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INDUSTRIAL STORMWATER 

SUCCESS STORIES 

Part I:  Overview of Arkansas’ Stormwater Industrial General Permit 

(IGP) 



Part I:  Overview 

• The State of Arkansas, as 

delegated by USEPA through the 

NPDES permitting program, 

requires the Stormwater Industrial 

General Permit (IGP) for regulated 

industrial activities that discharge 

stormwater. 

• Arkansas does not utilize the 

Multi-sector General Permit 

(MSGP); however, facilities that 

fall under multiple sectors are 

covered under a single IGP, and 

each sector’s activities are 

included with the facility’s 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP). 

 



Part I:  Overview 

• Additionally, some facilities 

fall under regulated industrial 

sectors; however, 

discharged stormwater is not 

exposed to any of the 

industrial activities. 

• These facilities are still 

required to obtain the IGP, 

but can apply for the 

conditional No-Exposure 

Exclusion certification; 40 

CFR 122,26(g). 



Part I:  Overview 

• Industrial activities are based on 

Standard Industrial Classification 

(SIC) Codes and Industrial Activity 

Codes; 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14)(i-ix, 

xi). 

• Arkansas has thirty sectors 

(Sectors A-AD). 

• Sector AD is Non-Classified 

Facilities, and only the Director of 

ADEQ can assign facilities to this 

sector. 

• Additionally, ADEQ can require 

facilities to obtain an individual 

NPDES permit for contaminated 

stormwater and include conditions 

that are more stringent than the 

general permit. 



Part I:  Overview 

• Once industrial activities are 

determined to fall under an 

applicable sector (eligibility), 

the facility is required to 

develop a SWPPP, complete 

a Notice of Intent (NOI), and 

pay the permit fee (per 

APC&EC Reg #9). 

• Facilities not discharging 

industrial stormwater must 

complete the No-Exposure 

Certification Form and pay 

the permit fee.  



INDUSTRIAL STORMWATER 

SUCCESS STORIES 

Part II:  Common Violations Associated with IGP Inspections 



Part II:  Common Violations 

• Violations with IGP 

inspections fall into two 

categories: 

• (1) Immediate threat to the 

environment and waters of 

the State. 

• Examples:  inadequate spill 

prevention and response 

procedures, unpermitted 

facilities, lack of Best 

Management Practices 

(BMPs), etc.  



Part II:  Common Violations 

• (2) Self-monitoring 

conditions of the general 

permit. 

• Examples:  not 

completing site 

inspections, not 

calibrating onsite 

sampling meters, 

inadequate employee 

training, etc. 



Part II:  Common Violations 

• Both categories are equally 

important, but for different 

reasons. 

• Although violations 

associated with immediate 

threat to the environment 

and waters of the State are 

usually more visual, the so-

called “paperwork” violations 

demonstrate that the 

permittee isn’t evaluating the 

site for potential issues or 

addressing issues when they 

arise. 



Part II:  Common Violations 

• For the Compliance 

Branch in the Office of 

Water Quality at ADEQ, 

the District Field 

Inspector is the first step 

in compliance. 

• The site is inspected, 

violations are cited in a 

letter to the permittee, 

and the permittee has a 

timeframe to correct the 

cited violations. 



Part II:  Common Violations 

• If the permittee fails to adequately 

address the cited violations in the 

inspection report, the case is 

directed to the Enforcement 

Branch of the Office of Water 

Quality. 

• Depending on the severity of the 

case, the Enforcement Branch 

may conduct a correspondence 

follow-up with the permittee or 

draft a Consent Administrative 

Order (CAO), which includes 

corrective action plans and civil 

penalties. 

• The vast majority of stormwater 

inspections do not require formal 

enforcement. 



INDUSTRIAL STORMWATER 

SUCCESS STORIES 

Part III:  Arkansas IGP Case Studies 



Part III:  Case Studies 

• The State of Arkansas 

has 2037 active IGPs. 

• With an inspection 

frequency of once/five 

years, this is 407 

permits per year that are 

required to be inspected 

per the Compliance 

Monitoring Strategy 

(CMS; Section 106). 



Part III:  Case Studies 

• This frequency is not 

practical due to other 

Section 106 commitments 

(i.e., Major/Minor POTW and 

non-POTW). 

• When fully staffed, ADEQ’s 

Compliance Branch of the 

Office of Water Quality has 

17 inspectors to cover 75 

counties. 

• The Compliance Branch has 

a goal to inspect 10% of all 

the active IGPs for a total of 

204 inspections per year. 

 
 



Part III:  Case Studies 

• Alvar Resins, Inc. (ARR000968):  Sector C5 

• Armstrong Harwood Flooring (ARR00C383):  Sector A4 

• Barfield’s U Pull It Auto Parts (ARR000000; unpermitted):  

Sector M1 

• Fish Holdings, LLC (ARR00A663):  Sector R1 

• Five Rivers Distribution, LLC (ARR000327):  Sectors Q1 

and O1 

• Master Made Tanks, Inc. (ARR00A621):  Sector E2 

• PJ’s Tank Wash, Inc. (ARR000693):  Sector P1 

• Rainbow Stone Co (ARR000000; unpermitted):  Sector J2 



Alvar Resins, Inc. 

(Sector C5); 

Crossett, AR 

(Ashley Co) 



Part III:  Case Studies – Alvar Resins, 

Inc. 

 
 

• Facility inspected April 5, 2016. 

• Major concerns included: 

– SWPPP not updated,  

– Improper spill prevention and cleanup, 

– Failure to minimize exposure, 

– Non-stormwater discharges not allowed by the 

permit, and 

– Not sampling the most representative outfall. 



Improper spill 

prevention and 

cleanup 



Failure to minimize 

exposure; loading resin 

into tanker trucks; 

containment inadequate 



Non-stormwater 

discharge not allowed 

by the permit; cooling 

tower water 



Non-stormwater 

discharge not allowed 

by the permit; pipe from 

interior bathroom sink; 

resin from employee 

hands 



Figure depicting 

outfalls onsite; 

Outfalls 001 and 003 

are sampled, but are 

not as representative 

as Outfall 002 



Part III:  Case Studies – Alvar Resins, 

Inc. 

• The permittee responded to the violations cited in the 

inspection report on May 12, 2016. 

• Response included: 

– Updated SWPPP to be mailed May 16, 2016, 

– Updated Site Map, 

– Purchase of a pH meter to meet analysis holding time, 

– Proper labeling of containers, 

– Remediation of spill documented April 5, 2016, 

– Proper containment for loading of resin into tankers, 

– Future construction of containment for cooling tower pumps, 

– Potable water sink was completely removed, and 

– Sampling of Outfall 002. 

 



Labeled tanks 



Invoice for pH meter and calibration standards 

(4, 7, and 10) 



New resin loading 

containment 



New containment 

berm for cooling 

tower pumps 



Armstrong 

Hardwood Flooring 

(Sector A4); Warren, 

AR (Bradley Co) 



Part III:  Case Studies – Armstrong 

Hardwood Flooring 

 
 

• Facility inspected August 4, 2016 due to Hazardous 

Waste inspector’s concern for discharge pipes and 

no NPDES discharge permit(s). 

• Major concerns included: 

– SWPPP and Site Map missing components,  

– No control measures onsite, 

– Improper spill prevention and cleanup, 

– Allowable, non-stormwater discharges not identified in 

the SWPPP, and 

– Housekeeping issues. 



Spill that is not 

properly cleaned 



Floor drain in kiln room for 

steam condensate; 

allowable, non-stormwater 

discharge not identified in 

SWPPP 



Drainage pipe for 

allowable, non-

stormwater discharge 

not identified in SWPPP 



Sawdust and tire rubber 

at outfall; indicating 

housekeeping issues 



Part III:  Case Studies – Armstrong 

Hardwood Flooring 

• The permittee responded to the violations cited in the 

inspection report on September 2, 2016. 

• Response included: 

– Updated SWPPP, 

– Updated Site Map, 

– Added PM schedule to boiler operator and wheel shop mechanic 

positions,  

– Purchase of a pH meter to meet analysis holding time, 

– Identification of all allowable, non-stormwater discharges, 

– Remediation of spill documented August 4, 2016, and 

– Improved control measures and housekeeping. 

 



Revised SWPPP 



Revised PM 

schedule for 

housekeeping 



Barefield’s U 

Pull It Auto 

Parts (Sector 

M1); 

Russellville, 

AR (Pope Co)  



Part III:  Case Studies – Barfield’s U Pull 

It Auto Parts 

 
 

• Facility inspected September 14, 2016 due to City 

Corp (Major POTW) personnel concerned with 

stormwater discharges from site; City Corp is 

required to have an IGP under Sector T1. 

• Major concerns included: 
– Unpermitted site; discharging industrial stormwater without a permit. 

– Facility was the scene of a double homicide on September 16, 2016; 

Tyler Barefield arrested and charged with capital murder September 

22, 2016. 

• Supplied facility with NOI, SWPPP template, and 

Stormwater Annual Report (SWAR) template. 

• The permittee’s response is due October 24, 2016. 



Active salvage yard in 

operation; no IGP 





Fish Holdings, 

LLC (Sector R1); 

Flippin, AR 

(Marion Co) 



Part III:  Case Studies – Fish Holdings, 

LLC 

 
 

• Facility inspected December 14, 2015. 

• Major concerns included: 

– SWPPP not updated,  

– Numerous self-monitoring issues (i.e., site 

inspections, employee training, no 

documentation of stormwater sampling, etc.), 

– Sampling not conducted at specified locations, 

and 

– Housekeeping issues. 



Metal resin 

discharged from 

baghouse 



Resin from 

baghouse on 

ground 



Figure used 

to describe 

permitted 

outfalls and 

sample 

locations 



Part III:  Case Studies – Fish Holdings, 

LLC 

• The permittee responded to the violations cited 

in the inspection report on January 29, 2016. 

• Response included: 

– Updated SWPPP, 

– Updated Site Map, 

– Documentation of missing or inadequate self-

monitoring data, and 

– Cleaning of fugitive residuals from the baghouse. 



Provided 

documentation of 

all missing self-

monitoring data 



Residuals 

cleaned from 

baghouse 





Area around storm 

drain cleaned 



Five Rivers 

Distribution, 

LLC (Sectors 

Q1 & O1); Van 

Buren, AR 

(Crawford Co) 



Part III:  Case Studies – Five Rivers 

Distribution, LLC 

 
 

• Facility inspected March 29, 2016. 

• Major concerns included: 

– Failure to minimize exposure, 

– Inadequate housekeeping, 

– No documentation of self-monitoring data (i.e., 

no inspections or employee training, no sampling 

results, not sampling all required parameters, not 

sampling all outfalls, etc.), 

– SWPPP and Site Map not updated, and 

– Not sampling the most representative outfall(s). 



Leak from 

improperly 

maintained 

equipment 



Leaking valve 

on fuel tank; 

secondary 

containment 

inadequate 



Secondary containment 

for fuel storage leaking 

during inspection 



Unlabeled barrel 

with inadequate 

cover and 

containment 



Improper spill 

prevention and cleanup 



Figure used to 

depict inaccurate 

outfall coordinates 

provided with NOI 



Part III:  Case Studies – Five Rivers 

Distribution, LLC 

• The permittee responded to the violations cited in the 

inspection report on April 19, 2016. 

• Response included: 

– Purchase of a spill kit, 

– Contacting contracted lab for missing self-monitoring data 

(i.e., Chains of Custody, lab analyses sheets, etc.), 

– Implementing inspection template provided by EPA website, 

– Purchase of a pH meter and using pH bench sheet provided 

by ADEQ, 

– Verification that outfalls will be sampled and have been 

corrected on NOI, 

– Updated Site Map, and 

– Request for follow-up site visit from inspector.  



Spill kit 

purchased 



Area cleaned of 

forklift washing 

residuals 



Leaking 

equipment 

removed and spill 

cleaned up 



Fuel tanks and secondary 

containment replaced; 

absorbent material cleaned 

up and disposed; open 

containers removed 



Master Made 

Tanks, Inc. (Sector 

E2); Paris, AR 

(Logan Co) 



Part III:  Case Studies – Master Made 

Tanks, Inc. 

 
 

• Facility inspected January 8, 2015. 

• Major concerns included: 

– Non-stormwater discharge not allowed by the 

permit, 

– Failure to minimize exposure, and 

– Some self-monitoring not occurring or being 

documented (i.e., no sampling at representative 

outfall, no annual comprehensive site evaluation, 

etc.). 



Non-stormwater 

discharge not allowed 

by permit; equipment 

washing 



Non-stormwater 

discharge routed to 

series of sediment 

ponds 



Series of sediment 

ponds ultimately 

discharge to waters 

of the State 



Part III:  Case Studies – Master Made 

Tanks, Inc. 

• The permittee responded to the violations cited in the 

inspection report on March 1, 2015. 

• Response included: 

– Minimizing exposure of bulk material with structural control 

measures, 

– Ceasing all non-stormwater discharges not allowed by the 

permit (installed tank and pump to store and recycle water 

for washing), 

– Modified outfalls located onsite (e.g., omitted original and 

updated most representative), 

– Updated components of the SWPPP and Site Map, and 

– Request for follow-up site visit from inspector.  



Updated 

Site Map 



Removed material 

stockpiles; 

improved BMPs 



Original outfall 

sealed and not 

in use 



Recirculation tank 

for process/wash 

water 







PJ’s Truck Wash, 

Inc. (Sector P1); 

Crossett, AR 

(Ashley Co) 



Part III:  Case Studies – PJ’s Truck 

Wash, Inc. 

 
 

• Facility inspected January 26, 2016 at the request 

of the Permits Branch Pretreatment Coordinator. 

• Major concerns included: 

– Facility does not qualify for the No-Exposure exclusion:  

• Scrap metal and waste materials exposed to stormwater, 

• Barrels of unknown contents, 

• Chemicals used in pretreatment process stored outside 

and not in secondary containment, 

• Evidence of spilled material not properly cleaned up, and 

• Secondary containment around pretreatment unit 

incomplete. 



Scrap metal and 

waste materials 

stored onsite 



Barrels with 

unknown contents 



Ferric Chloride stored 

outside and not in 

secondary 

containment; spill not 

properly cleaned up 



Sawdust used to 

solidify pretreatment 

sludge dumped on 

ground 



Part III:  Case Studies – PJ’s Truck 

Wash, Inc. 

• The permittee responded to the violations cited in the 

inspection report on March 25, 2016. 

• Response included: 

– Minimizing exposure of barrels of chemicals by moving 

inside building, 

– Removal of all scrap metal and waste material onsite, 

– Cleaning of spilled materials, and 

– A quote to have the pretreatment secondary containment 

wall repaired. 



Spill cleaned up and 

chemicals moved 

inside building 



Scrap metal and 

waste material 

hauled offsite 



Busted secondary 

containment wall 

for pretreatment 

unit 



Contractor quote 

to repair 

secondary 

containment wall 

around 

pretreatment unit 



Repairs made to 

secondary 

containment wall 

around pretreatment 

unit 



Rainbow Stone Co 

(Sector J2); Midway, 

AR (Logan Co) 



Part III:  Case Studies – Rainbow Stone 

Co. 

 
 

• Facility inspected June 29, 2016 in response 

to a complaint. 

• Major concerns included: 

– Discharging process water without a permit, 

– Discharging industrial stormwater without a 

permit, 

– Meth head brother of the operator is the 

complainant, and 

– Operator rather sassy. 



Hydraulic spill 

onsite that has not 

been cleaned up 



Saw slurry water; 

arrows indicate flow 

path 



Drainage cut to 

discharge saw 

slurry water 



Discharge of saw 

slurry water; 

ultimately leads to 

neighbor’s pond 



Part III:  Case Studies – Rainbow Stone 

Co. 

• The permittee responded to the violations cited in the 

inspection report on August 4, 2016. 

• Response included: 

– Building of recirculation tanks to reuse saw slurry water, 

– Insisting with a drinking glass demo that they weren’t 

polluting, and 

– Continued to be sassy about having to pay a permit fee for 

a No-Exposure Exclusion certification. 



Building 

recirculation 

tank to reuse 

saw slurry water 



Drinking glass demo to 

illustrate that the nearest 

stream isn’t being polluted by 

their saw slurry water 



Completed No-Exposure 

Certification Form 



Email sassing me about 

why there is a permit 

fee for not really having 

a permit; in case you 

can’t read it, I’ve blown 

it up 



Any Questions/Comments?  Thank you! 

Cossatot River Falls (Howard Co) 


