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1. Preface

On February 1, 2000, Wisconsin’s chloride rule for the protection of aquatic life became effective.
Appendix A contains portions of the Administrative Code that have those elements associated with
the implementation of the chloride rule as it was published on February 1, 2000. The rule included
the addition of chloride toxicity criteria in Tables 1 and 5 of ch. NR 105, and the creation of
subchapter IV of ch. NR 106 that contains the requirements for implementing the criteria in WPDES
permits. Section NR 211.40 was also added to ch. NR 211. This section of Wisconsin’s pretreatment
regulations makes it very clear that POTWSs have the authority to regulate discharges of chloride
from all sources — industrial, commercial, and domestic — and that the regulation of such sources may
include source reduction activities. Another part of the chloride rule not included in Appendix A is
the addition of chloride to the list of toxic substances in NR 215.

On March 31, 2000, guidance for implementing the chloride rule was made available to Watershed
Management staff by way of a document titled Implementation Plan for the Chloride Rule. The
document was intended primarily to assist staff in drafting, and determining compliance with,
WPDES permits.

What prompted the need for this new Chloride Rule implementation guidance was the realization that
there is, in addition to two addenda to the original guidance, a large and growing body of “permittee-
specific guidance” going out from the central office , via e-mail, to regional WPDES staff. It has
become apparent, therefore, that it would benefit WPDES staff to have a single unifying document
that encompasses the addenda and all of the diffused tidbits of guidance.

Furthermore, there have been a number of requests by WPDES staff to establish a uniform process
for negotiating chloride source reduction measures (SRMs) and permit limitations for those
permittees requesting chloride variances. While there cannot be a one-size-fits-all approach to
negotiating limits and SRMs, this new guidance will elaborate in greater detail on the process itself,
the expectations, and the constraints.

Lastly, WPDES staff has asked for a description of the various documents that must be sent to U.S.
EPA to justify the granting of a chloride variance. Staff has also requested a “road map” of the
process for granting chloride variances. This new guidance will address these two items.

2. Progress Report
It has now been ten years — two permit cycles — since Wisconsin’s Chloride Rule was promulgated. It
is instructive to summarize the progress that has been made thus far.

The DNR has granted 92 chloride variances, many of which are now in the second permit term. Of
these 92 variances, 18 have gone to industrial dischargers (almost exclusively food processors), and
the balance to municipal wastewater treatment plants (POTWSs). Chloride variances are considered to
be a stop-gap measure, allowing permittees sufficient time to implement source reductions measures
(SRMs) that will ultimately enable the effluent to meet the WQBELSs. From the onset of rule
development, it became apparent that a source reduction-based approach would actually reduce the
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releasing of chloride into the environment. End-of-pipe treatment for chloride is really no treatment,
as it merely shifts the chloride to a different media. Chloride cannot be removed from the
environment, but only moved around from one media to another. In other words, treatment becomes a
“shell game”. Some food processors have “reduced” their chloride effluent discharges by isolating
their higher strength wastewater and land-applying it. Some entities — food processors, septage
haulers, landfill operations, and even highway salt storage facilities — have hauled saline
wastewater/leachate to POTWs that discharge to higher flow receiving streams, taking advantage of
dilution. In the big picture, however, hauling is not only expensive, but comes with a big carbon
footprint and does nothing to reduce chloride release to the environment.

2.1 Industrial Dischargers

Industrial dischargers have been more successful in reducing chloride discharges through the use of
source reduction measures (SRMs) than POTWs. For cheese manufacturers, there are numerous
examples of significant chloride reductions through the use of membrane technology for brine
reclaim. Other chloride reductions have been achieved through reconfiguring and/or modifying
brining operations to minimize brine spills.

Two meat processors in Wisconsin have had good success with SRMs. Unfortunately for meat
processors, FDA imposes restrictions on brine reuse.

Many canneries have switched to reverse osmosis for removing minerals from incoming raw water,
thus eliminating the use of salt for softening. The process of grading peas by floating in brine has
passed into history years ago.

Very recently, DNR has been working with some County Highway Departments and industrial
facilities (primarily cheese plants) to use waste brine from the industrial processing operations as a
substitute for brine made from mined salt. This waste brine appears to function as well as the
"virgin" brine. The waste brine would normally be either applied on farm land or discharged to
surface water through a municipal wastewater treatment system. Using the waste brine for road
deicing will, therefore, reduce the total amount of salt discharged to the environment.

2.2 Municipal Wastewater Treatment Plants (POTWSs)

Statewide, POTWs have had only modest success in reducing chloride discharges through the use of
SRMs. With the exception of a few POTWs that have relatively large industrial/commercial influent
contributions, the major challenge has been controlling the pass-through of chloride from residential
water softeners. Not surprisingly, most of the “problem” POTWs are located in the southern and
eastern portions of the State, which are underlain by limestone/dolomite aquifers that produce a
naturally hard water.

The majority of households in this region utilize point-of-entry (POE) sodium cycle ion exchangers
(which we will refer to simply as “softeners”) to remove water hardness. Softeners are currently the
only cost-effective POE technology available for households. So-called softening membranes, which
are actually nanofilters, do effectively remove hardness ions; but these devices have not been scaled
down to residential size. And even if a community centrally softens its water supply using
membranes, there is a significant continuous reject stream associated with these devices. Therefore,
there would be an increase in raw water pumped. Many aquifers in the State are being drawn down at
an alarming rate. The use of softening membranes would exacerbate this problem. Moreover, the
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installation of central softening facilities, using either ion exchange or membranes is a huge capital
investment for a community and greatly increases the operational cost of providing potable water.

Some communities in Wisconsin that have high radium levels in their groundwater have been
required by the DNR to construct new water supply wells, and treat for radium. The most cost-
effective radium treatment is sodium cycle ion exchange, the same technology used to soften water.
One community in particular has successfully eliminated home water softeners as a result of
providing a centrally treated water supply. This has resulted in a significant reduction in chloride
discharged from the community’s POTW. During the development of Wisconsin’s Chloride Rule in
the late 1990s, there was only anecdotal evidence to suggest that central water softening is more “salt
efficient” than individual residential softeners. Now we have hard numbers to substantiate that claim.
However, requiring communities to take that step would mean a huge shift in public policy.

The idea of using regenerant wastewater from municipal water softeners for use as a road deicing
agent has some merit. However, two technical challenges are the need for high capacity storage tanks
and the need to “boost” the stored wastewater with salt to achieve the proper salinity for application
to roads.

One of the SRMs listed in Wisconsin’s Chloride Rule, applicable to POTWs, is mandating the
replacement of timer-based residential water softeners with “demand initiated regeneration” (DIR)
softeners. The latter are more salt-efficient. Most POTWSs with chloride problems have strongly
resisted imposing mandates on residential customers. Anticipating the impasse, the DNR has over the
past several years worked with the Wisconsin Department of Commerce (DComm) to revise the State
plumbing code to require DIR. As of March 1, 2009, the plumbing code has been revised to require
DIR for softeners. This should, over time, reduce chloride levels in municipal systems.

There are additional “enhancements” available for residential softening, such as counter-flow
regeneration, brine reclaim, and twin resin tanks. While these enhancements further reduce salt usage,
they increase the purchase price of the softener.

Another SRM in the Chloride Rule, applicable to POTWs is mandating that outside hose bibs not be
connected to the softened water supply. The DNR has also been working with DComm to revise the
plumbing code to require hose bibs to be unsoftened. What we are hearing from DComm is that
plumbers ordinarily already connect hose bibs to the unsoftened water supply because of the public’s
perception that unsoftened is preferred over softened for watering plants. Dialog between the
departments will continue on this subject.

Over the past several years, we have learned that all POTWs are affected by the intrusion of road salt
into the collection systems in winter through spring. The road salt intrusion can have the effect of
increasing the mass discharge to twice as much (or more) as the mass during the “non-snowmelt”
months (usually July through November). The concentrations during the first five to six months of the
year tend to be higher than the last six months as well. In addition to the variability due to snow melt,
there is a fair amount of variability due to clear water intrusion into the collection systems at other
times of the year when road salt is not contributing to the chloride mass. For example, if one looks at
the chloride concentration for a rainy day in August vs a dry day, the concentration is lower on the
rainy day because of clear water dilution.
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It is therefore evident that variability in weather affects variability in chloride discharged from
POTWs. For winter and spring in particular, there can be significant day-to-day variability in
concentration (over 100 mg/l). This can present a problem in facilities that are required by their
permit to monitor weekly, or less frequently, because the variation may not be captured. We have
found that, for some facilities, requiring four consecutive days of monitoring in a month captures the
variability due to different weather conditions. Refer to section 7.1 for a more detailed discussion of
monitoring frequency.

Because of all of this, it's pretty hard to get an idea of reductions for most POTWs. It seems that in
most permits with chloride variances and SRMs, we've seen some reduction in effluent chloride
concentrations over time. However, there are other facilities that have apparently experienced little or
no significant change in their discharge of chloride.

At this point in time, virtually all hard water communities have educated homeowners regarding the
impact of softeners and ways to improve the salt-efficiency of softeners. The outreach normally
consists of a pamphlet that is included with customer’s water and sewer bill. Some communities even
offer rebates for home owners that switch to demand softeners.

2.3 The Future

When Wisconsin’s Chloride Rule was being developed, it was anticipated that some permittees
would not be able to meet chloride WQBELSs within one, or even two, permit terms. This is due to the
long time frame needed to implement SRMs, particularly the tier 3 SRMs, which are the most capital
intensive. Industrial dischargers will more likely be able to meet the WQBELSs, through continuous
improvements in manufacturing processes.

POTWs whose primary chloride inputs come from industries will also likely be able to meet the
WQBELSs by working in good faith with the industries to improve manufacturing processes.
Unfortunately, some POTWSs have been reluctant to press their industrial contributors, citing “bad
economy” as a reason. This rationale has a familiar, yet hollow, ring. Plant improvements for
reducing salt consumption, or softened water demand, generally result in operating cost savings.
Efficiency improvements and pollution reduction are not mutually exclusive concepts.

For many POTWs whose inputs are primarily from residences, compliance with WQBELSs will be a
daunting challenge, because doing so would result in significantly higher water and sewer bills for
customers (centrally softened water supply), and a public policy shift (e.g. prohibiting the use and
installation of residential water softeners). Reduction in 1&I will also reduce the amount of chloride
discharged from POTWs; but this involves infrastructure improvements that are very costly.
Moreover, the public demand for driving automobiles on dry pavement in the winter is not going to
diminish; and currently salt is the only feasible road deicing agent.

Lacking a major public policy shift, which would result in significantly higher expenditures by
governmental units or private homeowners, or both, we are likely looking at continued variances for
municipal entities for some time into the future.

3. Introduction
The goal of the chloride rule is that all point source dischargers of chloride to surface waters comply
with the water quality-based effluent limitations for chloride. In recognition of the impracticality of
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end-of-pipe treatment for chloride, the rule allows a WPDES permittee the option of requesting a
permit based on “source reduction” rather than a traditional permit that imposes the water quality-
based effluent limit (WQBEL). This “source reduction” approach will be the preferred option for
many permittees because it will allow them more time — in some cases more than one permit term —
to comply with the water quality-based effluent limits.

If the “source reduction” permitting option were not available, the only recourse a permittee would
have is to seek a “statutory variance”, under s. NR 283.15, Wis. Admin. Code. This is a burdensome
and time consuming legal process involving, inter alia, a formal request to the DNR secretary,
tentative decision by the secretary, final decision, intent to modify the permit, and permit
modification. Over the past ten years, 92 source reduction-based WPDES permits were issued.
Absent the source reduction permitting option, only a small fraction of those 92 permits would have
been issued, due to the inordinate amount of legal and technical staff time needed to process the
statutory variance requests.

4. Determining Applicability of the Chloride Rule

With one notable exception (discussed below), establishing a chloride WQBEL follows the same
procedures as any other toxic and organoleptic substance discharged to surface waters. That is, the
criteria in ch. NR 105 are used in conjunction with the procedures in ch. NR 106 to calculate a
potential limit. A reasonable potential analysis is used to determine whether, based on the permittee’s
effluent data, a limit should be included in the permit. If a limit is recommended, at that juncture the
source reduction-based permitting option (with a chloride variance) may be pursued.

As for the “notable exception”, s. NR 106.05(6) allows a WQBEL to be established if there are less
than 11 data points available. For chloride, s. NR 106.85(3) states that if there are insufficient data
points to calculate a Pgg, a chloride WQBEL cannot be established. This exception is really a moot
point, because there has now been two cycles of WPDES permit reissuances since the Chloride Rule
was promulgated and the amount of chloride sampling data is robust.

4.1 Calculating Chloride Pgy’s

Section NR 106.85(3) requires the department to compare the calculated limitations to the upper 99"
percentile (Pyg’s) of available representative discharge concentrations to determine whether limits are
required. It is generally recommended that the standard procedure specified in s. NR 106.05(5) be
used to calculate Pgg’s.

In theory (and what we are hoping to see) there will be, over the term of a permit, a reduction in
chloride effluent concentration as a result of the implementation of source reduction measures
(SRM’s). When a permit is up for reissuance, it is entirely appropriate for an effluent limits calculator
(ELC) to exclude effluent data that preceded implementation of SRM’s. There should, however, be
clear and convincing evidence to support the exclusion of data in calculating revised Pgg’s and
determining the need for limits. Appropriate documentation (i.e. a description of the excluded data
and the rationale for excluding the data) should be included in the “limits recommendation” memo.

Another situation in which data can be excluded is when there has been a “facility expansion,
production increase or process modifications which will result in new, different or increased
discharges of pollutants.” In this case, in accordance with ss. 283.31(4)(b) and 283.59, Stats, the
permittee is required to report this to the Department. A substantial change in operation, as indicated
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above, may necessitate the exclusion of obsolete data. However, it should be understood that the
resulting new permit limitation may not be less stringent than the previous permit (in order to comply
with State antidegradation and federal antibacksliding rules). There are, of course, exceptions to this
rule; but a discussion of the exceptions is beyond the scope of this guidance.

Another consideration in calculating Pgg’s — and this may require some collaboration between the
DNR field contact and the ELC — is determining how representative the data points are. For example,
if the existing permit has a weekly average chloride limit and the monitoring frequency is only once a
month, the ELC needs to be pretty certain that that one sample point per month is truly representative;
and this is particularly important for POTWs that have a lot of variability on a day-to-day basis. As
previously discussed, the rationale for excluding any data must be included in the “limits
recommendations” memo.

4.2 Conditions for Recommending a WQBEL

For purposes of evaluating the necessity for recommending a WQBEL, the 1-day P99 is compared to
the calculated daily maximum limit, and the 4-day P99 is compared to the calculated weekly average
limit. If the permittee has been monitoring four times per month, with the samples collected on four
consecutive days, the arithmetic average of each 4-day period is compared to the calculated weekly
average limit.

4.2 .1 Pgg Less Than or Equal to the WQBEL
If the Py is less than or equal to the calculated WQBEL, the ELC should not recommend a WQBEL,
but may recommend monitoring for chloride (quarterly monitoring is suggested).

4.2.2 Pgg Greater Than the WQBEL, But WQBELSs Consistently Met
If the Pyg is greater than the calculated WQBEL, but the effluent data shows that the WQBEL can be
consistently met, the ELC should recommend a WQBEL. In this case, the permittee will not be
eligible for a chloride variance under s. NR 106.83. Note that the term “consistently meet” is defined
ins. NR 106.82(2). It means that 95% of the representative effluent data are less than the WQBEL. In
the context of the chloride rule, this means that 95% of the data points have a lower numeric value
than the calculated WQBEL. Here is an example:
The calculated weekly average WQBEL is 395 mg/L. There are 43 data points. Two of the
data points exceed 395. The calculated 4-day P99 is 398. In this case 41/43, or 95.3%, of the
data are less than 395. Therefore, the WQBEL can be consistently met, and the ELC should
recommend a WQBEL. The permittee is not eligible for a chloride variance.

4.2.3 Pgg Greater Than the WQBEL, But WQBELSs Not Consistently Met

If the Pyg is greater than the calculated WQBEL, and the effluent data shows that the WQBEL cannot
be consistently met, the ELC should recommend a WQBEL. In this case, the permittee is eligible to
apply for a chloride variance under s. NR 106.83.

4.2.4 Arithmetic Average of Four Consecutive Days Exceeds Weekly Average WQBEL

This case applies only to the permittee whose permit specifies “four consecutive days” monitoring. If
the arithmetic average of any 4-day period exceeds the calculated weekly average limit, the ELC
should recommend a WQBEL. In this case, the permittee is eligible to apply for a chloride variance
under s. NR 106.83.
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5. Chloride Variances

Under the chloride rule, a permittee can, at the time of application for a reissued permit, also apply
for a “chloride variance” [Refer to ss. NR 106.83 (2), (3), and (4).]. A chloride variance, if granted, is
truly a variance from a water quality standard. Therefore, while obtaining a chloride variance is
procedurally much simpler than obtaining a statutory variance under s.283.15 Stats., the decision to
grant a variance is not taken lightly.

In recognition of the difficulties associated with the treatment of wastewater for the removal of
chloride, the Department has made certain “findings” which appear in s. NR 106.83 (2)(a). The first
two findings, in essence, state that end-of-pipe treatment is impractical. The third finding states that
source reduction activities are preferred over treatment, in most cases. The fourth finding is that, for
some dischargers, compliance with a WQBEL may result in a significant social and economic
hardship. The first three findings can be universally applied to virtually all dischargers. However,
the burden is on the permittee to demonstrate applicability of the fourth finding. This guidance
document provides a framework for enabling a Department staff to determine whether the permittee
has made sufficient showing that the fourth finding is applicable.

5.1 Situations in Which the Chloride Variance Cannot Be Granted

e Failure to implement the SRMs stipulated in the previous permit (this constitutes a permit
violation).

e Pursuant to s. NR 106.93, new dischargers receiving a WPDES permit for the first time are
not eligible for a variance under this rule, and the WQBEL, when necessary, will be effective
upon permit issuance. [Refer to Section 12 of this guidance for additional discussion of “new”
dischargers.]

e Whenever the chloride variance application fails to show sufficient need.

e Whenever effluent data indicates that the WQBEL is both necessary and can consistently be
met (see ss. NR 106.88 (1) and NR 106.82 (2)), the permit should include the WQBEL and an
appropriate compliance schedule.

e Whenever the permittee and the Department cannot mutually agree upon an interim limit,
target limit or target value, and SRMs (see s. NR 106.83 (3)(b) and (c)), the permit will
include the WQBEL and an appropriate compliance schedule.

5.2 Chloride Variance Application

The first step in obtaining a chloride variance is a “Chloride Variance Application” (Form 3400-193),
which can be found in Appendix B. The instructions that accompany a WPDES permit reissuance
application advises:

If you believe that you may have trouble meeting limits for chloride discharge, you should fill out the
chloride variance request chloride variance application./This language needs to change to read: “...
fill out the chloride variance application.”] Based on the chloride data you submit with this
application, the DNR will determine if there is reasonable potential that your facility will exceed water
quality based effluent limits. If the DNR determination concludes that limits are not necessary in your
permit, no limits will be imposed in your permit, although some additional monitoring could be
required. If the determination is that your discharge may exceed limits, the DNR will contact you to
discuss options for source reduction efforts.
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It should be noted here that chloride variances are not “self-renewing”; that is to say, a permittee
must reapply for a chloride variance with each permit renewal.

Prior to acting on a chloride variance application, a DNR effluents limits calculator (ELC) must make
a determination of the need (or not) of water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELS) for chloride.
This determination is formalized in an internal document known as “Effluent Limits
Recommendations”. The document is more commonly referred to simply as the “limits memo”.

If the limits memo recommends WQBELSs for chloride, the permit drafter should review the
completed chloride variance application to determine whether the permittee has sufficiently
demonstrated the need for a chloride variance. Concurrently, the permit drafter should review the
“final chloride reduction report”, which was to have been submitted to the DNR no later than six
months prior to permit expiration. A critical review of this report, paying particular attention to the
implementation of SRMs, should enable the permit drafter to determine whether the permittee has
made a good faith effort to reduce chloride discharges.

In the event that the limits memo recommends WQBELSs, the permittee has implemented all SRMs
under the current permit, and the permit reissuance application does not include a chloride variance
application; the permit drafter should contact the permittee, explaining that the submittal of a chloride
variance application is advised.

Appendix B shows a Chloride Variance Application form, which the permittee must complete and
send to the Department, with the completed permit reissuance application.The permit drafter needs to
review the submitted chloride variance application. If information is missing — and this includes not
checking a “yes” or “no” in all of the check boxes — the chloride variance application is incomplete
and the permit drafter needs to advise the permittee.

Chloride effluent data (as reported on the DMRs), the chloride variance application, and the final
chloride report are all critical pieces of information that the permit drafter reviews in order to
determine whether a chloride variance can be granted.

In the chloride variance application, the permittee lays out its argument for concluding that the
findings in s. NR 106.83(2)(a)1-4 apply to its discharge. Those findings — paraphrased, except for
what is within quotation marks - are as follows:
e End-of-pipe treatment for chloride is prohibitively expensive.
e End-of-pipe treatment produces a concentrated brine that can be as much or more of an
environmental liability than the treated effluent.
e Source reduction measures (SRMs) are better, environmentally, than end-of-pipe treatment.
e Compliance with the chloride WQBELSs “may cause substantial and widespread adverse social
and economic impacts in the area where the discharger is located.”

If the Department agrees with the permittee’s argument, it shall approve the chloride variance
application. Note, however, that approving the chloride variance is not the same as granting a chloride
variance; and this will be explained further in the rest of this guidance.

The information requested in the variance application is self-explanatory. However, there are a couple
of key items that warrant some discussion here:
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5.2.1 Capital and O&M Costs

The permittee determines and enters information on the capital and operational costs of end-of-pipe
treatment. Currently, the only technically feasible end-of-pipe treatment for chloride is reverse
osmosis (RO). If facility-specific cost information is not available, the permittee may use the default
formulas to calculate the capital and O & M costs for RO treatment. Permittees should be encouraged
to provide facility-specific cost calculations, rather than relying on the generic formulas.

5.2.2 Treatment Facility Information

Although RO will remove nearly all chloride from the effluent stream, it also produces a concentrated
brine that must be disposed of. The default formulas do not consider the cost or feasibility of brine
disposal. That is why the question is asked: “Do you know of a facility that could accept the
concentrated brine solution?”

6. Negotiating Permit Requirements

If Department staff approves the chloride variance application, the next step is to meet, or otherwise
communicate, with the permittee to establish appropriate interim limits, target values (or limits), and
source reduction measures that will be included in the new permit.

This step is where the DNR emphasizes its commitment to protecting the water quality. A formal
discussion between the DNR and permittee is recommended. A chloride variance may be proposed in
a permit if and only if the Department and the permittee can mutually agree on interim limitations,
target limitations (or target values, as appropriate), and source reduction activities. If agreement is
reached, a file memo describing the successful negotiations should be put in the “documents” section
of SWAMP. Elements of the file memo should include date, name(s) of DNR and permittee
negotiators, interim limitations, target limitations (or values), source reduction measures agreed upon,
and the basis for limitations and SRMs. A good example of the file memo can be found on the W
drive at Variances/Chloride/Brillion/Brillion Negotiated Chloride Limits.

If agreement cannot be reached on any of these items, the permit must include the water quality-based
effluent limitations for chloride, along with a compliance schedule. Negotiations regarding the target
limitation and other variance conditions should be completed prior to the time the proposed permit is
public noticed. Otherwise, the permit may be delayed while disagreements are being worked out.
Worse still, the permit may have to be re-noticed.

6.1 Establishing the Interim Limit

Interim limitations are determined by representative effluent data and are effective on the date of
permit issuance. If there is insufficient representative data to calculate a p99, the permit should
include monitoring requirements, but no interim limit. Monthly monitoring is the suggested
frequency. If there is sufficient representative data to calculate a p99, this value should be compared
to the calculated WQBEL. If a chloride variance is determined to be needed, then the permit will
include an interim limit, which may be expressed, as a weekly average, a daily maximum, or both (s.
NR 106.87(2)). The interim limitation(s) may be either the upper 99" percentile of the representative
data or a value no greater than 105% of the highest representative datum. Daily data is used to
calculate daily maximum limitations and the 4-day average is used for the weekly average limitation.
Using 105% will create a situation where the permittee will be less likely in violation of the
limitation, whereas using the p99 could cause a small probability for a limit violation. The method
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may be negotiated between the permittee and the Department. According to the Chloride Rule,
interim limits and target limits (or target values) are expressed in concentration units only. However,
as discussed in Section 7 of this guidance, it is desirable for the interim limits and target limits/values
to also be expressed in mass units.

6.2 Negotiating Source Reduction Measures

Source reduction measures (SRMs) are listed in's. NR 106.90. The listed SRMs may or may not be
applicable to a particular discharger. The listed SRMs are examples. There may be other ways, not
indicated in the code, to reduce chloride in the wastewater. The permittee and Department staff must
negotiate the applicable SRMs on a case-by-case basis.

The SRMs in the chloride rule are divided into three tiers. Tier 1 SRMs are activities that involve the
least capital expenditures, and are focused primarily upon identification of the sources of chloride and
education of salt users. Tier 2 SRMs involve greater capital expenditures and focus on equipment
optimization, restrictions, and recycling practices. Tier 3 SRMs involve the most capital expenditures
and focus on equipment upgrading and alternative technologies.

Generally, it was intended that Tier 1 SRMs be implemented in the first permit term, Tier 2 SRMs in
the second term, and Tier 3 SRMs in the third term. However, some permittees may have already
implemented Tier 1, or even Tier 2, SRMs prior to being regulated under the chloride rule. In some
instances, a Tier 3 measure may be entirely appropriate for the first permit term. The specific SRMs
will be negotiated between the permittee and staff on a case-by-case basis.

Some POTWs have not shown a commitment to regulate chloride discharges from industrial
contributors. It should be noted that ch. NR 211 clearly confers authority upon POTWs to regulate the
discharge of “pass-through” pollutants, such as chloride, for any category of discharger, be it an
industrial or domestic source. At this point all POTWs should have been requiring industrial
contributors to take steps as specified in the code for tier 2 SRMs for second term chloride variances.

6.3 Establishing a Target Limit or Value

As stated in s. NR 106.82, the target value or limitation represents the level of chloride effluent
concentration which the permittee can “reasonably” meet after implementing source reduction
measures. The target value or limitation becomes effective on the last day of the permit term. The
term “reasonably” won’t be defined here. It is up to the permittee and the appropriate Department
staff to negotiate a reasonable target value or limitation. A target value establishes a benchmark to
gage the effectiveness of the source reduction measures. It is distinguished from a target limitation in
that the latter is enforceable, and the former is not.

The rationale behind the target value was the recognition that there was some uncertainty in
predicting a quantifiable reduction in chloride discharges resulting from implementing SRMs. There
has now been two rounds of post-Chloride Rule permit reissuances. That’s ten years of evaluating the
efficacy of SRMs. It is, therefore, generally recommended that permit reissuances now impose a
target limit, rather than a target value.

Nevertheless, there will still be some instances in which a target value is justified (e.g. when a
POTW’s effluent data shows a large variability in chloride inputs during snow melt events). When a
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reissued permit includes a target value, it is reasonable to expect the target value to represent a 10%
reduction in chloride concentration.

It would be desirable for the DNR to maintain a database on the W drive that documents chloride
reductions resulting from implementing SRMs. This would be an aid to both DNR staff and the
permittees in predicting chloride reductions.

In the process of negotiating a target limit or value, it may be necessary to engage a broader
complement of Department staff. For example, if a particular receiving stream stretch is especially
sensitive, other members of the GMU team should participate in the negotiations.

7. Drafting Permit

7.1 Sampling Frequency

Many permits have monthly chloride monitoring. This sampling frequency can be problematic for
some facilities, in that variability may not be captured. Variability is particularly problematic for
facilities experiencing wide variations on a daily basis. For these facilities, it would be better for the
permittee to take 4 consecutive daily samples in a month. The resulting average will be more
representative of the true effluent concentration. It is recommended that basin engineers/specialists
now begin asking municipal permittees whose data shows a lot of variability, or who are exceeding
their interim limitations, to voluntarily sample four consecutive days per month, at a minimum; and to
report sampling data on the discharge monitoring reports. It is also recommended that when the
permit is reissued, the “4 consecutive daily samples” be required.

SWAMP now includes the option to specify a ‘4X/Month’ sample frequency for permit drafting. The
permit drafter would need to specify that the samples be collected on four consecutive days as a
permit footnote. The drafter may also want to specify that the four consecutive days be included
within a “SWAMP week”; that is days 1-7, 8-14, 15-21, or 22-28. Here is an example of permit
footnote language that could be used:
Chloride Sampling and Calculation of Weekly Average
A sample frequency of 4/month requires that samples be collected on four consecutive days
each month. Any four consecutive days of sampling shall be exclusive to one week of a
month; where Week 1 is days 1-7, Week 2 is days 8-14, Week 3 is days 15-21, and Week 4 is
days 22-28. The weekly average discharge shall be calculated and reported for any week that
samples are collected.

When four consecutive days are monitored, the averages of the concentrations for four consecutive
days can be used by the ELC to help determine the necessity of a weekly average WQBEL, in
accordance with NR 106.05(3)(b). An average of four days may “smooth out” the maximums, which
affords a better opportunity for a direct comparison with a weekly average limit, and may
demonstrate better chloride reductions than a Pgg determination using the same number of
nonconsecutive concentrations.

If there are not enough representative data points to calculate a Pqg, it is suggested that the new permit

require at least monthly monitoring for chloride. This is a highly unlikely scenario, since over ten
years have elapsed since the rule was promulgated and, presumably, all facilities should have a fairly
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robust data set. Nevertheless, it is possible that some data are not truly “representative”. Please refer
to the “Calculating Chloride P99’s” section for a detailed treatment of this subject.

7.2 Reporting Mass Discharges of Chloride

While chapter NR 106 specifies that interim limits and target values (or target limits) shall be
expressed as a concentration, reissued permits should also require mass monitoring. There are several
reasons for this recommendation.

Looking at only the concentration in an effluent may not provide a complete picture. In fact, it may
mask actual reductions in the total mass of chloride discharged. For example, a meat processor (Sara
Lee Foods — Hillshire Farms division in New London) has embarked on a successful water
conservation program. This will improve the level of treatment in their WWTF, and generally reduce
energy consumption, both goals that should be promoted by WDNR. As a result, the effluent
chloride concentration has risen, even though the mass discharge of chloride has actually been
reduced. Looking at only the concentration may also fail to address reduction in the concentration of
chloride resulting from dilution. For example, the Village of Whitelaw (in Manitowoc County)
recently began accepting trucked-in wastewater from a groundwater remediation site contaminated
with only trace amounts of VOC’s. The effluent chloride concentration appears to have been
reduced, without a reduction in the mass. Other means of diluting the effluent may be misguidedly
considered by permittees that are struggling to comply with permit requirements calling for
concentration reductions. We can discourage this activity by advocating mass reduction as the true
measure of the efficacy of implementing the source reduction measures specified in the permit.

The integrity of the collection system for municipal wastewater treatment facilities may have a
significant impact on the chloride discharge if the system is subject to considerable

infiltration/inflow. In some cases, this impact can be most easily discerned by examining the mass
discharge along with the concentration. In evaluating any apparent increase in the mass discharge,
department staff should remain cognizant of any increase attributable to increased population, or
other significant changes in influent loading. Considerations such as these are useful in specifying, or
at least emphasizing different aspects of the source reduction measures included in the permit.

Some annual progress reports include mass discharge data, but that information is not captured in the
SWAMP system. By including mass reporting as a permit requirement, the data will be captured.
The mass discharge should be calculated by multiplying the observed concentration by the discharge
flow rate on the day of sampling, and the appropriate conversion factor. That is, the sampling and
flow reporting period should coincide. It should not be calculated by taking an average concentration
multiplied by the total flow over a given period. For example, the guidance for determining whether
a discharger exceeds the threshold for requiring limits for total phosphorus suggests multiplying the
monthly average concentration by the total monthly flow and a conversion factor. This is not the
method we would want to use for calculating chloride mass because it would not characterize the
mass discharge accurately.

Reporting mass should not increase the workload for most permittees, as it will be a simple
programming change for electronically prepared DMR’s. There may be some instances where an
individual will have to manually perform the calculation, but those are believed to be few and
decreasing with time. While WDNR staff can calculate the mass discharge using available DMR
data, it can be time-consuming.
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7.3 WET Testing and Limits (s. NR 106.89)
If chloride is determined to be the cause of whole effluent toxicity, acute WET testing/limits may be
held in abeyance until SRMs have been completed when the following conditions apply:

e |f the effluent concentration of chloride exceeds 2,500 mg/L, then the department may hold
acute WET testing /limits in abeyance.

e |f the effluent concentration is less than 2,500 mg/L, but greater than 1,514 mg/L (acute
WQBEL), the department may defer requirements for acute WET testing/limits if additional
data are submitted to demonstrate that chloride is the sole source of acute toxicity.

The biomonitoring coordinator in the Bureau of Watershed Management should be notified if the
effluent concentration exceeds 2500 mg/l, and should be contacted for advice if the effluent chloride
concentration is between 1514 mg/L and 2500 mg/L.

For the department to hold chronic WET testing /limits in abeyance, the permittee must demonstrate
that the existing effluent concentration of chloride exceeds twice the calculated weekly average
WQBEL. If the effluent concentration exceeds the calculated weekly average WQBEL, but is less
than twice the calculated weekly average WQBEL, it is still possible for WET testing/limits to be
deferred if additional data are submitted to demonstrate that chloride is the sole source of chronic
toxicity. The biomonitoring coordinator should be notified if the effluent concentration exceeds
twice the calculated weekly average WQBEL, and should be consulted if the effluent chloride
concentration is between the calculated weekly average WQBEL and twice the calculated weekly
average WQBEL.

WET monitoring and limits that are held in abeyance will not appear in the WPDES permit, but the

permit drafter should address the issue in the briefing memo or permit information form. A suggested

paragraph is:
“The permittee has submitted information to the Department that suggests that previous
positive (acute, chronic, or acute and chronic) whole effluent toxicity (WET) results may
have been caused by chloride levels in the discharge. This permit requires that the permittee
address chloride concerns by completing the source reduction efforts described in the
compliance schedule section of the permit. According to s. NR 106.89, Wis. Adm. Code,
(acute, chronic, or acute and chronic) WET testing and limits may be held in abeyance until
these source reduction actions are completed. Therefore, no (acute, chronic, or acute and
chronic) WET testing will be required until these actions have been completed and it is
believed that the discharge chloride level has been reduced to a level that will not cause
(acute, chronic, or acute and chronic) toxicity.”

7.4 Implications of Antidegradation Rule

Chapter NR 207, Wisconsin’s antidegradation rule, establishes implementation procedures for the
antidegradation policy found in s. NR 102.05(1)(a). Under the chloride rule, if a target value or
limitation is included in a permit and the permittee meets that value or limitation within the term of
the permit, the target value or limitation will become the interim limit in the subsequent permit. The
subsequent permit will also include a new, more restrictive target limitation. In theory, the
implementation of progressively more stringent limits would continue into subsequent permit terms
until the permittee is finally able to meet the WQBEL.
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There may occur, however, some situations in which the permittee has made a diligent effort to meet
the target limitation by the end of the permit term through implementation of the SRMs and, yet still
fall short of meeting the limit. Under those circumstances, the antidegradation policy would prevent
the interim limitation in the subsequent permit from being more lenient than the target limitation in
the first permit.

Section NR 106.84 was created to avoid this practical problem and exempts a permittee from the
requirements of NR 207, as long as progress continues to be made in chloride reduction. This section
of the rule allows a subsequent permit’s interim limitation to be a higher value than the prior permit’s
target limitation, as long as it is less than the prior permit’s interim limitation. An example of how s.
NR 106.84 may be implemented is in Appendix E.

7.5 Compliance Schedules

A compliance schedule should be included in any permit regulated by the chloride rule - whether the
permit has a WQBEL, a target limit, or a target value. The compliance schedule should include the
submittal of annual progress reports. The progress reports should indicate which SRMs have been
implemented and should also include a determination of the annual mass of chloride discharged,
based on monthly chloride sampling and flow data.

For permittees who have been granted a chloride variance, s. NR 106.90(5) requires that after the
SRMs have been completed, a report is to be submitted to the DNR documenting the current
reductions as well as the anticipated future reductions in salt usage and chloride effluent
concentrations. This report, due no later than 6 months before permit expiration, should be included
in the compliance schedule, but may also be part of the permit application.

8.0 Public Noticing the Draft Permit

If there is agreement on the variance conditions, the next step is to public notice the permit. Here is
the language that SWAMP will automatically add to the public notice page, immediately following
the “Facility Description” section:

The Department has determined that a water quality-based effluent limitation
(WQBEL) for chloride is needed in this permit to protect aquatic life. As allowed under s.
NR 106.83(2),Wis. Adm. Code, the permittee has requested a variance to the chloride
WQBEL. In support of this request, the permittee has submitted documentation intended to
demonstrate that the cost of complying with the WQBEL through the use of end-of-pipe
wastewater treatment may cause substantial and widespread adverse social and economic
impacts in the area where the discharger is located. The Department concurs with that
assessment. In an effort to achieve chloride effluent reductions that are practically and
economically achievable within the term of the proposed permit, the Department and the
permittee have mutually agreed upon specific permit terms that include an interim limitation,
a target limit (or value, as the case may be), and certain source reduction activities. As
allowed under s. NR 106.83(3), Wis. Adm. Code, these requirements are contained in the
proposed permit.
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If no agreement is reached on an interim limitation, a target limitation (or target value, as appropriate)
and source reduction activities, SWAMP will automatically insert the following language in the
public notice page, immediately following the “Facility Description” section:

The Department has determined that a water quality-based effluent limitation (WQBEL) for
chloride is needed in this permit to protect aquatic life. While the permittee requested a variance to
the chloride WQBEL pursuant to s. NR 106.83(2)(b), Wis. Adm. Code, the permittee and the
Department have been unable to agree on voluntary source reduction activities and both an interim
limitation and a target value/target limitation to be included as permit requirements. Consequently,
pursuant to s. NR 106.83(3)(c) , Wis. Adm. Code, the Department has included a chloride WQBEL in
the proposed permit.

9. Documentation

The table below lists the documents that go to EPA whenever the DNR proposes a chloride variance.
The table also shows who prepares them and where a template or sample of the document can be
found.

Item Document Who Location of Template or Sample
Number prepares Document
1 Request for U.S. | CO Variance | Appendix C of this guidance
EPA Approval Coordinator
of a Chloride
Variance
2 Background Permit drafter | Appendix C of this guidance
Information
3 Certification CO Variance | Appendix C of this guidance
Statement for Coordinator
Approval of a
Chloride
Variance
4 Water Quality CO Variance | Watershed on Central
Criteria Coordinator (W:)/Variances/Chloride/Brillion/Water
Evaluation Quality Criteria Evaluation
5 Chloride permittee Appendix B of this guidance
Variance
Application
(form 3400-193)
6 File Memo — Permit drafter | Watershed on Central
Negotiated limits (W:)/Variances/Chloride/Brillion/Brillion
and SRMs Negotiated Chloride Limits ...
7 Draft permit Permit drafter | Pick a sample out of SWAMP
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8 Public notice Permit drafter | Pick a sample out of SWAMP

9 WQBEL Memo | Limits Pick a sample out of SWAMP
calculator
10 Fact sheet Permit drafter | Pick a sample out of SWAMP

The permit drafter notifies the Central Office (CO) Variance Coordinator of the location of the
documents (except 1, 3, and 4). The CO Variance Coordinator then “bundles” all documents and
sends to U.S. EPA.

Appendix D, Roadmap for Granting Chloride Variances, describes the flow of information and the
decisions that need to be made prior to granting a chloride variance. It should be noted that the DNR
only proposes to grant a chloride variance. It is U.S.EPA that ultimately grants the chloride variance.
It should also be noted that there is some subjectivity involved in determining whether a permittee
has made a “good faith” effort in reducing chloride discharges. While it is desirable to base decisions
entirely upon empirical information, there is some professional judgment that comes into play.

For example, if over the course of two permit terms, a POTW has been unable to accurately account
for a third of the chloride going into the plant, it is safe for the permit drafter to make the judgment
that a good faith effort has not been made.

Rejection of a permittee’s chloride variance request does not bar a permittee from seeking a statutory
variance under s. 283.15, Wis Stats., although the process is rather arduous.

10. POTW Authority to Regulate Domestic Sources of Chloride

POTWs have always had authority to regulate pass-through pollutants (chloride being a good
example), discharges that would interfere with the treatment process, or discharges of pollutants that
could result in exceedences of water quality standards. However, administrative rules and statutes
implied that the sources of these pollutants were industrial based. We now know that some POTWSs
have high chloride effluent concentrations as a result of residential water softeners. To assure that
POTWs have the authority to regulate domestic sources of chloride, a new subchapter was added to
ch. NR 211 as part of the chloride rule package. Section NR 106.92 refers to s. NR 211.40, a new
section that gives POTWs authority to regulate domestic sources of chloride as well as industrial and
commercial sources.

11. The Safe Drinking Water Issue

Section NR106.91 recognizes there may be circumstances where a POTW may be accepting ion
exchange backwash water containing chloride from a municipal water treatment system, and the
water system provides ion exchange to meet primary safe drinking water standards. The rule provides
that if the POTW is doing the best it can to minimize chloride discharges, no chloride effluent limit
will be imposed that would result in a drinking water standard being exceeded. In most, but not all
cases, the safe drinking water standards in question are combined radium-226 and radium-228, and
nitrate.
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The EPA drinking water standard for nitrate is 10mg/L and is found in s. NR 809.11, Wis. Adm.
Code. The EPA drinking water standard for combined radium-226 and radium-228 is 5pCi/L and is
found in s. NR 809.50, Wis. Adm. Code. Exceedance of these standards requires additional action by
water utilities to address this problem, including the construction of new drinking water treatment
plants. If water utilities find that sodium cycle ion exchange is the most cost-effective way to remove
radium and/or nitrate, these water utilities may want to discharge high chloride wastewater into the
sanitary sewer, and this may be the most environmentally sound method of disposal. However, no
matter how salt-efficient an ion exchange system is, its regenerant waste stream is very high in
chloride. The rule prevents us from issuing a WPDES permit that forces a POTW to take measures
that would result in the radium or other drinking water standard being exceeded. This factor should
be taken into consideration when issuing permits, and developing SRMs for specific facilities.

12. Relocation of an Existing Discharge

Ss. NR 106.93 and 106.94 specifically allow relocated discharges to be treated as existing discharges,
thus allowing the permittee to apply for a chloride variance. Relocation can include the diversion of a
land treatment system to a surface water. Note however, that a “land treatment system” is not the
same as a landspreading operation. A landspreading operation, diverted to a surface water, would be
considered a new discharge and not eligible for applying for a chloride variance. The reason for
excluding landspreading is that the chloride concentration of the wastewater may be very high and
variable.
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APPENDIX A
The Chloride Rule

NOTE: The excerpts from the Wisconsin Administrative Code contained in this Appendix may also be

reviewed or downloaded from the Web site of the Revisor of Statutes. The Web addresses are:
http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/nr/nr105.pdf,
http://lwww.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/nr/nr106.pdf
http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/nr/nr211.pdf
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From: http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/nr/nr106.pdf, (Register, May, 2005)

Suhchapter 1V - Effluent limitations for chloride
discharges

NR 106,80 Purpose. The parpsoss of tls subclsagies is o
specify how the depariment will regulate the discharge af chlaride
o suiTace walcrs of e slate. Mothing io this subchapter shall be
wpasirued W prevenl o prohibil the use, sale, rental. installalzon,

and servies of lon eschange waler sofleners
Fisiniry: €., Begiser, January, BHE), %, 359, oIl I-1-18,

NR 106.81  Applicability. The provisions of this suh-
chapier are applicable W poinl seources which dascharpe waslewa
ier comiaining chleride o surfaee waters of the siae, The provi-
apisnns Of this subchapler ame nol applicable 10 discharees of som
warer man—f regulaied by s storm warer permit,

Eistory: O, Bogister, January, DHEE, %o, 519, oI I-1-IE.

NR 106.82 Definitions, [nihis subchapien

(1) “Caleulated Hmitation” means a chlarids water quality-
based elMluent Limitalion.

(2} Consistently meel” means that 9570 of the represniative
cifluent dia are less than the calenlated lmitaken,

(3} IR means demand initlaced regeneration,

(4} “Daily maximum imleriny Hnitatica”™ mears an efloeim
limitation caboulaied by the depariment which may ke sither:

{a) The wpper Yth percentibz of the permitbes's represeniative
dara availabie e s departmenl, o

I A ovalue o greaver than 1035 ol il pennities’s lhghest
representative efluent datum.

{8} *'Ressonably mest” means that all of the permifles's rep-
resenlarive et data weald, wsing appropriale slatisiseal wch-
nijues, be expecied io be less than or equal @o the argel Emitation
Fellonwing the completion ol all of the searee reduciien e Toms me-
qquired by the permil.

{6} *'Representative effluent datn” means dota, ahove the lev-
elod devection, which is oo serially cormelavsd and which nepoe-
senls mewmnally expected effluem concenirations of chioride, col-
lecoed dlusging o posicd hal can repsese corment or expechd
aperalions, or bath, within the term of the permit.

(T} “Target limitation” means am effluent [imitation which the
Perilee cail neasomably el witldin s e of the permit, fol-
lowing implemendation of appropriate volontary source reduction
aClivilRes.

(8) “Tlargel valwe™ means an elfluent concenteation of chlo-
rides which a permibies may be expecied o reasomnably meet fol-
lowwing implementation of apgrogriste volumtary sourss reductionm
aclivilies A tarpet valoe is nolan enforceable limilation umiger the
termns O the permil program. butestablisls & measure of progiess
aof source redheciion nctivities.

2010 Implementation Plan for the Chloride Rule


http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/nr/nr106.pdf

(9) “Weckly average mterim lmivpben™ mears an effluent
BimilaLiom calcilated by the department whech may be ealber:

(] The wpper @th percentile of the permiliee”s d—doy avempe
al the fepresentalive data available 1o e depasiment, o

(Do Acvaloe no greates i TUSSE ol e permitiee™s calculated
highest weekly nverape of the representative efluent data,

(10) WPIDES" means Wisconsin pollutant dischargs eliminas-
Liom swaben,

Histors: U, Regislor, Jaiiary, 2000, Mo, 519, off, 2<1<H

MR 10683 Hegulation of chloride discharges.
(1) CHLORIE EFFLUEST LIMITATIONS. The department shall eval-
Ut e o 0 establisl e o nt limaeations Tor chloride wisney-
er representalive effluent dala indscale that the discharge from a2
paing source contains chloride, 10 the Gepactneent deternkmes that
a waler quality—based edffluemt lmitatiom for chloride is needed, 2
cakculaled limitalion a5 defined in s, NE TOGET (17 aball b din-
chuded imthe permil o meet the applicable waler guality standands
specilied dnchs, M VOZ e 105, unless o chloride variamss 5 given
pursuanl 1o sub. (I,

(2] CHUORME VARIANCE. (n) Firdings. Om Febmuary |, 20000,
the depuriment fixls that:

1. Endd-ol-pipwe wasbewaler trealment lechmolopy for chiloride
b5 prohibatively expensive;

2. End=al=pipe wasiewaner reatment echmology Do ¢l de
pracuces o concenirated brime that can be as mach or mare of o
ervironisental lakdlity than the andreated effluemt.,

3 Appropriale chlide souree redudiBen activities ane prefer
able envirenmentally o end-of—pipe eifleent ireaimeni m mest
cass) ared

4. For some dischargers, altaining the apglacable water quali
vy siandards specified inchs, ME 102 00 105 may canse sabsiantial
arkl wiklespread sdverse social arl economic impacls in the anea
where the discharger is koeated

A Twesse findings shall be poviewed by the degarment every
3 wears.

(b Applicaries, An existing discharger secking o chioride
warianes umder this sabsection shall submil an application for a
chloride varanes when i1 submits s application for peomii s
s, T application shall inchode e permilioe’s Basis [or
conchuding that the Andings in sub. (250} for a chloride varianoe
are: applicatbe il discharge.

fe) Depariamen! delenminabions, The department shall review
the application submitted by the permitiee, The application shall
b approved i the depariment agrees wich The pernitiee™s basis Cor
comeluding ihad ihe Hndings i sub, (25 (ak for achlonde vananee
are applicalds o als discharge.

(d) Persni conditioy impilemenitng a ofloride varfamee, The
depariment shall grant a chloride variance wan existing discharg-
er when:

I. The Oimdings im par. (a) supporting a chlerde vananee ap-
ply v il specific discharge, and

2. The pernutiee and 1be deparimen] agree apon specilic per
il lamgeage imposing an interim Dmitaton, & targed valoe on,
whire approgrriake, & Lergel lmitalion, and souree reducliom sclivi
tles,

:3] IWTERIM LIMITATEONS, TARGET VALUES AND TARGET LIMITA-
T AMDACTRCE REDATCTION ACTIVITIES. (o) 1T the permiltes and
the depamtment agres on the melusion aof valumary source redie-
Liom aclavaizes and the imgesition of aninlesam lomdlation sl 2 L
gt value e n target Hmidation o s permit, thase aenvities and the
mnberim Limitation and Cargel value or Greet lmitkions shall e
GO Tt reqpuireiments.

(b IF the permiioes and the department cannol ageee on voluik-
tary sonrce reduction activities w be inchsled as permdt reguine-
mmenls, s aelivities may ol P incloded inothe permin, 05 e
permitiee and the depariment canmed agres an an inlesim limila-

2010 Implementation Plan for the Chloride Rule

then amd target value o o targed lmitation io be included as permit
requirermenls, ose lnvitalioons may mol be snclucked inthbe permit.

{1 the permaibes and the department canmol agree oo volum
lary searce reducticn activities ard bath an ineerim lmitation an<d
i larged walie o aib ingerin lmatation and a targel lnkitation 1o he
inclmled as permil requirements, the department shall inclode o
calculaved limitation as defined in <. MR 106,52 (1) in the peomnit
1oy meict the applicabde water quality stamslards specificd inchs, NE
1002 1o LR,

{"“ KEAPPLICATION FOR A CHLCRIDE YARIANCE W lwen a penmil
conlaiming a chloride varanos approved by the department under
b, {20 01 enpires, the permities may reapply Fer o chbede vari-
ance when il submils s application foc permil reissuance. The ap
plication shall include the permities's basks Forconclsding that the
limlings in sub. (2) (a) are applicabde o a5 discharge.

{5} APPLECAEILITY OF TIHE VARIANCE PROCESS IN 5. 18115, STATS.
[Facaleulabed limitaiien ks incloded nibe permin, a permaiiee may
apply to the depariment Foe o vardamee Trom 1he wialerquality stam
dard need i derve ihe cabeulaied Heiblation, parsaang s 28315,
Stats. Where a permaties has been gramed achloside vazimee ansl
its. permil includes an interim limalation, o targel value, o larpged
lamitatzen arkl requirements for ¢leside source feduclieon acivi-
Ines, the provissons of s. 285,15, Stais., ane oot applicable o the in-
leriin arsd targer lmilarions,

Fisinry: Or., Regisder, January, BHE, e, 35%, o001 2106,

MR 106.84 Compliance with Wisconsin water quali-
ty antidegradation rubes when reissuing a permit. Chap-
ler ME 207 does nol apply in those inslances in which o nesoes]
permii imelodes effluent liniiiens for chlande which represem
a lowering of conceniration as companesd e the nterim Bmitation
im the previcus permii

Elistory: Or, Register, Junuary. DHsE, o, 558, ol I- 01—,

NR 108,85 Determination of the necessity for watar
quality-based effluent limitations. (1} The depariment
shall deterdes the need 100 Chkeide water queaaliny—Pased erlloem
limitatsens for poant source discharges whenever the dischorges
Frasann Che peeni sounces coidain chleside an coneentralions or oad-
inps which do ned, as determinesd by any method i this section,
meet he applicable water quality standards specified inochs, NR
102 1 L5,

{2y When comsidering e necessity Tor water guality s
effleni limidtaiicens, the deparment shall consider in—stream bio—
sarvey dlata e data Trom anshient woxicily analyses whenever the
datp are avallable,

(3 When considering the necessity For chbonde water guali-
Iv-hased elMoent lEmitalzens, e depariment shall comgprne te
upper “Fith percentile of avallable represencative discharge con-
odrniralions Wy e caloalated Hmilations, parsaant 1os, ME 106,05
{4

Flisary: On., Regiser. Janiary. DHE), S, FI9, €T I <0,

MR 106,86 Monitoring., Morwithstanding sy olber see-
1w in this subchapeer, the depariment shall d=ermine on o cose—
bv—case basis the chloride momiienng frequeney te be required in
1 peesrmail.

History: v, Beghder. January, DHEY, %o, 5%, #[T. I-1-18),

WA 10687 Establishmenl of effluent limitations,
(1) CALCULATED IRdraTIoNS  IF wiler quality-based effoem
limitatsens for chbde are deemed pecessary, those limdtadians
shall be derivied parsaand woos. SR TS0 ard, 100 e puarposes of
1his subchapier, shall be labeled *caleulaied limdlations",

(2) DwvERm Lamarios. The imtedm limitation may be ex-
pressed as both a daily maximam and @ weekly aversge, calcu-
Iated im necordance with s, ME WW6GE2 (4) amd (9],

{3} TaroeT valtE The target vilue may be expressed as bath
aakily mnaxiounm and o weekly average. The departisent and the
permiltes shall consader bath the implemeniagion and the andici-

Eegeier, Janpary, 2L Mo, 524
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parted effectivensss of appropriade veluntary source reduction se-
Livities in order e determine a Grgel value which is reasonably
achicvable within the term of the permi

(4)  TawcEr pamanos. The langel Hmilatiom may be ex
prressed s both a daily aximem and o weekly avernpe. The de-
pariment ackl e peomiiies sisall consider ol the ingplensnis-
tiom and the anticipated efeclivensss of apprapriate valunary
sl peduction aetivities in order bodelernuive o larget linkution
which is reasonably achievable within the lerm of the permil.

Histery: Cr, Regislor, Jamanry, J0HL Moo 519, off, 3-1-HL

MR 106.88 Application of and compliance with chlo-
ride effluent limitations Ina peremit. (1) I chloride waler
qualicy—kased eifleent lmilations are decmed 10 be eosssary i
accordanoe with 5. ME 16GCES and the permillee’s mepresentalivie
effluen daia indicars that the permities can consistemly meel ihe
calculated limalation, the depeartment may inclede the caleulaled
lirmkacions i the permitaich an appropriate complinnee schedule

(2) 1T chiloride water gquality-based eMuent limilations ane
desmied 1o be necessary, and ihe permiites's represemabive effle-
enl dala indicate hal i cammol consistently mess the caloulaed
lenbtaion. snd the provisions of 5. NE 1GR3 fer o chlomide van-
amoe e el e depastment may mesteid moeludke allof the follow
g in the permil:

(i) Chleeude moenitong.

(b A interim limaleatben for chbocde which is effective oo the
il of penmil issuamee.

el Ter 1 souree neduction,

(3 A el value or a langel limilatiom with an appropriale
complianes schedule, which is efective on the st day of the per-
mil

(i) I appropriate, sither tier 2 or tier 3 source reduction if the
Cepartiveent Belicves that @y ol 1 sdditiemal conditions in s
tier 2artier 3 source reduciion activities ane rexsomahlie and practi-
cal within the weem of e permil

(3] Interim limitations, targed values and target Emitalions es-
tatished socending @ this subchapiter shall B2 expressed in s
permit as aoancentration lmitatiom, inunis of mgd. or eguivalent
unils, Parsiant e s, ME T (2] calealated limitations estabs-
lished imaccordance with this sehchapier shall be expressed in the
pernit bl as @ corentration limilation. in units of mg'l o
eruivabent unils, and as g mass lmitazen, in units of Kgid or
equivalent mbis,

(4] Effluent limitatians based an an acue criterion shall be ex-
pressed In permits s dally maxinum Bmieaikens: and efluen
limzlatioms based on a chromic eriteriom shall be expressasd i per
miis as weekly avernge limitaiions

(5) A delermination of complianee with intering Lasgel and
cabzulbned Hmitatons and comparison with target values shall ke
basied upon 24-bour composile samples.

(6] Mass lmbtations shall be determined for calenlated mits-
Livms pursuinl 1o s, MR D007 125 and (9.

History: U, Heglsion, Jasanry, 38HL M. 538, o, 3-1-HL

MR 106.89  Alternative whole effluent loxicity moni-
toring and limitations for dischargers of chloride. {1}
ackiitien o meerim, target and caleulated water quality-based ef-
fluent limitations ad targer valoes for chlovde, the deparment
may eslahlish whole effluent oxicity festing requirements. anid
limilations pursuant 1o s, NE 0608 and [E604,

(2] Acwte whole effleent foxicily lesling requirements and
acute whole effhuent waseity limitations way be hebd inabseyams:
by the department uniil sparce reduction actions are campleted if
eillyer:

(i) The permiliee cam demonsirate o the satisfaction ol the de-
prartenenl it the e uent comeemtration of chloside exoneds 2,500
mgf., ar

Feeglster, Joamnany, 2000, Mo, 530
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(b The permiiies can demonsirte i he spitsfaction of the de-
partmeent 1l the effluent comcentnition of chlonde s bess Than
250 mgdl. b in exeess of the calenlaned soute water qualiity—
sasend efMluend linitalicn, and additonal data are submited which
demeonsimee that chloride is the sole source of acule ioxicity.

{3} Clwonic whole effluen 0%y Wsling reguirements aisd
chronse whale effluent twexicily limilations may be held im abey-
ance by the department uistil sousce reduction actions ane oom-
pheted i either:

{ay The permiites can demenstraie o the suiisfaction of the de-
paartmeent fhast the efMoent concenimstion of chloride exceeds 2
times the calculsied chronte waier qualiiv—based effheent Hmita-
L20a, Or

(b The permiltes can demensirmle o ihe salisfaction of the de-
partiment tat the efluent comcentration of chloride is bess than 2
timezs the coloulated chronse water quality-hased effleent mita-
L, D iy excess ol e caleulated chromic water guality—hassd
elffleent limitastsen, and additional data are submatied which dem-
arstrale 1hal chlovde is hi sobe soumss of Chronis Wicity.

{4} Folkewing the completion of source reduction activities,
ihe: depariment shall evabame the necd for whobe effluent ioxiciy
miibisimg amd lmilalsons.

Eispary: O, Regiaei. Toniary. DHE, %, 539, el I-]1<00,

NR 106.90 Source reduction. (1) Parooocmios. A
J—tpered system of souroe reduction measures is established in 2s-
wending crder ol mereasing Gagrital and operating cosis.

{2} Teer | source reductiom measunes ane thise voluntary
o reduetion aerivities e idemtity and quantity chieide aix
sollened waler saurces and wsage, educnle users and syslem oper-
abors oo Chee need B amdidini e sl and sedvened weater demargd = aixl
promide beller ousekeeping practices hal will reduce chlonde
and saftensed water consumption, and other aetivithes similar in
mature. Tier | source reduclion measures may include any of the
Fllomwing:

{a) For PUTWS:

I. [demify sources of chboride 1o the sewer sysbem,

. blucate Bomeowrers o e impect of chbede Trom resi-
dirniial safleners, discuss eplioms availabds for increasing softener
sall elldeivemcy, and reguest volumtary sedictions,

A, Becrmmmend ressdenizal sollemer Dune-ups on o volumlary
basis,

4. Eeguest volunGary sappioet Trom Jecal waler soflening busi
nisses e eflfons deseribed in sobds. 2. amd 3,

A Edueate licemnsad installers and sell—installers of solleiwsrs
an providing aptional hard water for aulside fancels for resi-
ilrees.

. Request valurtary reductions in chioride imput from indes-
ikl and eommercial coniribaters,

T. Where a public water ubility has been identificd 2 2 signifi
cnnt eoneributer of chloride woibe sewer sysiem. request thar the
witber WLlity comibuct aclivises losbed in par. (b

{h For direci-discharging municipal o commercinl water
aollening plants:

1. Identify the users of sofi waler or the processes using sofi
waber, aved w2 awsangs ey use.

I Dupermuime which users or processes can Wolerate ol
cned waier, and dederming thedr imrpact on demand,

A, Deetermine wihch users can close-Rop their once-through
conling sysiem ar which processes can be close—looped, and de-
lermnime 1beir impact on demand.

4. Sseck voluntary demand reductions,

(g For daivies, wain plant pecsonnel o b more awane of salt
conservalien, emphasizing simple, cost efective housekeeping
imeasires. For example, spilled salv can be cleanesd up as a solicd
wsle rather than fushed down the Aear drain.
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Unaffickal Text (See Printed Volunmse), Corrent through date and Register shown an Title Page,

iy For thoee Eecilivies which process vegetables or ments:

1. Train personie] as desciibed din pai (o) in owsckesping
MEsures,

2. Optimize softener operalion @ ensure 1w appropiise me-
generation inlerval mnd salt dasage ane ussd.

fel For oy other Cacility non Tisted inpars. Ca) o (d), comduoct
activities thal identify and quantify chloride and softened water
spiareds ikl usape akd edocate personse] on appropriate house-
Eeeping practices and the messd 0 minimdee sall and solened wa
ter demands.

(3] Ter 2 sowrce reduction measures e lose voluntary
soures reduetion activities than improve and stz e pasent
ikl processes, encousage restrcled chloride we by users, elimi
rurle wasieful prociiees and establish recyeling prociiess whene
feasible. arsl ofhir aclvilzes samilar in nafune. Tier 2 source neduce
ticm meessuares may include any of the follawing:

Cal For POYPW s, insiaiale sewes bse ordinanses el

I Regquine significant inchestrial and commercial comtribuiars
e evaliate e water realnsent sysbenis with megand 0 solened
waler requirements, with the resals of that evaluation being the
hisks For potential restrictions of chboride inpus,

2. Mamdare o IME and hagh salt efficiency stamfand for new
residential sedieners,

3. Muandate participalion in s ressdenizal solleoner e prs
gram, which involves gualified periodic servicing oo ensure prop-
er conlrol sellings and adjustments.

4. Where a pulblic water uiility b been identified os o sigmfl-
canl conlritutor of chloride 10 the sewer sysiem, request ) s
waler utility conduct activities lisied in par. (b

(b ber direct—discharging mamdcigal or conrurersial water
softening planis:

1. Optimize sefteier eperalion w ensuie s appropiste fe-
generialion inlerval and sall dosasge are wsel.

2. IF the regeneraten b5 manual of Hmer—initated, saitch io
i DR contrelles.

3. Evaluarz the feasibiliny of brine reclamation.

rel Por diiries:

I Improvee the handling of salt brines and ihe handling of
chregse o and out of brine systems, Consider capdtal impeosie-
ments such us nutomating the brine system, properly desipned
drip pans arkl splash guasds.

2 Oiptimire softener aperation b ensure the appropiade ne-
genevation interval and szl dosipe are usel.

000 the regemeratiom is manual or limer-inilialed, evaluale
the fessibiliny of switching te a DR controlber

4. Evaluale the feasibility of solflemer brime reclamation.

5. Determine which subproeesses can tolerabe mnseftensd wa-
Leer, il meake appropriale chanpges,

. Determine whether ance—through cooding sysiems can he
chose=looped, and make appropriale chasges.

1. For plams that condense whey, evaluate the feasibility of
using conclensate of why (CDP) waler loe e (irsD rinse [or
clean—in=place (CIP) syslems amd for bealer makewp waler,

(dy For those Bacilities which process vepelables:

I I the regeneratiom is manual or Emer-imiliaed, evaluan:
the fessibiliny of switching te a DR controlber

2. Evaluate the Teasibility of solleser brive reclamation.

3 Investignte the feasibiliny af wusing o phosphonnbe sdditive
inslead of softening e cousling water.

4. FEwaluale the feasibility of reusing once—ihrough conling
water as Toiler make—ug.

A, Imvestigate the feasibility of using unsefiened water for
contaiveer [l

(i) For thase Facilities which process meats:

2010 Implementation Plan for the Chloride Rule

1. I the regenerstion s manoal or dmer-initiated, evalese
1B feasibility of swalching 1o o DR contredler.

2 Ewalumie the feasibdliny of sefiener brine reclamation,

{1y For any ather Facility nal listed in pars. (af 1o ie, condec
aclivities thal improve asd oplinkze equipment ad processes,
eliminale wasteful praciices ardd establish recycling praciices 1o
achieve chleside reduions.

{4} Teer ¥ source reductiom messures are these veluntary
sotrce pedietien activities that evaluate the Beassbaliny ol replac-
ing or upgrading equipment and processesorevaluate thie feasibil-
ity of using alvermative fechnelogies or processes, and ofler activi-
bes similar in nature. Tier 3 sounce reduction measares may
it lnde any ol the follswing:

dah For FOTWs, where residentinl pobni—of—wse sollening 15
1be pricninry chiloride inpal:

1. Evaluate the requirement Foe new and replacement soften-
ars Lo b mmetered demamd e, with a ligher, greater than 2350
grains of hardness exchange per pound of sali. efficiency capabli-
1.

I, Evaluate s imgesition of iostallation restriclions so s
alside e bihs are on anscfiened waler, 11 restrictions are im-
posed, new homess aned those dn renl estace ranslers shoukd be re-
guired o have pluombing restictions for hard waiter by—passes,
and the regquirement shonld apply w0 self-insalled equipment as
well

) Foe PUFDWS, wiene a cenitral waler supply softener is the
primary chhside inpu, conduct actividies listed anopar, (o

{) For direct-dischanging municipal or commercial waler
sollening plants:

I. Evaluate the feasibility of achieving greater sall efTicien
clizs, gremer than 3330 grafes of hardness exchange per pound af
sall

2 BEwplopie softening alernatives thin replsce the sodium
cycle jon exchange method of softening.

2 Bl softened ad uisolte mesd waler bestrike o balance be-
raveen deliversd water quality and eovironmenial protection.

{ei For dairies:

1. Far plants that make brine salted cheeses, evaluate the fea-
sabality off membrane Glcation (o recomditioming e Brine ol
it ean ke revsed

2, For plants that make brine salied cheeses, evaluale the fea-
sabalivy off usimg a mo=hrine make peocedure in which sall is sdied
directly 1o cord dering the marafactanng procedure, thenehy me-
duging sall disclarges from spent brivds.

() For those facilities which process vegelahles:

I. Evaluate e feasibility of eliminating brice (hdalien for
quality grading, iF applicable

I, Evaluale the Feasabalaty of imstalling o clised-loog system
[ eonling water,

X Evaloate the feasihilicy of installing a brine recovery and
Peuse sYSLe Tor reducing sall waste a1 the point of supplying 11a-
wORnEs b conlainers.

11 For those Tacilities which process awsls:

1. Investigate the feasibiliny of replacing brine chills wiih air,
witker or air-waler chills,

2. Reduce drainback lrough sperational and equipment im-
pruvemmenls,

3 Inwestigane the feasibdlicy of chill brics el iliming awd
Telse.

4. Evaluwte e Tessibility of seusing ovoe—through cooling
water, o7 installing o closed=loop cooling waler sysiem.

5. Evaluate phesphonate acklzizves instemd of sollened waler.

-U_'.':I Fin HIELY ollwer |':'H.'|]|[:f nodl Bisled in Rt ] o {1, evaleste
the feasihility of replacing or upgrading equipment and processies,

Bepier, Fanuary, 204 Mo, 314
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arl the use of aliermative sofiening rechnobygies w atfect chloride
reductions,

(6] SolmeE REDCCTION BEFORTING. Falleawing the completion
of tier 1, 2 or 3 source reduction activities specified in the permil,
bt mis Lsteer Tham S monihs prioe o permil expication, Ge permilis:
shall Tile @ wrillen repaoet o thee department documenting the cur
renl reduction as well & e anticipabed utene sediction in szt
usage ardd chlarde effluent comeendrations

Hisers: Ur, Registor, Jasinry, 200, No. 519, off, 2<1<H,

MR 106.891 Publicly owned freatment works which
accept wastewaler from public water system:s trealing
water to meet primary =afe drinking water act stan-
dards. Publicly owsed realment woeks wlkich socepl waslewa
Leer [rivan i pubrlac waker sy sbem reating wiler bomeet the primary
raxirnuny contaminant evels specilicd ioche NE RO ot #hle
Low et e caloulsted linkdustion, may be given o diterin limite-
tiom. i target value, ptanget lindibon and approprinte source re-
duction requirements, parsaant b s, KR O10883 Mo ealeulaied
limilation, imberim limitaiion, tarpet valoe, trget limiation, or
sotrroe meclwclion requimemsent shall interfen: with the silxnment
of the prinry maximum conlaminanl levels specified in ch. NR
S,

Histery: Cr, Regislor, Jamanry, J0HL Moo 519, off, 3-1-HL

MR 106,82 Authority of a publicly owned treatment
works 1o regulale chloride discharges. A publicly owned

2010 Implementation Plan for the Chloride Rule

tmam e maaa s e

- g - m e e

treacment works has e awihority o repulaie the discharge of
chlorile as enumeraled in s, NE 211400
Histary: Or, Heglaten, Jannary, PHE, S, 239, €T 2-1-18,

MR 10663 MNewdischargas. Aoy pointsource wikicl s
nol been mubarized ander o WPDES permit prior o Fehrasy 1,
2R, slvall b repuared oot e calculated lmitations, Beloca-
tren of an existing discharge which was issusd 2 WPDES permit
prior o bebiuary 1L 200 may ool b ooisidered aonew dischange.

History: Or., Register, January, BHEL S, 859, oIl 2100,

WA 10684 Relocation of an existing discharge. An
expsding discharge which was ssued o WPDES permil prior o
Febmaary 1. 2000, and which is relogated after February 1 2000,
muy b sulgect 1o volunlay souree redoction sclivities and both
an dmierim lembiation sand atarges valoe or an interim lomdiion ansd
a argel limatation parsiant 1o s, NE 10682 el the provisioms ol ch,
MR 20T are mes, Relocaibon incledes the diversion of o discharge
Irivm & Lamd Imealment syslem 1ooa surface wiler.

Histarys O, Reghaer, Jannary, DHEL, S, 529, €T I-]1-16,

WR 10655 Multipls discharges. 1 provisiens aof =
MR 1K1 are applicabde e multiphe discharges of chiloride,
Elispary: O, Regiaei. Toniary. DHE, %, 529, el I-]1<00,

WA 10896 Analytical methods and laboratory re-
quiremenis. Tl provisions of &, MR 1014 reganding analyti-
cal methods, samphe handling and laberatory requarements are ap-

plicahle o discharges of chloride,
History: Or., Register, January, BHEL S, 859, oIl 2100,
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From: http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/nr/nr211.pdf, (Register, October, 2002)

Subchapter IV—Regulation of chloride sourees

MR 211.40 POTW authority to regulate chlonde dis-
charges from all sources, Moiwithstanding all other provi-
st O Muis chapier, a POTW naay develop and enforce specific
spancards oF reguremens, Ilh'll.ll.l'll:; Bl Ldged fo soures re-
dusclin aclvilzes enumerabsl ins, MR 106590, W regulate the dis
charge of chloride from indusiral, residential and commercial
sofrees, LT POYEW S auniberiny iveludes the auleity te regulate
all imdusinal, commercial and domesiic wastewaler comizining
chioride

Histary: O, Heglsier, Janugsry, 2008, S, 529 el 3-1-08,

2010 Implementation Plan for the Chloride Rule
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APPENDIX B

Chloride Variance Application
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Chloride Variance Application
Form 3400-193 (R 4/06) Page 1 of 2

State of Wisconsin

Department of Natural Resources

PO Box 7921, Madison WI 53707-7921
dnr.wi.gov

Notice: Information requested is required for the Department to determine whether or not to grant a variance under the provisions of
sections NR 106.80 through 106.96, Wis. Adm. Code. Failure to provide all of the requested information may result in denial of your
application. Personal information collected will be used to administer the watershed program and may be provided to requesters as
required by Wisconsin's Open Records law [ss. 19.31-19.39, Wis. Stats.]

Applicant Information

Company Name Contact Name
WPDES Permit No. Street Address
Facility Name City Stat | ZIP Code
e
Street Address Telephone Number(include area FAX Number
code)
City Stat | ZIP Code E-mail Address
e
Receiving Water Average Discharge Flow Rate
Capital Cost

Have you done a study to determine the capital cost of end-of-pipe chloride removal for your facility? Yes - Please include the information
with this worksheet or mail it with the signature portion of the permit application. No - Please complete this estimate of relative capital cost:

Chloride Removal Capital Cost:

$1.125 x Annual Average Design Flow (in MGD) X 1,000,000 =

Chloride Removal as a Percentage of Annual Capital Cost:

Chloride Removal Capital Cost (from above)
Capital Cost of Current Wastewater Facility

X100 = %

Operational (O&M) Cost Based on the Cost Estimate

Have you done a study to determine the annual O & M cost of end-of-pipe chloride removal for your facility?

Yes - Please include the information with this worksheet or mail it with the signature portion of the permit application.

No - Please complete this estimate of relative O&M cost:

Chloride Removal O&M Cost:

($1.00 x Annual Average Design Flow (in MGD) x 1000 x 365) =

Chloride Removal as a Percentage of Annual O&M Cost:

Chloride Removal O&M Cost (from above)
O&M Costs of Current Wastewater Facility

X100 = %
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Treatment Facility Information

Do you know of a facility that could accept the concentrated brine solution that would result from end-of-pipe chloride treatment?
Yes / No

If yes, Name of Facility

The information in the following questions is requested to assist the permittee and the Department in determining appropriate
effluent values or limitations, compliance schedules and source reduction measures.

Sample Information

Have you sampled at least eleven effluent samples for chloride over the course of at least a year?  Yes/No

Source Reduction Efforts

If your current permit contains a compliance schedule for implementing chloride source reduction measures, what difficulties or
impediments have you experienced in achieving additional chloride reductions? [Attach separate page, if necessary.]

For Municipalities Only Yes N
a) Have you identified industrial contributors of chloride to your sewer system?

b) Have you requested voluntary reductions of chloride from any industrial users to your sewer system?

c) Have you instituted sewer use ordinances regulating or limiting the discharge of chloride from significant industrial users?

d) Does your community have centralized softening of source water through a water utility?

e) Have you determined typical concentrations of chloride from domestic users of your sewer system?

f) Does your community implement a public information program on proper maintenance and improved efficiency of residential

softeners?

g) Have you implemented local ordinances to mandate the use of efficient softeners?

For Industry Only Yes N

a) Is privately softened water, use of brine, or use of salt integral to your production process?

b) Do you operate a private softener for your industrial process?

c) Have you optimized operation of your water softener (adjustment of regeneration interval, salt dosage, replacement of backwash
controller)?

d) Have you determined which industrial processes can be run without softened water?

e) Have you implemented practices to reduce or reuse any brine solutions or softened water in your industrial process?

f) Have you implemented housekeeping practices to reduce spillage of any brine solutions, or to minimize the contribution of salt to
the wastewater treatment system?

Additional Information or Comments

Certification

Based on the information provided, | believe that attainment of the applicable water quality standards for chloride may cause substantial
and widespread adverse social and economic impacts in the area where this discharge is located. | understand that, as a condition of the
variance, the Department and the permittee will need to agree upon an interim effluent limitation, a target value or target limitation, and a
compliance schedule to implement source reduction. | understand that these conditions will be included in the WPDES permit issued to
this facility.

| certify that the information provided is true, accurate and complete.

Individual Submitting Request (Individual must be an Authorized Title
Representative)
Signature of Official Date Signed
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APPENDIX C
Documents for U.S. EPA

Note: Following are only some of the documents that the Department sends to U.S. EPA in connection with the granting
of chloride variances. Refer to the table in Section 9 of this guidance for the location of the other documents that go to
U.S. EPA.
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[DATE]

Ms. Tinka Hyde, Director Water Division
USEPA, Region V

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Subject:  Certification Statement for Approval of a Variance to Water Quality Standards
[Name of Permittee, WPDES Permit No. WI- ]

Dear Ms. Hyde:

The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources is proposing a variance to water quality standards used
to establish effluent limitations for chloride at the above-named facility.

EPA has recently informed Department staff that pursuant to §8 40 CFR Part 131.21 and 131.6, the
Department must submit a certification statement to EPA for each variance approved in the state. The
statement must certify that the variance to a water quality standard was approved in accordance with state
law.

Accordingly, I hereby certify that the chloride variance for [Name of Permittee] was reviewed and
approved by Department staff in accordance with procedures in subchapter VII of chapter NR 106, Wis.
Adm. Code. The application for this variance was submitted on [Date chloride variance application
was submitted] and the department public noticed its intent to reissue the permit and grant the chloride
variance on [Date draft permit was public noticed] in accordance with Wis. Stats. §§ 283.15(3) and
283.39.

If you have any questions regarding the variance approval, please contact [Permit Drafter’s Name] at
[Permit Drafter’s Phone #].

Sincerely,
Michael Lutz
General Counsel

Director, Bureau of Legal Services

cc [Permit Drafter]
David Pfeiffer - EPA, Region V
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[DATE]

Ms. Tinka Hyde, Director, Water Division
U.S. EPA, Region V

77 W. Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60604

Subject: Request for Approval of a Variance from Water Quality Standards for Chloride
Receiving Stream: [stream name and county]
Permittee: [permittee name and WPDES number]

Dear Ms. Hyde:

In accordance with s. 283.15 of the Wisconsin Statutes and Chapter 40, Part 131 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, the Department requests U.S. EPA, Region V to approve a water quality standards variance for the
above-referenced discharge. The water quality criterion for which the permittee is seeking a variance is contained
in chapter NR 105, Wisconsin Administrative Code.

To assist your staff during their review, relevant background information pertaining to this variance is attached to
this letter. The proposed permit and variance was publicly noticed on [public notice date]. The comment period
has now ended. No comments from the public have been received. [If comments were received, attach a list of
the comments along with the Dept.’s responses to each. Comments and DNR responses normally
accompany a “Record of Determination”]

We are committed to working with the permittee during the term of this variance to find a solution that will lead
to full compliance with the applicable water quality standard. Conditions on the variance, to be included in the
WPDES permit, specify actions to be taken by the permittee and timetables for those actions.

We appreciate your consideration of this request. Should you have further questions regarding this matter, please
contact [Permit Drafter’s name and phone #|.

Sincerely,

Todd L. Ambs, Administrator
Division of Water

Attachment

e-cc Russ Rasmussen - WT/3 Bruce Baker - AD/8
[DNR Permit Drafter] Margaret Hoefer — LC/5
Robert Masnado - WT/3 David Pfeifer - EPA, Region V
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION REGARDING WATER QUALITY STANDARDS
VARIANCE

Receiving Stream: [Name of stream and basin]

Receiving Stream Classification: [Stream classification and whether or not it’s a public water
supply]

Permittee Name:

WPDES Permit No.:

Facility Name: [Name of Treatment Plant or Facility]

Substance: Chloride

Criteria: 757 mg/l acute, 395 mg/L chronic

Water Quality Based Permit Limit: [Use what’s in the WQBELs Recommendations Memo.]

Permit Limit Based on Variance: [chloride interim concentration limit and target concentration
value (or limit); should be consistent with what’s in the fact sheet]

Duration of Variance: From the effective date of the permit reissuance through the end of the permit
term (permit expiration date).

Department Rationale for Approving Variance: See Attached Document — File Memo: Negotiated
Chloride Limits and SRMs

Conditions to be Included in WPDES Permit Reissuance: See Draft Permit being sent to EPA in
Electronic Format.

List of Supporting Documents Attached:
e File Memo: Negotiated Chloride Limits and SRMs — Dated [Date of document]
o Certification from DNR Chief Legal Counsel — Dated [Date of document]
e Water Quality Criteria Evaluation — Dated [Date of document]

Documents Being Sent Electronically to David Pfeifer
e Public Notice of Intent to Reissue the Permit
e Draft Permit and Fact Sheet
e WQBELs Recommendations Memo
e Draft Notice of Final Determination [if a final determination is necessary]
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APPENDIX D

Roadmap for Granting Chloride Variances
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Roadmap for Granting Chloride Variances

WQBEL
Memo

Can WQBELSs be
“consistently met”?
(Sec. x.x)

Review:

*DMR data (Sec.x.x)

*Final cl reduction report (Sec.xx)
«Cl variance application (Sec.x.x)

no

Good faith effort to reduce
chloride?
(Sec. x.x)

DNR & permittee
negotiate permit limits
and source reduction

Measures (SRMs)

(Sec.x.x)

Negotiations
Successful?,

Negotiated limits and

for WPDES Permit Renewals

A 4

No chloride
variance
available

A

EPA

concurrence? .

Water Division
Administrator
sends variance
package and
final decision to
EPA

SRMs in draft permit
(Sec. x.x)

Draft permit public
noticed, stating DNR’s

4 )

Final permit issued with:

eInterim limits (Sec. x.x)
*Target limits/values (Sec.x.x)
*SRMs (Sec. x.X)

*Compliance schedule (Sec.x.x)

- /

CO Variance
Coordinator
submits
chloride variance
package to Water Division
Administrator

A

Permit drafter submits
chloride variance
» information to CO

intention to grant
chloride variance
(Sec. x.x)

Note: “(Sec. x.x)” in boxes/decision points refer to applicable section of

this guidance document.
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APPENDIX E
Affect of NR 106.84 When Target is Missed

2010 Implementation Plan for the Chloride Rule

37



AFFECT OF s. NR 106.84 WHEN TARGET IS MISSED AFTER
IMPLEMENTING SOURCE REDUCTION MEASURES

550 mg/L is the best
they can do, but doesn’t

meet target limit
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