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Mercury Rule Implementation Guidance (For DNR Staff)

5/21/03 (modified 8/13/03, 05/26/05, 09/02/05, 11/2/06)
This document is intended solely as guidance, and does not contain any mandatory requirements except where requirements found in statute or administrative rule are referenced.  This guidance does not establish or affect legal rights or obligations, and is not finally determinative of any of the issues addressed.  This guidance does not create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the State of Wisconsin or the Department of Natural Resources.  Any regulatory decisions made by the Department of Natural Resources in any matter addressed by this guidance will be made by applying the governing statutes and administrative rules to the relevant facts.
The Wastewater Mercury Rule (primarily located in s. NR 106.145) is now final and became effective on November 1, 2002.  The following discussion is a vision of how those requirements will fit into the permitting process.  This guidance is provided in order to implement the mercury rule most easily and consistently.  Attachment 1 is a flowchart that provides a more visual display of the process.  Attachment 2 contains suggested permit language that has been incorporated into the SWAMP permit drafting system.

Rule Summary

The rule package represents a revision of the May 1996 Wastewater Mercury Strategy in that the main emphasis is on pollution prevention rather than treatment to achieve reductions in discharge and biosolids concentrations.  A major driving factor for the revision of the Strategy was EPA's approval of a low-level analytical method, Method 1631, that is promulgated in ch. NR 219 for use in Wisconsin.  Considering this new ability to quantify mercury levels in most effluents, implementation of a procedure to move toward meeting water quality standards takes a phased approach through requirements in individual reissued permits.

· Monitoring - The rule is set up to collect site-specific data for a given permittee so that the first permit term will almost always be a "data generation" permit.  The amount of monitoring required for various permittees is dependent on the potential for mercury release, ranging from monthly to none for the least significant facilities.  The rule emphasizes the need for quality data through specific quality control requirements, including routine reporting of field blanks.

· Pollution Prevention - Once we have site-specific data that shows a permittee is unable to achieve water quality based effluent limitations (WQBELs), the permittee will be required to plan and implement a Pollutant Minimization Program (PMP).  The most significant of mercury dischargers will be the first required to implement the PMP requirements.

· Variances - It is generally assumed that a good number of facilities will be unable to achieve WQBELs using technologically and economically practical means.  A permittee may apply for a variance, called an Alternative Mercury Effluent Limitation (AMEL), that will provide for an achievable effluent limitation while it takes appropriate pollution prevention steps.  Generally, an AMEL will not be necessary until the second permit reissuance for a given facility.

Permit Applications

The standard permit application forms now in use are set up to require mercury monitoring as shown below.  This frequency is consistent with the application requirements of s. NR 200.065.

· Primary industrial outfalls - 3 tests

· Secondary industrial outfalls - 1 test

· Non-contact cooling water - no testing

· Major municipal outfalls - 1 test

· Minor municipal outfalls - no testing

The following paragraph was added to the instructions that go to the permittees with the application forms.  This language is in addition to the more general instructions that if the most sensitive method for a substance is not used and results are reported as not detected, the Department may require the permittee to repeat monitoring using a more sensitive method.  By these instructions, we hope to make the few test results we get with applications sensitive enough so as to be useful for providing a preview of future effluent levels.

For mercury, the regulatory level is most often 1.3 ng/L.  Virtually all effluents will have mercury levels low enough that the most sensitive method, EPA Method 1631, will be needed to get quantifiable results.  See the footnotes to Table 1 for a list of Wisconsin-certified labs who have demonstrated low-level mercury analysis capability.

Effluent Limits Calculations

Setting effluent limitations

Effluent limits calculation staff will calculate the potential effluent limits in the normal manner.

· Current data show that mercury levels in most inland surface waters exceed the wildlife criterion.  Setting WQBELs in cases where background concentrations of a substance exceed a water quality criterion is covered in s. NR 106.06(6).

· If the water supply is from groundwater or a public water supply, the limit is set equal to the lowest criterion or, for mercury, 1.3 ng/L.

· If more than 10% of the water supply is withdrawn from the receiving water, the Department may set the limit at the background level in the receiving water or at an alternative level.  If there is representative data to show that effluent levels are no higher than intake levels (there is no discharge of mercury), an effluent limit need not be established according to s. NR 106.05(1)(a).  The Department has developed no formal statistical approach for making this determination.  We expect each situation to be different from others.  Staff should use professional judgment.  Most commonly, representative intake and effluent data will not be available at this stage of the process to make these determinations.

· For discharges to the Great Lakes, where criteria for mercury are being met, normal calculations using mixing zones as allowed in s. NR 106.06 should be followed.  [Note - GLI requires that mixing zones for bioaccumulating chemicals of concern (BCCs), including mercury, be eliminated by the year 2007.  However, ch. NR 106 does not yet reflect this requirement.]

Determining reasonable potential

S. NR 106.145(2) sets criteria for when data is representative for determining reasonable potential.  The data must:

· Meet the data quality requirements in ss. NR 106.145(9) and (10) that include requirements to use certified laboratories with recognized capability for low-level mercury, to collect field blanks and to attain appropriate levels of sensitivity and other quality control.

· Consist of at least 12 monitoring results spaced over a period of at least 2 years.

For evaluations to be done within the next few years, we will usually not have this quality and quantity of data.  The code was written this way intentionally because we understand that it will take some time for the permittees, with the help of the laboratories, to get geared up to do the clean sampling necessary to generate quality mercury data.

A number of the pulp and paper mills have been collecting data using labs located on the U.S. west coast with the very low-level capability.  If a facility has a data set that initially appears to only slightly fall short of the data quality requirements, staff may want to follow up to see if data quality information is available but just not reported due to less strict past reporting requirements.

Assuming data is not representative, s. NR 106.145(3) specifies the monitoring frequency for various categories of dischargers for the first permit reissuance or "data generation" permit.

In the unusual circumstance that representative data is available, reasonable potential is determined in the normal way.  For mercury, the 30-day P99 is compared with the WQBEL.  However, for purposes of setting the level for a possible Alternative Mercury Effluent Limitation (AMEL), the 1-day P99 should also be calculated at this time.

Monitoring in Data Generation Permits

If representative data is not available for purposes of determining reasonable potential, the first permit term will be a "data generation" permit.  S. NR 106.145(3) requires monitoring as follows.  Note that s. NR 106.145(3) is clear that the flow values given are for average flow and not design flow.  I suggest we interpret average flow to mean annual average flow.

· Monthly (influent and effluent) for POTWs with average flow equal to or greater than 5 MGD.

· Quarterly (influent and effluent) for POTWs with average flow greater than or equal to 1 MGD but less than 5 MGD or smaller facilities with two or more exceedances (in the last 5 years) of the 17 mg/kg clean sludge value specified in s. NR 204.07(5).

· Monthly (effluent only required but intake recommended) for industrial permittees likely to contribute net discharges of mercury or if the industrial sludge or biosolids indicate a source of mercury.

· Quarterly (effluent only required but intake recommended) for industrial permittees of more than 0.10 MGD that the Department has no information on similar permittees.  The Department may exempt facilities in this category if there is little risk of the discharge containing mercury.

· No monitoring for other minor POTWs or small industrial discharges we don't believe will contain mercury.

Note: After we gain experience with levels in various types of permits, how successful permittees are in collecting quality data and how variable the data is, we may want to consider setting monitoring frequency for some permittees at monthly for some specified period and then quarterly for the remaining permit term.

Based on available information, we know that municipal wastewater contains significant levels of mercury, particularly in the influent.  One reason for the flow cut-offs is that concentrating first on the largest facilities will result in the greatest environmental benefit for the effort expended.  Another reason is that the problem of generating high quality data becomes more difficult with the less-specialized treatment plant staff at smaller facilities.

It's possible that we could choose to extend monitoring requirements to smaller facilities in future code revisions.  However, we hope to be able to extend the knowledge gained by the large and medium facilities to the smaller ones in determining what pollution prevention steps to take.  For example, efforts to work with the dental sector, which we believe represents the largest single source of mercury to POTWs, may be best accomplished through voluntary efforts of local dental associations.  These efforts can be applied to dental offices in any size community.

The categories of industrial facilities obviously depend on professional judgment.  As we start out with implementation, we will probably classify chemical manufacturers, pulp and paper mills, power plants and other physical/chemical primary industries in the monthly monitoring category.  We can use what we learn to help guide our judgment for future determinations.

As already mentioned earlier, a number of pulp and paper mills already have limited quantities of very good, low-level mercury data that were cooperatively collected through agreements outside of permits.  Staff may want to consider this information to reduce monitoring frequency for these facilities from monthly to quarterly according to s. NR 106.145(3), Wis. Adm. Code.

Permits for municipal entities that have been designated as "pretreatment communities" commonly require monthly monitoring for a list of common metals including mercury.  Those that are early in the term of their permits will still have time to generate the requisite 12 results covering a period of at least 24 months.  Pretreatment community permits contain this or similar language:

Samples shall be analyzed using a method which provides adequate sensitivity so that results can be quantified, unless not possible using the most sensitive approved method.  The analytical method for mercury shall provide a sensitivity of 20 to 50 ng/L or lower.

Within the next few weeks, we will notify pretreatment communities that, as of November 1, 2002, the most sensitive approved method (EPA Method 1631 is now in ch. NR 219) is capable of much better sensitivity than 20 to 50 ng/L.  S. NR 106 specifies that the method for mercury must be sensitive enough to quantify mercury concentrations in the sample or mercury concentrations down to the lowest water quality criterion, whichever is greater.  Currently the lowest WQ criterion is 1.3 ng/L, which means that the lowest required detection limit is about 0.4 ng/L (1.3 divided by the LOD/LOQ ratio, commonly set at 3.3)

Permit Drafting

Permit requirements for either limits or monitoring should be based on recommendations from the effluent limits calculation staff and the monitoring categories discussed in the previous paragraphs.  Permit drafters should refer to Attachment 2 titled Permit Language for Mercury for detail on implementing the recommendations through the SWAMP permit, including the options and footnote language shown in that document.  The options and language have been incorporated into the latest version of SWAMP.  These are the possible scenarios:

· Representative data is not available or fewer than 24 months of monitoring is available for reasonable potential determination

· Monitoring frequency according to above categories

· Monitoring locations

· Influent and effluent for POTWs

· Effluent (and recommend intake for industrials with surface water intake)

· Field blank required for both POTWs and industrials

· Sample type:

· Grab for effluent and intake

· Composite in influent

· Select the standard mercury monitoring footnote

· Select pick list option called "Mercury Pollutant Minimization Program" for facilities with monthly monitoring and be sure to fill in the blank in the first compliance schedule action with the additional number of months that will fulfill the 24 months of samples.  Enter the due dates for actions.  See Attachment 2.

· Representative data is available and limits calculation results in reasonable potential (We expect this situation to be very infrequent as representative data will commonly not be available)

· Application for an Alternative Mercury Effluent Limitation (AMEL), including a pollutant minimization program (PMP) plan may have been submitted with the permit application

· Impose either the WQBEL or an AMEL.  Since we don't have experience making this decision, it's difficult to give further guidance on this option.

· Include a monitoring requirement.  S. NR 106.146 does not specify but, initially, monthly monitoring seems about right.

· Select the standard mercury monitoring footnote

· Insert pollutant minimization program (PMP) specifics and timelines, as agreed upon by the permittee and DNR, in the permit as a compliance schedule

· Representative data is available and limits calculation does not result in reasonable potential (We expect this situation to be very infrequent as representative data will commonly not be available)

· If the discharger is not in the Great Lakes basin, there would be no further requirements.

· If the discharger is in the Great Lakes basin, no effluent limitation would be imposed but GLI requires monitoring in the permit.

· Monitoring would be infrequent, perhaps yearly

· Select the standard mercury monitoring footnote

Permit Administration

Monitoring

Immediately upon permit reissuance, we will be faced with permittees needing to comply with mercury monitoring requirements.  We expect a period of a year or two where the Department and labs will be gearing up to provide assistance.  There may also be times when data points associated with field blanks that fail to meet acceptance criteria will need to be questioned.  The Department may need to use enforcement discretion as permittees struggle to meet the requirements.

To help with the generation of good quality monitoring data, the following resources are or will be available:

· Guidance for permittees is located on the Department's web site at http://www.dnr.state.wi.us/org/water/wm/ww/mercury/mercury.htm.  Aside from the rule language, this site and associated links provide information on which commercial labs are recognized by DNR to perform low-level mercury analyses, EPA Method 1631, how to collect samples using clean techniques (EPA sampling Method 1669 and Monitoring Procedures guidance) and pollutant minimization program (PMP) elements.

· Several years ago, EPA funded production of a video (VCR) that demonstrates the "clean hands/dirty hands" sampling technique.  The Department has a limited supply of these tapes that is being distributed to permittees or their representatives whose permits require this monitoring and who request a copy.

· Training sessions are being scheduled at various locations statewide.

EPA Method 1631 need not be used for municipal influent monitoring but the sensitivity limitations required in s. NR 106.145(10) do apply to influent monitoring and some effort to assess and control blank contamination is needed.  This idea has been expanded on in the Monitoring Procedures guidance for permittees mentioned above.

Next steps for permittees with monthly monitoring

As required by s. NR 106.145(7)(b), permits for facilities with monthly monitoring will have a condition in their permit that if the first 24 months of monitoring indicates the need for a limit, a PMP will be triggered.

After 24 total months of mercury monitoring, the permit requires the permittee to do a reasonable potential determination.  We hope that 24 months of monitoring will insure that we have at least 12 reliable monitoring results with which to do a reasonable potential calculation using the 99th percentile as required in s. NR 106.145(2).

· At least initially, Central Office staff will assist permittees in this effort.  This will require review of the data to determine which data are valid and then overseeing use of the P99 calculation spreadsheet.

· A PMP will be required when the data would trigger a limit, that is, when the 30-day P99 is greater than the calculated effluent limitation that was previously determined by the limits calculator prior to permit reissuance.

· If a limit was not previously calculated because the permittee's water supply consists of greater than 10% intake from the same receiving stream that does not meet water quality for mercury, intake data for mercury will need to be evaluated now to determine if there is a (net) discharge.  If the permittee did not perform testing of intake samples, we suggest assuming that the mercury concentration of the intake water is 1.3 ng/L.

If there is reasonable potential, the standard permit requirement would have a deadline for submission of a PMP plan at 36 months from permit reissuance as required in s. NR 106.145(7)(b).  Annual reports are required thereafter.  Review of these plans and annual reports should be handled like any other compliance schedule-required report.  Central Office staff will be available to assist in these reviews, as needed.

If reasonable potential is still indicated at the time of permit re-application, the permittee will probably want to apply for an AMEL under NR 106.145(8).  This variance application is due at the time of the permit reissuance application and must include a plan for continued implementation of the PMP.  If the Department approves the AMEL, the reissued permit will contain language requiring continued implementation of the PMP.

If there is not reasonable potential, the PMP requirement does not apply and the permittee may simply state that fact in a short submittal.  However, if they wish to have the PMP language removed from the permit, they would need to request a formal permit modification.  At the time of permit re-application, the Department will evaluate the data again.  If there is not reasonable potential at that time, no limit or PMP will be required in the reissued permit.  If data shows that quantifiable mercury is discharged and the discharge is to the Great Lakes basin, The Great Lakes WQ Initiative requires that the permit require monitoring, however infrequent.

S. NR 106.145(3)(a) 6 allows that the Department may reduce monitoring frequency from monthly to quarterly after at least 12 representative results have been generated.  The permittee may request a permit modification that would reduce the monitoring frequency.  Department staff may use discretion for the monitoring frequency in subsequent permits, since this is not specified in s. NR 106.145.

Next steps for permittees with quarterly monitoring

Permits for facilities with quarterly monitoring will not have generated the requisite 12 monitoring results until at least 3 years from the date of reissuance.

At about the 36 month to 48-month interval, the permittee should perform a reasonable potential determination to help them decide if they need to apply for an AMEL.  By then we hope to have enough reliable monitoring results with which to do a reasonable potential calculation using the 99th percentile as required in s. NR 106.145(2).

· At least initially, Central Office staff will assist permittees in this effort.  This will require review of the data to determine which data are valid and then overseeing use of the P99 calculation spreadsheet.

· Reasonable potential will be indicated when the 30-day P99 is greater than the calculated effluent limitation that was previously determined by the limit calculator prior to permit reissuance.

· If a limit was not previously calculated because the permittee's water supply consists of greater than 10% intake from the same receiving stream that does not meet water quality for mercury, intake data for mercury will need to be evaluated to determine if there is a (net) discharge.  If the permittee did not perform testing of intake samples, we suggest assuming that the mercury concentration of the intake water is 1.3 ng/L.

If there is reasonable potential, the permittee will probably want to apply for an AMEL under NR 106.145(8).  This application is due at the time of permit reissuance application and must include a PMP plan.  If the Department approves the AMEL, the reissued permit will contain language that requires implementation of the PMP as specified in the PMP plan and agreed to by the Department.  Central Office staff will be available to assist in processing these steps, as needed.

Questions on this Guidance

You may direct questions on this implementation guidance to Tom Mugan at (608) 266-7420 or tom.mugan@dnr.state.wi.us.

There are likely questions and problems that will come up that have not yet been posed.  As we gain experience implementing the new Strategy, things should become clearer.  We should document problems and solutions we find along the way to help maintain consistency in how we apply the rules.
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Attachment 1 - Mercury Rule Permitting Flowchart


Attachment 2 - Permit Language for Mercury

A.
If sufficient representative data are not available to determine reasonable potential under s. NR 106.145(2), the first permit term is a "Data Generation" permit.  This means that monitoring will be required in the permit, but there will be no numerical effluent limitation.

· Parameter and units - Mercury, total recoverable in ng/L

· Monitoring frequency as required in s. NR 106.145(3)

· Monthly for a POTW with average flow >5 MGD or for an industry likely to have a net mercury discharge

· Quarterly for a "small" major POTW or (for a minor) if sludge exceeds the NR 204 "high quality" level of 17 mg/Kg two or more times in the last 5 years or for an industry having process flow > 0.1 MGD and the Department has no information on similar facilities (may be exempted if the Department determines that there is little risk that the discharge contains mercury)

· None required for facilities not falling into one of the above categories unless the Department has a reasonable expectation that the discharges contains mercury

· Sample type - We recommend grab for effluent, composite for influent or other waste streams with high concentrations relative to expected background contamination; use "blank" sample type for field blank

· Monitoring Location as required in s. NR 106.145(3)

· POTWs - Influent, effluent and an inplant sample point for the field blank (see “Note” below regarding the inplant sample point and field blank requirements)

· Industries - Effluent (we might recommend in the fact sheet or verbally that they do intake monitoring) and an inplant sample point for the field blank (see “Note” below regarding the inplant sample point and field blank requirements)

· Note: For the Inplant sample point and associated field blank monitoring requirements, create an inplant sample point in SWAMP and indicate in the sample point description to "collect the mercury field blank using standard sample handling procedures”.  (The inplant sample point and associated monitoring requirements can either be included in the draft permit or they can be added in the Monitoring Data segment after the permit is reissued but prior to generating the DMRs).

· Use the SWAMP checkbox option to generate a footnote for effluent, field blank and influent (if called for) to be sure monitoring is done as specified in ss. NR 106.145(9) and (10).

· Mercury Monitoring

The permittee shall collect and analyze all mercury samples according to the data quality requirements of ss. NR 106.145(9) and (10), Wisconsin Administrative Code. The limit of quantitation (LOQ) used for the effluent and field blank shall be less than 1.3 ng/L, unless the samples are quantified at levels above 1.3 ng/L.  The permittee shall collect at least one mercury field blank for each set of  mercury samples (a set of samples may include combinations of intake, influent, effluent or other samples all collected on the same day).  The permittee shall report results of effluent samples and field blanks to the Department on Discharge Monitoring Reports.

· Reducing monitoring frequency for permittees in a monthly monitoring category - NR 106.145(3)(a)6. allows the Department to reduce monitoring frequency to quarterly after a permittee generates at least 12 representative data points.  We can inform any permittee that asks about reduced monitoring that they may request a formal modification once they have the requisite 12 data points.  If they are insistent that the modification right be expressed in the permit, you may use the SWAMP checkbox option to generate the following footnote:

· Reduced Mercury Monitoring

After generating at least 12 mercury results that meet the data quality requirements of ss. NR 106.145(9) and (10), Wis. Adm. Code, the permittee may apply for a permit modification to reduce the monthly monitoring frequency.  Under the authority of NR 106.145(3)(a)6., Wis. Adm. Code,  the Department may initiate the permit modification process t oreduce the monitoring frequency from monthly to once every 3 months

An alternative option that avoids the need to modify is to specify in the reissued permit a monitoring frequency of monthly for the first X months and quarterly thereafter (X must be at least 12, perhaps 18 to 24).  This option may be appropriate for an industrial facility that we had tentatively projected to be in the monthly monitoring category, but we have now gained information that suggests that the industry may not be a source of mercury to the environment.  It may also be justified for municipal permits once we gain experience with permittees' ability to generate representative data that have relatively low variability.

· Compliance Schedule that would take effect for permittees required to monitor monthly and where the first 24 months of monitoring indicates reasonable potential (Select the pick-list option in SWAMP called "Mercury Pollutant Minimization Program".)

Mercury Pollutant Minimization Program - The Permittee shall plan and implement a pollutant minimization program whenever, after the first 24 months of mercury monitoring, a mercury effluent limitation is necessary under the procedure in s. NR 106.145(2), Wis. Adm. Code.

1. Due Date – 24 months after permittee begins mercury monitoring

Required Action - Determine Need for Mercury Effluent Limitations: After completion of the first _____ months of sampling under this permit, the permittee shall submit a summary of all mercury data and request that the Department make a preliminary determination of the need for effluent limitations according to the requirements of s. NR 106.145(2), Wis. Adm. Code.  If the Department's determination under s. NR 106.145(2) shows that an effluent limitation is not necessary, the permittee shall not be required to follow subsequent steps in this schedule.  Monitoring for mercury shall continue as required elsewhere in this permit. 

Note: The Department will make the determination and notify the permittee in writing within 90 days of such request.

2. Date Due - 36 months after permittee begins mercury monitoring

Required Action - Submit a Mercury Pollutant Minimization Program Plan: If the Department's determination under s. NR 106.145(2), Wis. Adm. Code, shows that an effluent limitation IS necessary, the permittee shall develop and submit to the Department a plan for a pollutant minimization program (PMP) that meets the requirements of s. NR 106.145(7), Wis. Adm. Code.

NOTE:  The Department will notify the permittee of acceptance of or comments on the proposed PMP.  The permittee and the Department will then agree on what changes, if any will be made to the PMP.  If the Department has not notified the permittee within 90 days of the Department's receipt of the PMP, the permittee may assume that the PMP has been accepted.

2.
Date Due - 42 months after permittee begins mercury monitoring

Required Action - The permittee shall implement the PMP as submitted or as amended by agreement of the permittee and the Department.

3.
Date Due - 48 months after permittee begins mercury monitoring

Required Action - The permittee shall submit to the Department an annual status report on the progress of the PMP as required by s. NR 106.145(7).  Submittal of the first annual status report is required by the Date Due.

NOTE:  If the permittee wishes to apply for an alternative mercury effluent limitation, that application is due with the application for permit reissuance by 6 months prior to permit expiration.  The Permittee should submit or reference the PMP plan as updated by the Annual Status Report or more recent developments as part of that application.

B.
If sufficient representative data is available to determine reasonable potential under s. NR 106.145(2), the first permit will either impose water quality based effluent limitations using our standard approach or implement an alternative mercury effluent limitation.  If we grant an alternative limit:

· Monitoring frequency would probably be monthly initially.  Influent monitoring for POTWs is not specifically called for by rule but may be a component of the PMP plan.  Field blanks will still be required.

· Footnote for mercury monitoring (for effluent, field blank and influent, if called for) to be sure monitoring is done as specified in ss. NR 106.145(9) and (10).

· Mercury Monitoring

The permittee shall collect and analyze all mercury samples according to the data quality requirements of ss. NR 106.145(9) and (10), Wisconsin Administrative Code.  The permittee shall collect a mercury field blank for each effluent mercury sampling event (day when samples are collected).  The permittee shall report results of effluent samples and field blanks to the Department on Discharge Monitoring Reports.

· To grant an alternative limit would mean that the PMP plan had already been submitted to the Department as part of the application.  There would be a schedule of actions that would be placed in the permit using the Compliance Schedule format.  Those actions would be based on the actions called for by the PMP plan as accepted by the Department.

C.
If sufficient representative data is available to determine that there is not reasonable potential under s. NR 106.145(2), but data shows that there is a net discharge of mercury, the permit must contain effluent and field blank monitoring requirements, even if infrequent (such as annually), if the discharge is to waters of the Great Lakes system (GLI requirement).  The sample collection and analysis footnote would be used.

· Footnote for mercury monitoring (for effluent, field blank and influent, if called for) to be sure monitoring is done as specified in ss. NR 106.145(9) and (10)

· Mercury Monitoring

The permittee shall collect and analyze all mercury samples according to the data quality requirements of ss. NR 106.145(9) and (10), Wisconsin Administrative Code.  The permittee shall collect a mercury field blank for each effluent mercury sampling event (day when samples are collected).  The permittee shall report results of effluent samples and field blanks to the Department on Discharge Monitoring Reports.
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