining these TOMPs should be indefinite since they should be a part 

of the IUs’ fact sheet sections. 
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6. 40 CFR §403.12(b)(3) states, “The User shall submit a brief description of the nature, 

average rate of production, and Standard Industrial Classification of the operation(s) 

carried out by such Industrial User.  This description should include a schematic process 

diagram which indicates points of Discharge to the POTW from the regulated processes.” 

 

It was revealed during the file review that the City’s permitted IUs, when applying for 

coverage under the City’s Pretreatment Program, were not required to submit a 

description of the User’s operations or schematic process diagrams.  The schematic 

should detail the processes where wastewater is generated, direction of flow through the 

treatment system, and the final sampling point.  This information is required by the 

aforementioned regulation, but is also essential to understanding exactly what all goes on 

at a particular industry.  With this information in mind, the City can prepare a more 

comprehensive permit that accurately covers the IU’s operations. 

 

7. 40 CFR §403.8(f)(2)(vi) states, “The POTW shall…evaluate whether each such 

Significant Industrial User needs a plan or other action to control Slug Discharges…” 

 

It was discovered that the City had not evaluated its SIUs for their potential to cause a 

Slug Discharge.  This is a necessary aspect of the Program as it determines which SIUs 

need to implement procedures and practices to prevent Interference or Pass Through and, 

at the least, mitigate any adverse effects of a Slug Discharge. 

 

 

C. RECOMMENDED POTW ACTIONS FOR IMPROVED IMPLEMENTATION OF 

THE PRETREATMENT AND POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAMS 

 

1. Recommend including a standard operating procedure (SOP) for conducting IU surveys 

in the City’s Pretreatment Program.  Developing a SOP for IU surveys would be 

beneficial for the future of the Program as it would provide instructions to any new 

employees that are involved with pretreatment.  Additionally, it is recommended to 

include a timeframe for IUs to submit an application and subsequent reports. 

 

2. Recommend including more information pertinent to the IU’s background in the fact 

sheets of permits.  Some of the information to include is as follows: 

a. Date of fact sheets; 

b. contact information (contact name, phone number, e-mail, etc.); 

c. start-up date (used to determine whether IU is an Existing Source or a New Source); 

d. brief compliance history; and 

e. average flow 

 

3. Recommend including the basis for limitations in the fact sheet of the IUs’ permits.  

Providing explanation and justification for limitations and other requirements is an 

important facet of the permitting process. 
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4. Recommend implementing monitoring requirements for flow as “Report” only, rather 

than an actual limitation. 

 

5. Strongly recommend developing a better illustration of compliance verification for mass 

limits at the permitted truck wash.  Additionally, remove any reference to total toxic 

organics (TTO). 

 

6. Recommend revising the sampling frequency of twice per year to be specified as once per 

six (6) months.  This could preclude the possibility of taking two samples back-to-back in 

a small timeframe that may not be representative of the full year. 

 

7. Strongly recommend sending notification to all hazardous waste generators that they may 

be subject to certain regulatory requirements.  A list of generators within the local area 

was provided to the City during the audit.  Also, consider sending notification to all 

healthcare-related facilities as they may be hazardous waste generators as well. 

 

8. Recommend improving inspections by including more narrative descriptions of 

evaluations of all manufacturing processes (rust, leaking fittings, pooling of fluids on 

floor, scaling, and preventative maintenance, etc.) 

 

 

D. REQUIRED PROGRAM MODIFICATIONS TO THE APPROVED 

PRETREATMENT PROGRAM NECESSARY TO BRING THE PROGRAM INTO 

COMPLIANCE WITH THE LETTER OR INTENT OF THE CURRENT 

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

 

Per Section B, requirement 1, the City’s current “approved” Pretreatment Program must be 

completed by submitting an approvable Technically Based Local Limits/Maximum 

Allowable Industrial Loadings (TBLL/MAIL) evaluation per 40 CFR 403.5(c) or 

demonstrate they are not necessary per 40 CFR 403.8(f)(4). 

 

[If the attached is the TBLL/MAIL Evaluation section missing from the City’s Program, 

please confirm in a written statement to this office.] 
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PRETREATMENT AUDIT CHECKLIST 

(MUNICIPAL POLLUTION PREVENTION ASSESSMENT) 

 

 

SECTION I:  GENERAL INFORMATION 

 

A. Personnel and Program Information 

 
Control Authority: City of Van Buren NPDES Permit No. (Tracking): AR0021482 

Mailing Address: 2806 Bryan Road, P.O. Drawer 1269, Van Buren, AR 72956  

Responsible Official: Steve Dufresne Title: Director of Utilities  

 

Telephone Number: (479) 474-5067 Fax Number: (479) 471-8969  

 

Pretreatment Contact: Kim Redo Title: Pretreatment/Environmental Coordinator 

Address: Same as above mailing address.   

Telephone Number: (479) 474-0941   

E-mail Address: kim@vbmu.arcoxmail.com   

Pretreatment Program Approval Date: October 1, 1981   

Dates of Approval of any Substantial Modifications: March 21, 1990, March 6, 1997 & March 18, 2011 

 

Annual Pretreatment Report Due (Month): October   

 

Pretreatment Year Date: October 1
st
 – September 30

th
 Date(s) of Audit: November 15-17, 2016 

 
Approval Authority Representative(s)   

   

Name Title Telephone Number 

   

Allen Gilliam State Pretreatment Coordinator (501) 682-0625 

Adam Yates Engineer, NPDES Permits Section (501) 682-0617 

   

Control Authority Representative(s)   

   

Name Title Telephone Number 

   

Kim Redo Pretreatment/Environmental Coordinator (479) 474-0941 

James Dunn Chief Plant Operator (479) 651-4449 

 
Date(s) of Previous PCIs/Audits   

   

Type Date Deficiencies Noted 

   

No PCIs found during previous four years   

   

 
YES  NO   

     

    
Is the Control Authority currently operating under any pretreatment-related consent decree, Administrative 

Order, compliance, or enforcement action? 

    If yes, describe the required corrective action:  

     

     

    Is the Control Authority currently in SNC or RNC? 

 

mailto:kim@vbmu.arcoxmail.com


SECTION I:  GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

 

9 

 

 

 
The remainder of this page has been left blank, but provides a place to enter a narrative description of any information that may 

not fit appropriately into the questions that are asked.  Mark questions or input areas with an asterisk or footnote that tells that 

there is more explanatory information and where it can be found. 
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B. Wastewater Treatment Plant Information 

 
1. This Pretreatment Program covers the following POTWs: 

 
NPDES Permit No. Facility Name Permit Effective Date Permit Expiration Date 

    

AR0021482 Main Plant (South) January 1, 2015 December 31, 2019 

AR0040967 North Plant May 1, 2013 April 30, 2018 

AR0037567 Lee Creek Industrial Park June 1, 2013 May 31, 2018 

 
2. Individual POTW Information 

 
Facility Name: Main Plant (South)   

Facility Address: 1401 Port Road, Van Buren, AR 72956   

    

Design flow: 4.0 MGD Average flow: 2.55 MGD  

    

Sewer system: 100 % Separate 0 % Combined Number of SSOs (due to grease blockages): 0 

 
Industrial Contribution    

    

Number of SIUs: 9 Number of CIUs: 4  

Industrial flow: 0.87 MGD Percent of average flow: 34.1 %  

    

Level of Treatment  Type of Process(es)  

    

Primary  
 

Activated sludge (two aeration basins) and final clarifiers 

Secondary   

Tertiary    

    

Method of Disinfection: UV   

Dechlorination:  YES  NO  N/A 

 
Effluent Discharge   

   

Receiving Stream Name: Arkansas River in Segment 3H of the Arkansas River Basin 

Receiving Stream Classification: H.U.C. 11110104 and Reach #001 

Receiving Stream Use(s): primary and secondary contact recreation; raw water source for domestic, industrial, and  

 agricultural water supplies; and propagation of desirable species of fish and other aquatic life 

If effluent is disposed of to any location other than the receiving stream, please note: N/A 

 
Method of Sludge Disposal: Quantity of Sludge: 

  

 *  Land Application    dry metric tons/year 

   Incineration    dry tons/year 

   Monofill    dry tons/year 
   Municipal Solid Waste Landfill    dry tons/year 
   Public Distribution    dry tons/year 
   Lagoon Storage    dry tons/year 
   Other (specifiy)    dry tons/year 
  

* Facility has not land applied sludge since July 2008.  

  

List of toxic pollutant(s) limited in NPDES Permit: None [conventional pollutants and ammonia-nitrogen (NH3-N)] 
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YES  NO   

     

    
Does the Control Authority hold a sludge permit or has the NPDES permit been modified to include 

sludge use and disposal requirements? 

    If yes, specify the following: 

    Issuing Authority:   

    Issuance Date:   

    Expiration Date:   

    List pollutants that are specified in current sludge permit:  

  

     

    Has the Control Authority submitted results of whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing? 

    Has there been a pattern of toxicity demonstrated by WET testing? 

    If yes, explain what has been or is being done to resolve it.  (e.g., Is there an ongoing TRE?) 

  

  

 
How many times were the following monitored during the past pretreatment year? 

        

 Influent  Effluent  Sludge  Ambient 

        

Metals
1
 4  4  0   

Priority
2 

1  1     

Biomonitoring   4     

TCLP   1     

Other        

 
1
 As identified at 40 CFR 122, Appendix D, Table III. 

2
 As identified at 40 CFR122, Appendix D, Table II. 

 
Summarize any trends over the last five years regarding pollutant (influent, effluent, and sludge) loadings.  Have they 

increased, decreased, or remained the same.  Evaluate for each parameter measured. 

Remained the same 

 

 
YES  NO   

     

    Has the POTW begun tracking the trends in the above samples? 

    Has the POTW violated its NPDES Permit either for effluent limits or sludge over the last 12 months? 

    If yes, list the NPDES effluent and sludge limits violated and the suspected cause(s). 

     

 Parameters Violated  Cause(s) 

    

 NH3-N (May, July, Aug 2016)   

    

    

     

    Has the sludge from the POTW violated the TCLP Test? 
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3. Individual POTW Information 

 
Facility Name: North Plant   

Facility Address: 1945 Wellnitz Drive, Van Buren, AR 72956   

    

Design flow: 2.0 MGD Average flow: 1.28 MGD  

    

Sewer system: 100 % Separate 0 % Combined Number of SSOs (due to grease blockages): 0 

 
Industrial Contribution    

    

Number of SIUs: 1 (truck wash) Number of CIUs: 0  

Industrial flow: 0.013 MGD Percent of average flow: 1.03%  

    

Level of Treatment  Type of Process(es)  

    

Primary  
 

Three individual systems of oxidation ditches with final clarifiers operated in parallel. 

Secondary  Equalization pond is used during wet weather conditions. 

Tertiary    

    

Method of Disinfection: UV   

Dechlorination:  YES  NO  N/A 

 
Effluent Discharge   

   

Receiving Stream Name: Lee Creek, thence into the Arkansas River in Segment 3H of the Arkansas River Basin 

Receiving Stream Classification: H.U.C. 11110104 and Reach #002 

Receiving Stream Use(s): primary and secondary contact recreation; raw water source for domestic, industrial, and 

 agricultural water supplies; and propagation of desirable species of fish and other aquatic life 

If effluent is disposed of to any location other than the receiving stream, please note: N/A 

 
Method of Sludge Disposal: Quantity of Sludge: 

  

   Land Application*  ~610  dry metric tons/year 

   Incineration    dry tons/year 

   Monofill    dry tons/year 
   Municipal Solid Waste Landfill    dry tons/year 
   Public Distribution    dry tons/year 
   Lagoon Storage    dry tons/year 
   Other (specifiy)    dry tons/year 
  

* Facility last land applied sludge in October 2015.  

  

List of toxic pollutant(s) limited in NPDES Permit: Copper and Zinc 

 
YES  NO   

     

    
Does the Control Authority hold a sludge permit or has the NPDES permit been modified to include 

sludge use and disposal requirements? 

    If yes, specify the following: 

    Issuing Authority:   

    Issuance Date:   

    Expiration Date:   

    List pollutants that are specified in current sludge permit:  
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    Has the Control Authority submitted results of whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing? 

    Has there been a pattern of toxicity demonstrated by WET testing? 

    If yes, explain what has been or is being done to resolve it.  (e.g., Is there an ongoing TRE?) 

 There has been no lethality shown for the fathead minnow, but lethality and sublethality have been  

 shown for the water flea in Nov 2013 and Jan 2014 over the last three years (12 tests).  The facility 

 conducted a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) due to the lethal failures.  The TRE began in Apr 

 2015 and the final report was received in June 2016.  No failures were noted during the TRE, and 

 therefore, no cause or corrective actions were determined.  The facility continues to conduct Toxicity 

 Identification Evaluation (TIE) screening tests even though toxicity has not been shown since Jan 

 2014. 

 
How many times were the following monitored during the past pretreatment year? 

        

 Influent  Effluent  Sludge  Ambient 

        

Metals
1
 1  1     

Priority
2 

1  1     

Biomonitoring   4     

TCLP        

Other        

 
1
 As identified at 40 CFR 122, Appendix D, Table III. 

2
 As identified at 40 CFR122, Appendix D, Table II. 

 
Summarize any trends over the last five years regarding pollutant (influent, effluent, and sludge) loadings.  Have they 

increased, decreased, or remained the same.  Evaluate for each parameter measured. 

Remained the same 

 

 
YES  NO   

     

    Has the POTW begun tracking the trends in the above samples? 

    Has the POTW violated its NPDES Permit either for effluent limits or sludge over the last 12 months? 

    If yes, list the NPDES effluent and sludge limits violated and the suspected cause(s). 

     

 Parameters Violated  Cause(s) 

    

 None   

    

    

     

    Has the sludge from the POTW violated the TCLP Test? 
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4. Individual POTW Information 

 
Facility Name: Lee Creek Industrial Park   

Facility Address: 1200 Block of Lee Creek Road, Van Buren, AR 72956   

    

Design flow: 0.04 MGD Average flow: 0.006 MGD  

    

Sewer system: 100 % Separate 0 % Combined Number of SSOs (due to grease blockages): 0 

 
Industrial Contribution    

    

Number of SIUs: 0 Number of CIUs: 0  

Industrial flow: 0 MGD Percent of average flow: 0%  

    

Level of Treatment  Type of Process(es)  

    

Primary  
 

Extended aeration activated sludge package treatment plant 

Secondary   

Tertiary    

    

Method of Disinfection: Chlorine   

Dechlorination:  YES  NO  N/A 

 
Effluent Discharge   

   

Receiving Stream Name: Arkansas River in Segment 3H of the Arkansas River Basin 

Receiving Stream Classification: H.U.C. 11110104 and Reach #013 

Receiving Stream Use(s): primary and secondary contact recreation; raw water source for domestic, industrial, and 

 agricultural water supplies; and propagation of desirable species of fish and other aquatic life 

If effluent is disposed of to any location other than the receiving stream, please note: N/A 

 
Method of Sludge Disposal: Quantity of Sludge: 

  

   Land Application    dry metric tons/year 

   Incineration    dry tons/year 

   Monofill    dry tons/year 
   Municipal Solid Waste Landfill    dry tons/year 
   Public Distribution    dry tons/year 
   Lagoon Storage    dry tons/year 
   Other (specifiy)*    dry tons/year 
  

* Sludge is stored in a holding tank and sent to the North Plant for disposal. 

  

List of toxic pollutant(s) limited in NPDES Permit: None [only conventional pollutants] 

 
YES  NO   

     

    
Does the Control Authority hold a sludge permit or has the NPDES permit been modified to include 

sludge use and disposal requirements? 

    If yes, specify the following: 

    Issuing Authority:   

    Issuance Date:   

    Expiration Date:   

    List pollutants that are specified in current sludge permit:  
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    Has the Control Authority submitted results of whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing? 

    Has there been a pattern of toxicity demonstrated by WET testing? 

    If yes, explain what has been or is being done to resolve it.  (e.g., Is there an ongoing TRE?) 

 N/A; WET testing is not required by this facility’s NPDES permit. 

  

 
How many times were the following monitored during the past pretreatment year? 

        

 Influent  Effluent  Sludge  Ambient 

        

Metals
1
 0  0     

Priority
2 

0  0     

Biomonitoring   0     

TCLP        

Other        

 
1
 As identified at 40 CFR 122, Appendix D, Table III. 

2
 As identified at 40 CFR122, Appendix D, Table II. 

 
Summarize any trends over the last five years regarding pollutant (influent, effluent, and sludge) loadings.  Have they 

increased, decreased, or remained the same.  Evaluate for each parameter measured. 

Remained the same. 

 

 
YES  NO   

     

    Has the POTW begun tracking the trends in the above samples? 

    Has the POTW violated its NPDES Permit either for effluent limits or sludge over the last 12 months? 

    If yes, list the NPDES effluent and sludge limits violated and the suspected cause(s). 

     

 Parameters Violated  Cause(s) 

    

 None   

    

    

     

    Has the sludge from the POTW violated the TCLP Test? 
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SECTION II:  PRETREATMENT PROGRAM ANALYSIS 

 

A. Control Authority Pretreatment Program Modification [40 CFR 403.18] 

 
YES  NO   

     

    
Has public comment been solicited during revisions to the Sewer Use Ordinance and/or local limits since 

the last program modification?  [40 CFR 403.5(c)(3)] 

    
Have any substantial modifications been made or requested to any pretreatment program components since 

the last audit?  If yes, identify the modifications below. 

 
1. Modifications: 

 
Date of Approval 

by ADEQ 
 

Ordinance Citation /  

Nature of Modification 
 

Date of Incorporation 

into NPDES Permit 

     

     

     

     

 
2. Modifications in Progress: 

 
Date Requested  Nature of Modification 

   

   

   

   

 
YES  NO   

     

    Have any changes been made to any pretreatment program components (excluding any listed above)? 

    If yes, list the changes below: 

     

  N/A  
Has the Control Authority notified the Approval Authority of all program changes (e.g., modified forms, 

procedures, or legal authorities)?  If no, please provide a copy of the modified form, procedure, etc. 
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B. Legal Authority [40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)] 

 

Date of original Pretreatment Program approval: October 1, 1981 

Date of most recent Ordinance approved by the Control Authority: October 19, 2009 

Date of most recent Pretreatment Program modification approval: March 18, 2011 

 

Does the Control Authority’s legal authority enable it to: 

[40 CFR 403.18(f)(i-vii)] 

 

YES  NO   

     

    Deny or condition pollutant discharges 

    Require compliance with standards 

    Control discharges through permit or similar means 

    Require compliance schedules and IU reports 

    Carry out inspection and monitoring activities 

    Obtain remedies for noncompliance 

    Comply with confidentiality requirements 

    Has the City developed and adopted a Pollution Prevention policy? 

 

YES  NO   

     

    Has the Control Authority experienced difficulty in implementing the sewer use ordinance? 

    If yes, identify the reason: 

    No oversight authority 

    No inspection authority 

    No remedies for noncompliance 

    No “equivalent” standard 

    No clear delineation of responsibility for program implementation 

    Interjurisdictional agreements not entered into 

    Other, specify:   

     

    Are all industrial users located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Control Authority?  If no: 

     

  N/A  
Has the Control Authority negotiated all legal agreements necessary to ensure that pretreatment standards 

will be enforced in contributing jurisdictions? 

     

  N/A  
Have provisions been made for the incorporation of Pollution Prevention (P

2
) policies by contributing 

jurisdictions? 

     

    
List the names of contributing jurisdictions, if any, as well as the number of CIUs, SIUs, and types of 

multijurisdictional agreements in those jurisdictions: 

  

 Name of Jurisdiction  
Number of 

CIUs 
 

Number of 

Other SIUs 
 Type of Agreement 
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If relying on activities of contributing jurisdictions, indicate which activities are performed by jurisdictions and describe any 

problems in their implementation. 

    

Activities   Problems 

    

  Updating industrial waste survey 
 

N/A 

  Notification of IUs  

  Permit issuance   

  Receipt and review of IU reports   

  Inspection and sampling of IUs   

  Assessment of IUs for P2 activity   

  Analysis of samples   

  Enforcement   

  Other:  
 

 

     

Briefly describe other problems that are not listed above:  

 

 

Identify any IUs that have caused problems of interference, upset, pass through, sludge contamination, problems in the collection 

system, or worker health and safety in the past 12 months: 

       

IU Name 
 

Problem 
 NPDES Permit Violation 

  YES  NO 

       

None       
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C. Industrial User Characterization [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(i)] 

 
YES  NO   

     

    
Has the Control Authority (CA) updated its Industrial Waste Survey (IWS) to identify new Industrial 

Users (IUs) or changes in wastewater discharges at existing IUs? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(i)] 

    
If yes, while conducting the IWS, was each potential IU evaluated by the CA for the possibility of 

incorporating P
2
 activity? 

     

    
Does the CA have written procedures to update its IWS to identify new IUs or changes in wastewater 

discharges at existing IUs? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(i)] 

    
If yes, do the written procedures include provisions for the assessment of potential new IUs to 

incorporate P
2
 activity and the distribution of P

2
 reference materials to the IUs that qualify? 

     

 What methods are used to update the IWS:   

     

   Review of newspaper/phone book  

   Review of plumbing/building permits  

   Review of water billing records  

   Permit reapplication requirements  

   Onsite inspections  

   Citizen involvement  

   Other (specify): Business list from downtown city offices  

     

 How often is the survey to be updated? Approximately every 3 years  

    

 Are there any problems that the CA has in identifying and categorizing SIUs: None apparent 

  

  

 
YES  NO   

     

    Have any new SIUs been identified within the last 12 months?  If yes, specify: 

      

 Name of IU  Type of Industry  
Is the IU 

Permitted? 

      

      

      

      

      

 How many IUs are currently identified by the Control Authority in each of the following groups: 

     

a. 9  SIUs (As defined by the Control Authority)  

b. 4  Categorical Industrial Users (CIUs)  

c. 5  Noncategorical SIUs  

d. 0  Other regulated nonsignificant IUs (Describe)   

 9  TOTAL of (a + d)  
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YES  NO   

     

    Has the POTW identified any IUs with Pollutant Prevention opportunities? 

    
Is the Control Authority’s definition of “significant industrial user” the same as the EPA’s? 

[40 CFR 403.3(v)] 

    If not, the Control Authority has defined “significant industrial user” to mean:  
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D. Control Mechanism Evaluation [40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)(iii)] 

 

YES  NO   

     

    
Has the Control Authority asked for Best Management Practices (BMPs) or Pollution Prevention 

assessments as part of the permit application? 

     

Describe the Control Authority’s approved control mechanism (e.g., permit, etc.): Permit  

   

What is the maximum term of the control mechanism? 3 years  

   

How many SIUs are not covered by an existing, unexpired permit or other control mechanism? 0  

If there are any SIUs without current (unexpired) permits, please complete the information below:   

     

 IU Name  Permit Expiration Date  

     

     

     

     

 

YES  NO   

     

    Does the Control Authority accept trucked septage wastes? 

    Does the Control Authority accept other trucked wastes? 

    
Does the Control Authority have a control mechanism for regulating trucked wastes?  If yes, answer the 

following: 

      

 YES  NO   

      

     Does the control mechanism designate a discharge point? [40 CFR 403.5(b)(8)] 

     Are all applicable categorical standards and local limits applied to trucked wastes? 

      

 
List all pollutants and applicable limits, other than local limits and categorical standards, that are applied 

to waste haulers: 

      

  Pollutant  Limit  

      

      

      

      

   

 Describe the discharge point(s) (including security procedures):  
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YES  NO   

     

    Does the Control Authority accept Underground Storage Tank (UST) cleanup wastes? 

    Does the Control Authority have a control mechanism for regulating wastes from UST sites? 

     

 
List all pollutants and applicable limits, other than local limits and categorical standards, that are applied 

to UST cleanup sites: 

      

  Pollutant  Limit  
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E. Application of Pretreatment Standards and Requirements 

 
YES  NO   

     

    
Has the POTW notified the IUs of their potential requirement to report hazardous wastes to the EPA, the 

ADEQ, and the POTW itself? 

     

 Date notified: August 2000 Method of Notification: Letter  

      

How does the Control Authority keep abreast of current regulations to ensure proper implementation of standards? 

      

   Federal Register   Journals, Newsletters  

   Meetings, Training   Internet  

   Government Agencies   Other (specify):   

     

    
Is the Control Authority in the process of making any changes to its local limits or have limits changed 

since the last PCI, Audit, or Annual Report? 

    If yes, complete the information below: 

     

 Pollutant Changed  Old Limit  New Limit  Reason for Change 

        

        

        

        

 
YES  NO   

     

    
Has the Control Authority technically evaluated the need for local limits for all required pollutants listed 

below? [40 CFR 403.5(c)(1); 40 CFR 403.8(f)(4)] 

 

Pollutant
1 

 

Headworks 

Analysis 

Completed? 

 
Local Limits 

Needed? 
 

Local Limits 

Adopted? 
 

Numerical Limit Adopted 

(mg/L) 

  YES  NO  YES  NO  YES  NO   

               

Arsenic               

Cadmium               

Chromium               

Copper       
3
         

Cyanide               

Lead               

Mercury               

Molybdenum
2 

              

Nickel               

Selenium
2 

              

Silver               

Zinc       
3
         

BOD5               

TSS               

 
1
 Metals and Cyanide are expressed as Total Recoverable. 

2
 Only required if necessary for the sludge disposal option chosen. 

3
 Only for the North Plant. 
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YES  NO   

     

    
Has the Control Authority identified pollutants of concern other than the required pollutants and 

technically evaluated the need for local limits for these?  If yes, provide the following information: 

 

Pollutant
1 

 

Headworks 

Analysis 

Completed? 

 
Local Limits 

Needed? 
 

Local Limits 

Adopted? 
 

Numerical Limit Adopted 

(mg/L) 

  YES  NO  YES  NO  YES  NO   

               

               

               

               

               

               

               

 
YES  NO   

     

  N/A  
Where it has been determined that certain pollutants need to have limits, has the POTW identified the 

sources of the pollutants? 

 
What method of allocation was used for local limits for each pollutant that has a local limit in place? 

 

Pollutant
1 

 Type of Allocation 

 
Uniform 

Concentration 
 Mass  Hybrid 

       

Arsenic        

Cadmium       

Chromium        

Copper       

Cyanide       

Lead       

Mercury       

Molybdenum       

Nickel       

Selenium
 

      

Silver       

Zinc       

       

       

 
1
 Metals and Cyanide are expressed as Total Recoverable. 

 
If there is more than one treatment plant, were the local limits established specifically for each plant or were local limits applied  

uniformly to all plants? Specifically for the North Plant.  
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F. Compliance Monitoring 
 

Compliance Monitoring and Inspection Requirements: 

 

Program Aspect  
Approved 

Program 
 

Federal 

Requirement 
 Explain Difference 

       

Inspections:       

CIUs  1  1/year   

Other SIUs  1  1/year   

       

Sampling:       

CIUs  1  1/year   

Other SIUs  1  1/year   

       

Reporting:       

CIUs  (This varies  2/year   

Other SIUs  from IU to IU)  2/year   

       

Self-Monitoring:       

CIUs  2  2/year   

Other SIUs  2  2/year   

 

 
How many (#) and what percentage (%) of SIUs were:  

(Refer to page 1 for Pretreatment year.)  

     

#  %   

     

2*  22.2  Not sampled at least once in the past reporting year? 

0  0  Not inspected at least once in the past Pretreatment reporting year? 

0  0  Not inspected and not sampled at least once in the past reporting year? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(v) 

     

    

Attach the names of SIUs that were not sampled and/or not inspected within the last Pretreatment 

reporting year.  Include an explanation next to each name as to why it was not sampled and/or not 

inspected. 

    * SIUs were not sampled due to no discharge. 

     

Does the Control Authority routinely split samples with industrial personnel: 

     

YES  NO   

     

    If requested? 

    To verify IU self-monitoring results? 

 
Provide the following information regarding pollutant analyses done by the POTW: 

     

Pollutant
 

 Analytical Method
1
  Name of Laboratory 

     

Metals  200.8  American Interplex 

Cyanide  335.2  American Interplex 
Organics  GC/MS  American Interplex 
Other  Phenols – 420.1 &  American Interplex 
  NH3-N at North Plant  Data testing 

     

Were all wastewater samples analyzed by 40 CFR 136 methods? Yes  
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1
 Enter the type of Analytical Method used for each group of pollutants.  (e.g., AA-flame, AA-furnace, GC, GC/MS, ICP, etc.) 

 
YES  NO   

     

    Does the POTW use QA/QC for sampling and analysis?  If yes, describe:  

     

     

    How much time normally elapses between sample collection and obtaining analytical results for: 

     

 5 days  Conventionals  

 > 2 weeks  Metals  

 > 2 weeks  Organics  

     

*  *  Is there an established protocol clearly detailing sampling location and procedures? 

    Has the Control Authority had any problems performing compliance monitoring? 

    If yes, explain:  

     

     

     

 Does the Control Authority use the following methods for compliance monitoring? 

      

 YES  NO   

      

     Scheduled compliance monitoring 

     Unscheduled compliance monitoring 

     Demand monitoring for IU compliance 

     IU self-monitoring 

     Other:   

     

YES  NO   

     

    
Has the Control Authority identified any violation of the prohibited discharge standards in the last 

reporting year?  If yes, describe below. 

 

 
* The individual permits for the SIUs show sampling location, but there is no manual/guidebook with all of the sampling 

locations and procedures. 
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G. Enforcement 

 
YES  NO   

     

    Is the Control Authority’s definition of SNC consistent with the EPA’s? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(viii)] 

    Does the Control Authority have a written enforcement response plan? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(5)] 

    If yes, does the plan: 

     

 YES  NO   

      

     
Describe how the Control Authority will investigate instances of non-

compliance 

     
Describe the Control Authority’s types of escalating enforcement responses 

and the periods for each response 

     
Identify by Title the Official(s) responsible for implementing each type of 

enforcement response 

     
Reflect the Control Authority’s responsibility to enforce all applicable 

pretreatment requirements and standards 

      

 
Check those compliance/enforcement options that are available to the POTW in the event of IU 

noncompliance: [40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)(vi)] 

      

   Notice or letter of violation   

   Setting of compliance schedule   

   Injunctive relief   

   Administrative Order   

   Revocation of permit   

   Fines (maximum amount):   

  civil $ 1,000.00 /day/violation 

  criminal $ 1,000.00 /day/violation 

  administrative $ 1,000.00 /day/violation 

   Imprisonment   

   Termination of Service   

   Other:   

      

 Describe any problems the Control Authority has experienced in implementing or enforcing its 

 pretreatment program: None apparent 

  

  

   

YES  NO   

     

    
When violations occur, does the Control Authority routinely notify SIUs and escalate enforcement 

responses if violations continue? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(5)] 

    
Are SIUs required to notify the Control Authority within 24 hours of becoming aware of a violation and to 

conduct additional monitoring within 30 days after the violation is identified? [40 CFR 403.12(g)(2)] 

*  *  If no, does the Control Authority conduct all of the monitoring? 

    Does the pattern of enforcement conform to the Enforcement Response Plan? 

      

 
* City does monitoring for some SIUs, but not for all, depending on permit requirements. 
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Complete the following table for SIUs identified as SNC. 

      

SIU Name  

Date First 

Identified in SNC  Enforcement Type  Action Date  

Return to Compliance? 

YES (Date)  NO 

           

None           

           

           

           

 
Indicate the number (#) and percent (%) of SIUs that were identified as being in significant noncompliance during the past 

Pretreatment reporting period: 

     

#  %   

     

0  0  Pretreatment Standards (Local Limits/Categorical Standards) 

0  0  Self-monitoring requirements 

0  0  Reporting requirements 

0  0  Pretreatment compliance schedule 

0    How many SIUs that are currently in SNC with self-monitoring and were not inspected or sampled? 

     

YES  NO   

     

    Does the ERP provide for any Pollution Prevention activities as corrective actions?  

    If so, give some examples:  

     

     

     

Has the Control Authority experienced any of the following: 

     

YES  NO   Explain and Identify Industrial User 

      

    Interference  

    Pass through  

    
Fire or explosions? 

(including flash point violations) 
 

    
Corrosive structural damage? 

(including pH < 5.0 s.u.) 
 

    Flow obstructions?  

    
Excessive flow or pollutant 

concentrations? 
 

    Heat problems?  

    Interference due to oil or grease?  

    Toxic fumes?  

    Illicit dumping of hauled wastes?  

     

    
Does the Control Authority compare all monitoring data to applicable Pretreatment Standards and 

requirements contained in the control mechanism? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(iv)] 

     

    How many SIUs are currently on compliance schedules? 0  

     

    
Have any CIUs been allowed more than 3 years from the effective date of a categorical standard to 

achieve compliance with those standards? [40 CFR 403.6(b)] 
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Indicate the number of SIUs from which penalties have been collected by the Control Authority during the past Pretreatment 

reporting period: 

     

 Penalty  Number  Amount  

       

 Civil  0  $0.00  

 Administrative  3  $12,472.00  

 Total  3  $12,472.00  
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H. Data Management / Public Participation 

 

YES  NO   

     

    Are inspection and sampling records well documented, organized, and readily retrievable? 

    Are files/records: 

     

 YES  NO   

      

     Computerized 

     Hard copy 

     Other (specify):   

     

Are the following files computerized: 

     

YES  NO   

     

    Control Mechanism Issuance 

    Inspection and Sampling schedule 

*  *  Monitoring Data 

    IU Compliance Status Tracking 

    Other (specify):   

     

Can IU monitoring data be retrieved by: 

 

YES  NO   

     

    Industry name 

    Pollutant type 

    Industrial category or type 

    SIC Code 

    IU discharge volume 

    Geographic location 

    Receiving treatment plant (if more than one plant in the system) 

    Other (specify):   

     

    Does the POTW have provisions to address claims of confidentiality? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)(vii)] 

     

    Have IUs requested that data be held confidential? 

    How is confidential information handled by the Control Authority?  

     

     

     

    Are there significant public or community issues impacting the POTW’s Pretreatment Program? 

    If yes, please explain:  

     

     

    Are all records maintained for at least 3 years? 

 

 
* Yes for POTW influent and effluent data.  For IUs, only flow data is computerized. 
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I. Resources 

 
What is the current level of resources dedicated to the Pretreatment Program in terms of full time-equivalent employees (FTEs) 

and funding amounts? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(3)] 

One FTE 

 

     

YES  NO   

     

    
Have any problems in program implementation been observed which appear to be related to inadequate 

funding? 

    If yes, describe and show below the source(s) of funding for the program:  

     

     

     

     Percent of Total Funding  

       

   POTW general operating fund   100%   

 *  IU permit fees      

 *  Monitoring charges      

 *  Industry surcharges      

   Other (describe):   
 

   

    Total 100%   

     

    Is funding expected to continue near the current level? 

    If no, will it:  Increase  or Decrease   

    If no, describe the nature of the changes:  

     

     

     

Are an adequate number of personnel available for the following program areas: 

     

YES  NO   If no, please explain: 

      

    Legal assistance  

    Permitting  

    IU inspections  

    Sample collection  

    Sample analyses  

    Data analysis, review, and response  

    Enforcement  

    
Administration 

(includes record keeping/data management) 
 

     

Does the Control Authority have access to adequate: 

     

YES  NO   If yes, list items:  If no, please explain: 

        

    Sampling equipment 6 automatic samplers   

    Safety equipment Standard equipment   

    Vehicles City truck   

    Analytical equipment Conventional parameter equipment   

 
* These items are funneled into the POTW general operating fund. 
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J. Pollution Prevention 

 

1. Describe any efforts that have been taken to incorporate pollution prevention into the Pretreatment Program (e.g., waste 

minimization at IUs, household hazardous waste programs, etc.): 

The City has included P2 questions in each permit application, surveys, etc. 

 

 

 

2. Has the source of any toxic pollutants been identified?  If yes, what was found? 

No 

 

 

 

3. Has the POTW implemented any kind of public education program?  If yes, describe: 

No 

 

 

 

4. Does the POTW have any pollution prevention success stories for industrial users documented?  If yes, please attach. 

No 

 

 

 

5. Are SIUs required to get a pollution prevention audit or assessment as a part of their permit application or as a requirement of 

their permit? 

No 

 

 

 

6. Has the POTW used any of the various “Guides to Pollution Prevention” as examples to their industrial and commercial users 

as ways to eliminate or reduce pollutants?  If yes, which of the “Guides to Pollution Prevention” were used? 

No 
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SECTION III:  INDUSTRIAL USER FILE REVIEW 
 

 

FILE #: 1 Industry Name: River City Coatings, Inc. File/ID No.: VBC1721-22 

Industry Address: 306 Sycamore Street, Van Buren, AR 72956 

Industry Description: Powder coat paint metal lamp bases 

Industrial Category: Metal Finishing 40 CFR 433 SIC Code: 1721 

Avg. Total Flow (gpd): ~6,000  Avg. Process Flow (gpd): 3,540  

Industry visited during audit?  YES  NO  

      

Comments: Began operations in 1997.  Phosphatizing and powder coating cold rolled steel, zinc, and aluminum. 

 

 

FILE #: 2 Industry Name: Fab-Tech, Inc. File/ID No.: VBC3400-26 

Industry Address: 12 N 25
th

 Street, Van Buren, AR 72956 

Industry Description: Fabrication of precision metal parts (from sheet) 

Industrial Category: Metal Finishing 40 CFR 433 SIC Code: 3444, 3499 

Avg. Total Flow (gpd): >320  Avg. Process Flow (gpd): >320  

Industry visited during audit?  YES  NO  

      

Comments: Began operations in 1992.  Steel, aluminum, and stainless steel as raw stock. 

 

 

FILE #: 3 Industry Name: Simmons Prepared Foods, Inc. File/ID No.: VB2015-24 

Industry Address: 2101 Twin Circle Drive, Van Buren, AR 72956 

 Corporate:  P.O. Box 430, 601 N Hico Street, Siloam Springs, AR 72761 

Industry Description: Further processing of poultry parts, partially and fully cooked 

Industrial Category: N/A 40 CFR N/A SIC Code: 2015 

Avg. Total Flow (gpd): 333,000  Avg. Process Flow (gpd): 250,000  

Industry visited during audit?  YES  NO  

      

Comments:  

 

 

FILE #: 4 Industry Name: Arkansas Valley TWA, Inc. File/ID No.: VB7542-22 

Industry Address: 121 Access Road, Van Buren, AR 72956 

Industry Description: Truck wash (exterior) 

Industrial Category: N/A 40 CFR N/A SIC Code: 7542 

Avg. Total Flow (gpd): ~13,000  Avg. Process Flow (gpd): ~11,000  

Industry visited during audit?  YES  NO  

      

Comments:  

 

 

FILE #: 5 Industry Name: N/A (Only four files were reviewed in the allotted time.) File/ID No.:  

Industry Address:  

Industry Description:  

Industrial Category:  40 CFR  SIC Code:  

Avg. Total Flow (gpd):   Avg. Process Flow (gpd):   

Industry visited during audit?  YES  NO  

      

Comments:  
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A. Industrial User Characterization 

 
 FILE 1  FILE 2  FILE 3  FILE 4  FILE 5 
          

1. Is the IU considered “significant” by the Control 

Authority? 
         

          

2. Is the user subject to categorical pretreatment 

standards? 
    No  No   

          

a. New Source (NS) or Existing Source (ES)? NS  NS  N/A  N/A   
          

b. Is this IU identified as having P
2
 potential? No  No  No  No   

 

 

Comments: 
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B. Control Mechanism 

 

 FILE 1  FILE 2  FILE 3  FILE 4  FILE 5 
          

1. Does the file contain an application for a control 

mechanism? 
         

 

If yes, what is the application date? 

Oct 19, 

2016 
 

Dec 

2015 
 

June 19, 

2014 
 

Jan 

2016 
  

 

Does it ask for Pollution Prevention information? 
  

1
       

          

2. Does the file contain a permit?          

 

Permit expiration date: 

Sep 18, 

2019 
 

Feb 

2019 
 

Apr 15, 

2017 
 

Dec 

2019 
  

 

Is a fact sheet included? 
  

2 
   

4 
  

          

3. Has the SIU been issued a control mechanism that 

contains: 

[40 CFR 403.8(f)(iii)(A) - (E)] 

         

          

a. Legal Authority citation?          
          

b. Expiration date?          
          

c. Statement of non-transferability?          
          

d. Appropriate discharge limitations?   
3 

   
3 & 5 

  
          

e. Appropriate self-monitoring requirements?          
          

f. Sampling frequency?   
6 

      
          

g. Sampling locations?          
          

h. Requirement for flow monitoring?       
3 

  
          

i. Types of samples (grab or composite) for self-

monitoring? 
         

          

j. Applicable IU reporting requirements?          
          

k. Standard conditions for:          
          

Right of Entry?          

Records retention?          

Civil and criminal penalty provisions?          

Revocation of permit?          
          

l. Compliance schedules / progress reports? N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   
          

m. General / Specific Prohibitions? No  No  No  No   

 

 

Comments: 

 
1
 Yes, but section was left blank. 
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2
 The fact sheets need more pertinent information, such as start-up date, NAICS Code, contact name, compliance history, average 

discharge flow, etc. 
3
 It is recommended to monitor flow in permits as “Report” only, rather than a numerical limit. 

4
 In the fact sheets, the City needs to provide better explanation for how the permit limit of zinc was calculated based on local 

limits.  Remove any reference to total toxic organics (TTO) as well. 
5
 The local limit-based permit limit of zinc should be reevaluated to determine if the calculations are correct. 

6
 The sampling frequency is listed as “two times per year.”  This should be clarified to be understood as “semi-annually” (e.g., 

June/December). 
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C. Application of Standards 

 
 FILE 1  FILE 2  FILE 3  FILE 4  FILE 5 
          

1. Has the IU been properly categorized?     N/A     
          

2. Were both Categorical Standards and Local Limits 

properly applied? 
 

1
    N/A     

          

3. Was the IU notified of recent revisions to applicable 

pretreatment standards? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(iii)] 
N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

          

4. For IUs subject to production-based standards, have 

the standards been properly applied? 

[40 CFR 403.8(f)(1)(iii)] 

N/A 
2
  N/A 

2
  N/A 

2
  N/A 

2
   

          

5. For IUs with combined wastestreams, is the 

Combined Wastestream Formula or the Flow-

Weighted Average Formula correctly applied? 

[40 CFR 403.6(d) and (e)] 

N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

          

6. For IUs receiving a “net/gross” variance, are the 

alternate standards properly applied? 
N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

          

7. Is the Control Authority applying a bypass 

provision to this IU? 
         

 

 

Comments: 

 
1
 Local limits determined to be not necessary. 

2
 No mass limits applied to discharge. 

 

 



SECTION III:  INDUSTRIAL USER FILE REVIEW 
 

 

38 

D. Compliance Monitoring 

 
Sampling          
 FILE 1  FILE 2  FILE 3  FILE 4  FILE 5 
          

1. Does the file contain Control Authority sampling 

results for the industry? 
         

          

2. Did the Control Authority sample as frequently as 

required by its approved program or permit? 

[40 CFR 403.8(c)] 

         

          

3. Does the sampling report(s) include: 

[40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vi)] 
         

          

a. Name of sampling personnel?          
          

b. Sample date and time?          
          

c. Sample type?          
          

d. Wastewater flow at the time of sampling?          
          

e. Sample preservation procedures?          
          

f. Chain-of-custody records?          
          

g. Results for all parameters?  (SIUs & CIUs) 

[40 CFR 403.12(g)(1) - CIUs] 
         

          

4. Has the Control Authority appropriately 

implemented all applicable TTO monitoring/ 

management requirements? 

No 
1 

 No 
2
  N/A  N/A   

          

5. Did the Control Authority adequately assess the 

need for flow-proportion vs. time-proportion vs. 

grab samples? 

         

          

6. Were the analytical methods used, in accordance 

with 40 CFR 136? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vi)] 
         

 

 

Comments: 

 
1
 Certification statement not signed. 

2
 A Toxic Organic Management Plan (TOMP) was not located in the file, however, the permittee certified that they have one. 
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Inspections          
 FILE 1  FILE 2  FILE 3  FILE 4  FILE 5 
          

1. Does the IU file contain inspection reports?          
          

2. Has the Control Authority inspected the IU at least 

as frequently as required by the Approved Program 

or permit? [40 CFR 403.8(c)] 

         

          

Date of last inspection: 
July 21, 

2016 
 

June 

2016 
 

June 14, 

2016 
 

Sep 

2016 
  

          

3. Does the inspection report(s) include: 

[40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vi)] 
         

          

a. Inspector Name(s):          
          

b. Inspection date and time?          
          

c. Name and title of IU official contacted?          
          

d. Verification of production rates? N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   
          

e. Identification of sources, flow, and types of 

discharge (regulated, dilution flow, etc.)? 
1 

 
1
       

          

f. Evaluation of pretreatment facilities?          
          

g. Evaluation of self-monitoring equipment and 

techniques? 
2 

 
2
    

2 
  

          

h. (Re)-Evaluation of slug discharge control plan 

and need to develop? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(v)] 
3 

 
3
  

3 
 

3
   

          

i. Manufacturing facilities? 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 N/A   
          

j. Chemical handling and storage procedures? 
4
  

4 
   

4 
  

          

k. Chemical spill prevention areas? 
4 

 
4 

   
4 

  
          

l. Hazardous waste storage areas and handling 

procedures? 
4
  

4 
 N/A  

4 
  

          

m. Sampling procedures? 
2 

 
2 

   
2 

  
          

n. Laboratory procedures? N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   
          

o. Monitoring records?          
          

p. Evaluation of Pollution Prevention 

opportunities? 
No  No  No  No   

          

q. Control Authority inspector signature?          

 

 

Comments: 

 
1
 Sources are identified, but not flow or type of discharge.  This inspection item needs a more comprehensive description of 

processes that generate wastewater. 
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2
 This IU contracts its self-monitoring. 

3
 It appears that the slug control evaluation was not conducted as there is no documentation. 

4
 The descriptions for these items are vague and could use more detail. 

 

 
IU Self-Monitoring and Reporting          
 FILE 1  FILE 2  FILE 3  FILE 4  FILE 5 
          

1. Does the IU file contain self-monitoring reports?          
          

2. Does the file include:          
          

a. BMR? Archive  Archive  N/A  N/A   
          

b. 90-day Report? Archive  Archive  N/A  N/A   
          

c. All periodic reports?          
          

d. Compliance schedule reports? N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   
          

3. Did the IU report on all required parameters?          
          

4. Did the IU comply with the sampling frequency 

requirements? 
         

          

5. Did the IU report flow?       
2 

  
          

6. Did the IU comply with the reporting frequency 

requirements? 
         

          

7. For all SIUs, are self-monitoring reports signed and 

certified? 
      No   

          

8. Did the IU report all changes in its discharge? 

[40 CFR 403.12(j)] 
  N/A    N/A   

          

9. Has the IU developed a Slug Control and Prevention 

Plan? 
1 

 
1
  

1 
 

1
   

          

10. Has the industry been responsible for spills or slug 

loads discharged to the POTW? 
No  No  No  No   

If yes, does the file contain documentation 

regarding: 
         

          

a. Did the spill cause Pass Through or 

Interference? 
N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

          

b. Did POTW respond to the spill? N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

 

 

Comments: 

 
1
 It appears that a Plan has not been developed. 

2
 The City uses incoming potable water meter readings to determine IU’s flow. 
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E. Enforcement 

 
 FILE 1  FILE 2  FILE 3  FILE 4  FILE 5 
          

1. Were all IU discharge violations identified in: 

[40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vi)] 
         

          

a. Control Authority monitoring results? N/A  N/A       
          

b. IU self-monitoring results? N/A  N/A  N/A 
1 

    
          

c. If New Source CIU, was it compliant within 90 

days from commencement of discharge? 
    N/A  N/A   

          

2. How many reports submitted during the past 

reporting year indicated discharge violations? 
0  0  10  8   

          

3. Did the IU notify the Control Authority within 24 

hours of becoming aware of the violation(s)? 
N/A  N/A  

1 
 

2 
  

          

4. Was additional monitoring conducted within 30 

days after each discharge violation occurred? 
N/A  N/A       

          

5. Were all non-discharge violations identified in the 

file? 
N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

          

6. Was the IU notified of all violations? N/A  N/A       
          

7. Was follow-up enforcement action taken by the 

Control Authority? 
N/A  N/A       

          

8. Did the Control Authority follow its approved ERP? N/A  N/A       
          

9. Did the Control Authority’s enforcement action 

result in the IU achieving compliance? 
N/A  N/A       

          

10. Is there a compliance schedule? No  No  No  No   
          

11. Were there any compliance schedule violations? N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   
          

12. Was SNC calculated for the violations on a 

quarterly basis? [40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii)] 
N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

During evaluation for SNC, did the Control 

Authority consider each of the following criteria? 
         

          

a. Chronic violations N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

b. TRC N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

c. Pass Through/Interference N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

d. Spill/slug loads N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

e. Reporting N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

f. Compliance schedule N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   

g. Other (specify): N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   
          

13. Was the SIU published for SNC? N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   
          

Date of publication: N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A   
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Comments: 

 
1
 The City calculates loads based on the IU’s reported concentrations and flows in order to determine violations. 

2
 The IU’s contract lab cannot determine if the IU is in violation of a permit limit because the lab does not have access to the IU’s 

daily water usage. 
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PRETREATMENT AUDIT 
REPORTABLE NONCOMPLIANCE (RNC) 

 

 

Control Authority: Van Buren Municipal Utilities  NPDES Permit No. (Tracking): AR0021482 

     

Date of Audit: November 15-17, 2016  Date Entered into ICIS:  

 

 

Level Assessment  YES  NO 

      

I 

 

Failure to enforce against Pass Through and/or Interference 
    

     

Failure to submit required reports within 30 days     

     

Failure to meet compliance schedule milestone date within 90 days     

     

II 

 

Failure to (re)issue control mechanisms to 90% of SIUs within 6 months 
    

     

Failure to inspect or sample 80% of SIUs within the last reporting year     

     

Failure to enforce pretreatment standards and reporting requirements     

     

Other violations of concern     

     

 

 

Significant Noncompliance (SNC) 
 

  YES  NO 

     

Is the Control Authority in SNC for violation of any Level I criteria?     

     

Is the Control Authority in SNC for violation of two or more Level II criteria?     
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PRETREATMENT AUDIT 
INDUSTRIAL USER SITE VISIT 

 

 

Control Authority: Van Buren Municipal Utilities  NPDES Permit No. (Tracking): AR0021482 

 

Industrial User Information 

 

Name: Arkansas Valley TWA, Inc. 

Address: 121 Access Road, Van Buren, AR 72956 

Phone Number: N/A (i.e., did not request) 

Industry Description: Truck wash (exterior) 

Contact Name(s): Brian Taylor, Manager 

  

Date & Time of Site Visit: November 16, 2016 – 1:15 PM 

 

 

  YES  NO  N/A 

       

1. Significant Industrial User (SIU)?      

       

2. Classified correctly?      

       

3. Pretreatment equipment or procedures?      

       

4. Pretreatment equipment maintained and operational?      

       

5. Hazardous waste generated or stored?      

       

6. Proper solid waste disposal?      

       

7. Solvent management/TTO control?      

       

8. Suitable sampling location?      

       

9. Appropriate self-monitoring procedures and equipment?      

       

10. Adequate spill prevention and control?      

       

11. Industry familiar with limits and requirements?      

       

12. Pollution Prevention activity?      

 

 

Additional comments: 

 

The IU washes the exterior of truck tractor trailers and the interior of refrigerated trailers.  The exterior wash is covered, 

while the refrigerated trailer wash is exposed to the elements.  Both activities are conducted on concrete pads with the 

covered wash area sloped to a middle sump and the refrigerated exposed wash pad sloped to grated troughs, which gravity 

flow the wash water to three (3) 1,500 gallon in-ground/covered “septic tanks” (serpentine flowed).  Basic settling takes 

place here and the wastewater is pH adjusted as necessary.  Before discharge to the City, wastewater is tested in a nearby 

manhole behind the facility.  This is an adequate sampling point. 
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PRETREATMENT AUDIT 
INDUSTRIAL USER SITE VISIT 

 

 

Control Authority: Van Buren Municipal Utilities  NPDES Permit No. (Tracking): AR0021482 

Industry Name: Arkansas Valley TWA, Inc.    

 

 

Additional comments (continued): 

 

Solids are periodically pumped out and sent to neighboring Fort Smith.  There, they are added to the biosolids from Fort 

Smith’s WWTP and are eventually hauled to a landfill.  During the warmer seasons, a typical business day involves 

cleaning 50-70 trucks per day (Monday-Friday), while it picks up during the winter.  The exterior truck wash is conducted 

manually with hand wands that have two feeds.  By switching a ball valve on their handles, the wands release either pre-

soak (strong soap) or pressure wash using an acid (hydrofluoric) brightener with surfactants.  The final rinse uses City 

water from a garden hose.  Soft brushes on extension poles are used on the upper reaches of the trucks.  The lower parts of 

the trucks are hand washed with either soft brushes or mitts.  Aluminum wheels are not washed with the acid brightener.  

Instead, a dilute citric acid is used on an as-needed basis.  Typically, 5-7 employees clean and rinse a truck.  The IU has a 

small, separate chemical storage room for the soap and acid brightener.  The soap is a powder and is mixed in a 250 gallon 

tote.  The acid is stored in a separate 250 gallon tote.  Both are diaphragm-pumped overhead to the hand wands in the 

wash bay.  The IU washes very few engine blocks so there has been no problem with Oil and Grease (O&G). 

 

 

 

 

Site visit conducted by: Allen Gilliam, Adam Yates, Kim Redo and James Dunn  Date: November 16, 2016 

     

Signature of Auditor:    
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PRETREATMENT AUDIT 
INDUSTRIAL USER SITE VISIT 

 

 

Control Authority: Van Buren Municipal Utilities  NPDES Permit No. (Tracking): AR0021482 

 

Industrial User Information 

 

Name: Fab-Tech, Inc. 

Address: 12 N 25
th
 Street, Van Buren, AR 72956 

Phone Number: (479) 474-1788 

Industry Description: Fabrication of precision metal parts (from sheet) – Metal Finishing [40 CFR 433] 

Contact Name(s): Mike Fisher, Treatment Supervisor and Kevin Treece, Co-Owner 

  

Date & Time of Site Visit: November 16, 2016 – 2:15 PM 

 

 

  YES  NO  N/A 

       

1. Significant Industrial User (SIU)?      

       

2. Classified correctly?      

       

3. Pretreatment equipment or procedures?      

       

4. Pretreatment equipment maintained and operational?      

       

5. Hazardous waste generated or stored?      

       

6. Proper solid waste disposal?      

       

7. Solvent management/TTO control? ?     

       

8. Suitable sampling location?      

       

9. Appropriate self-monitoring procedures and equipment?      

       

10. Adequate spill prevention and control?      

       

11. Industry familiar with limits and requirements?      

       

12. Pollution Prevention activity?      

 

 

Additional comments: 

 

The raw materials used in the IU’s fabrication process include carbon steel (70%), galvanized steel (very little), stainless 

steel (5%) and aluminum sheet stock (25%).  They laser cut precision parts, manufacturing outdoor electrical connection 

boxes to other various shapes to customer-specific pieces.  They “break,” “punch,” grind and weld some pieces.  The 

conversion coating process with phosphoric acid followed by powder coating captures them under the metal finishing 

standards in 40 CFR 433. 
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PRETREATMENT AUDIT 
INDUSTRIAL USER SITE VISIT 

 

 

Control Authority: Van Buren Municipal Utilities  NPDES Permit No. (Tracking): AR0021482 

Industry Name: Fab-Tech, Inc.    

 

 

Additional comments (continued): 

 

The operations layout includes a simple series of dip tanks beginning with a heated alkaline (NaOH) tank (pH ~10-10.5 

s.u.), fresh water rinse tank, iron phosphate tank (pH ~6.5 s.u.), fresh water rinse and a final sealant tank.  The rinse tanks 

are continually overflowing and this is essentially what is sampled.  The aluminum parts are sent through an 

etching/brightener solution (H2SO4, HF acid, ethylene glycol, monobutyl ether).  It is also rinsed off with fresh water and 

allowed to drain to the City.  The sampling point is at the loading dock (with drain to City) where the City simply catches 

wastewater being gravity flowed through a ~4 inch PVC pipe.  There was a leak noticed where some of the wastewater 

was flowing onto the ground outside the loading dock. 

 

No pretreatment is necessary as iron-phosphatizing carbon steel produces very little, if any, pollutants regulated under 40 

CFR 433.  Carbon steel (only) parts (cathode) are hung on a rack to air dry and then wheeled over to the powder coating 

area where they are powder-coated by hand.  This open area was about 7-8 feet tall, ~15 feet wide and ~10 feet front to 

back.  After powder coating, parts are placed back on their hangers and wheeled into the “bake” oven (~400 °F).  The 

industry representatives are familiar with their permit limits/conditions and the City is familiar with the IU’s operations. 

 

 

 

 

Site visit conducted by: Allen Gilliam, Adam Yates, Kim Redo and James Dunn  Date: November 16, 2016 

     

Signature of Auditor:    
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PRETREATMENT AUDIT 
INDUSTRIAL USER SITE VISIT 

 

 

Control Authority: Van Buren Municipal Utilities  NPDES Permit No. (Tracking): AR0021482 

 

Industrial User Information 

 

Name: Simmons Prepared Foods, Inc. 

Address: 2101 Twin Circle Drive, Van Buren, AR 72956 

Phone Number: (479) 410-3035 

Industry Description: Further processing of poultry parts, partially and fully cooked 

Contact Name(s): Monty Moore, Wastewater Operator; Bryan Clifton, Wastewater Supervisor; Anthony Howard, 

 Maintenance; and Brian Burke 

  

Date & Time of Site Visit: November 17, 2016 – 8:30 AM 

 

 

  YES  NO  N/A 

       

1. Significant Industrial User (SIU)?      

       

2. Classified correctly?      

       

3. Pretreatment equipment or procedures?      

       

4. Pretreatment equipment maintained and operational?      

       

5. Hazardous waste generated or stored?      

       

6. Proper solid waste disposal?      

       

7. Solvent management/TTO control?      

       

8. Suitable sampling location?      

       

9. Appropriate self-monitoring procedures and equipment?      

       

10. Adequate spill prevention and control?      

       

11. Industry familiar with limits and requirements?      

       

12. Pollution Prevention activity?      

 

 

Additional comments: 

 

Poultry parts are received, placed in the cooler and X-rayed for bones, if necessary.  The parts are marinated, pre-dust 

breaded, batter mixed then final breading or pre-grilled, partial frying, sauce bath (as necessary) and final cooking then 2
nd

 

sauce bath or slicing depending on customer specifications.  Afterwards, the product is frozen, bagged, cased and 

palletized before moving to cold storage prior to shipment. 
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PRETREATMENT AUDIT 
INDUSTRIAL USER SITE VISIT 

 

 

Control Authority: Van Buren Municipal Utilities  NPDES Permit No. (Tracking): AR0021482 

Industry Name: Simmons Prepared Foods, Inc.    

 

 

Additional comments (continued): 

 

Wastewater is generated from the clean-up of the various vats and production building.  Screened wash water is sent to a 

200,000 gallon equalization basin where surface aeration is used for stirring and maintaining biomass, with pH monitored 

and adjusted accordingly.  Polymers, coagulants and compressed air are injected into floc tubes before entering a 

dissolved air flotation (DAF) unit.  Here, sludge is skimmed of biosolids into a thickener tank and then pumped into a 

holding tank.  Pretreated water is pumped to a 300,000 gallon basin where surface aeration is again used for stirring and to 

maintain biomass.  In case of overfilling, the 300,000 gallon basin is designed to gravity flow to a smaller basin.  Similar 

to above, wastewater from the 300,000 gallon basin is pumped to the DAF unit where the five-chemical process is used 

for the mechanical removal of biosolids.  The biosolids are skimmed into the thickener tank and then pumped to a holding 

tank where NEBO Services hauls off-site for land application.  “Production” now has marination “traps” to prevent slug 

loads of high BOD5 from going through the pretreatment process.  Some quaternary ammonia is used for clean-up in 

production.  Sodium hypochlorite is also used as a disinfectant.  Chemical storage is fairly condensed, with coagulants 

stored in metal-caged totes or an outside 7,000 gallon tank.  Wastewater from the DAF unit is discharged through a 6 inch 

Parshall flume into the city sewer.  The grounds around the perimeters of both the production and treatment areas are kept 

clean.  The IU’s representatives were very open and transparent and knew their permit limits/conditions.  The City seemed 

to know the IU’s operations very well and everyone was familiar with each other. 

 

 

 

 

Site visit conducted by: Allen Gilliam, Adam Yates, Kim Redo and James Dunn  Date: November 17, 2016 

     

Signature of Auditor:    

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT I 
 

 

 

 

Application for Industrial User Permit (Blank) 
 

 



















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT II 

 

 

 

 

File #1 – River City Coatings, Inc. 
 

 

















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT III 
 

 

 

 

File #2 – Fab-Tech, Inc. 
 

 



























































































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT IV 
 

 

 

 

File #3 – Simmons Prepared Foods, Inc. 
 

 















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT V 
 

 

 

 

File #4 – Arkansas Valley TWA, Inc. 
 






