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ity W

orks (I.D
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D
ear M

s. G
odiksen: 

O
n behalf of the A

m
erican B

ottom
 C

onservancy (A
B

C
), the Interdisciplinary 

E
nvironm

ental C
linic at W

ashington U
niversity School of L

aw
 (IE

C
) subm

its the 
follow

ing com
m

ents regarding the draft G
lean A

ir A
ct Perm

it Program
 (C

A
A

P
P

) or T
itle 

V
 perm

it published by the Illinois E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency (IE

P
A

) for the 
U

nited States Steel C
orporation - G

ranite C
ity W

orks (U
S

S
-G

C
W

) facility in G
ranite 

C
ity, Illinois. 

I. 
Introduction 

U
SS-G

C
W

 first applied for a C
A

A
P

P
' perm

it in 1996 but has yet to obtain one. T
he 

IE
PA

 published a draft perm
it for U

SS-G
C

W
 in 2003, but took no further action on that 

draft. IE
PA

 did nor m
eet the statutory deadlines for action on the 1996 perm

it 
application.' U

SS-G
C

W
 subm

itted a new
 perm

it application in 2007. IE
PA

 published a 
draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it for public com

m
ent in O

ctober 2008. A
 public hearing regarding the 

I A
ll references to C

A
A

P
P

 perm
itting in this com

m
ent letter encom

pass federal a
~

d
 

Illiuoi~
 state 

regulations regarding T
itle V

 and C
A

A
P

P
 perm

its. T
he Illinois C

A
A

P
P

 Program
 requires adherenre not 

only to state law
 and regulations regarding C

A
A

PP perm
its, but also the federal C

lean A
ir A

ct. T
itie '4 

program
, 42 U

.S.C
. $$7661 - 7661 f and 40 C

.F.R
. Part 70, due to the 1) S

~
~

p
rem

acy
 

C
lause of the U

nited 
States C

onstitution and 2) Illinois state code requiring perm
it provisions to com

ply w
ith the C

lean i\ir A
ct. 

"
 The [Illinois E

nvironm
ental Protection] A

gency shall issue C
A

A
P

P
 perm

its under this Section consistent 
w

ith the C
lean A

ir A
ct and regulations prom

tllgated thereunder and this A
ct and regulations prom

ulgated 
thereunder." 4 15 Il,!.. 

C
~

M
P

. 
S

7
'~

'r. 5/39.5(3 j(a) (2005). Furtherm
ore, thc Illinois code requires air poilution 

operating perm
its to "[ilncorporate and identify all applicable em

issions m
onitoring and analysis 

procedures or test m
ethods required under the C

lean A
ir A

ct, regulations prom
ulgated thereunder, this A

ct, 
and applicable B

oard regulations, including any procedures and m
ethods prom

ulgated by U
SE

PA
 pursuant 

to Section 504(b) or Section I 14(a)(3) of the C
lean A

ir A
ct." 4 15 1r.l.. C

oicrr. S
'I'A

I. 5139.5(7(d)) (2005). 
4 i 5 !!,I.. C

O
M

P. ST
iZ

.I.. 5139.5Q
) (2005) ("T

he A
gency shall issue or deny the C

A
A

PI' perm
it w

ithin 18 
m

onths after the date of receipt of the com
plete C

A
A

PP application.. . . W
here the A

gency does not take 
final action on the perm

it w
ithin the required tim

e period ... the failure to act shall.be treated as a final 
perm

it action.. . ."). 
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* • * Washington University in St.lDuis 
SCHOOL OF LAW 

Civil Justice Clinic 
Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic 

February 27, 2009 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Ms. Annet Godiksen, Hearing Officer 
Re: United States Steel - Granite City Works 
1021 N. Grand Avenue East 
P.O. Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

Re: Draft Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) Permit to United States Steel -
Granite City Works (1.0. No. 119813AAI; Application No. 96030056). 

Dear Ms. Godiksen: 

On behalf of the American Bottom Conservancy (ABC), the Interdisciplinary 
Environmental Clinic at Washington University School of Law (lEC) submits the 
following comments regarding the draft Clean Air Act Perm~t Program (CAAPP) or Title 
V permit published by the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (lEP A) for the 
United States Steel Corporation - Granite City Works (USS-GCW) facility in Granite 
City, Illinois. 

I. Introduction 

USS-GCW first applied for a CAAPP[ permit in 1996 but has yet to obtain one. The 
IEPA published a draft permit for USS-GCW in 2003, but took no further action on that 
draft. IEPA did not meet the statutory deadlines for action on the 1996 permit 
application. 2 USS-GCW submitted a new permit application in 2007. IEPA published a 
draft CAAPP permit for public comm~nt in October 2008. A public hearing regarding the 

I All references to CAAPP pennitting in this comment letter encompass federal ar.d IIlil1oi~ state 
regulations regarding Title V and CAAPP pennits. The Illinois CAAPP Program re4uires adherenr:e not 
only to state law and reglJlations regarding CAAPP penn its, but also the federal Clean Air Act, Tirie V 
program, 42 U.s.c. §§7661 - 7661 f and 40 C.F.R. Part 70, due to the I) Supremacy C l3use of the United 
States Constitution and 2) Illinois state code requiring permit provisions to comply with the Clean /\ir Act· 
"The [Illinois Environmental Protection] Agency shall issue CAAPP pennits under this Section consistent 
with the Clean Air Act and regulations promul6af ed thereunder and this Act and regulations promulgated 
thereunder." 415 ILL. COMPo STAT. 5/39.5(3)(a) (2005). Furthermore, the Illinois code requires air poilution 
operating permits to "[i]ncorporate and identify all applicable emissions monitoring and analysis 
procedures or test methods required under the Clean Air Act, regulations promulgated thereunder, this Act, 
and applicable Board regulations, including any procedures and methods promulgated by uSEPA pursuant 
to Section 504(b) or Section I 14(a)(3) of the Clean Air Act." 415 ILL. CO~lI'. STAT. SI39.5(7(d» (2005) . 
2 415 ILl .. COMPo STAT. 5/39.50) (2005) ("The Agency shall issue or deny the CAAPP penn it within 18 
months after the date of receipt of the complete CAAPP application .... Where the Agency does not rake 
tinal action on the permit within the required time period ... the failure to act shall be treated as a final 
pennit action .... "). 

Washington University in St. Louis, Ca mpus Ilei\( 1120, One hrookings Drive, Sf. Louis~ Missouri 6J 130-4H':)':! 

(3 14 ) 935-7238; Fl\X : ( 14) ,:!3<;-5 171, IVww.lVlIstlt'( lu 

rkuehn
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draii. C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it occurred on D
ecetnber 2, 2008. aftcr w

hich the IE
P

ri proc idecf 
follow

 up answ
ers to the IE

C
 to questions it could not ansxter at the tim

e of the hearing.' 
T

he hllow
ing com

tnents are directed at the O
ctober 2008 draft C

A
A

PP perm
it. 

A
. A

B
C

 H
as a11 Interest in the E

nt ironm
ental Im

pacts ofthe U
SS-G

C
W

 Facility. 
A

B
C

 is a grassroots organi~
ation based in the M

etro-E
ast region, w

ith m
em

bers residing 
and recreating in G

ranite C
ity. T

he U
nited S

tates E
ncironm

ental Protection A
gency 

(U
S

E
P

A
) reported that M

adison C
ounty (in the M

etro-E
ast region), in w

hich U
SS-G

C
W

 
is located, has the highest population, second densest population. and highest percentage 
of urban land cover in the M

etro E
ast region.' A

B
C

's prim
ary goal is to protect 

com
m

unity m
em

bers from
 air, w

ater, and land pollution. T
his proves challenging in an 

air pollution nonattainm
ent region for tine particulate m

atter (P
M

? j)%
nd 

ground-level 
h 

ozone. 

U
SS-G

C
W

, located am
idst a residential com

m
unity, next to a state park, is the prim

ary 
source of fine particle pollution in the region,' and em

its substantial am
ounts of 

num
erous other pollutants that threaten hum

an health and the environm
ent. In addition, 

U
SS-G

C
W

 has a history of air pollution violations. In Septem
ber 2005 the IE

PA
 tiled an 

air pollution com
plaint against U

SS-C
C

W
. A

fter tw
o am

ended coln laints w
ere filed, 

B 
adding further violations, the m

atter w
as settled in D

ecem
ber 2007. 

H
ow

ever, U
SS- 

G
C

W
 has yet to fully im

plem
ent the settlem

ent; therefore, the conditions causing the 
violations apparently have not yet been rem

edied. 

3 Illinois E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency, Q

llc.stions P
enrling fi-om

 G
S

. Stcel T
iil~

~
 

V
P

uhlic H
earing, Jan. 

15,2009 (provided to IE
C

 by IE
PA

). A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit I. 
' Illinois E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency, Tcchniccrl S~
tpport Doccim

cnt,fO
r the R

ecom
m

enck.d 
~Yonuiirrinm

cnt Bortndclricjs in Illinois.fi,r the 24-H
our P

hf: ,r N
c~

tionc~
l 

A
m

hit~
nt Air Q

ltulip Strzntkird, D
ec. 

18, 1007, at 17, a
~

~
u

i/t~
h

lc~
 

at http:!'www.epa.state.ii.usl'public-notices~2007'pm25- 
standards1recom

m
endations.pdf. 

A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 2. 
' T

he U
SE

PA
 designated M

adison C
ounty. Illinois a P

M
2.5 nonattainm

ent region on D
ecem

ber 16. 1008. 
U

.S. E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency, G

reen B
ook, P

e~rticrrlrrte ,tlirttc?r (P
,1.f,,) ,V

onclttciiiim
~~nt 

A
~.eu/Statc+

 
C

onnty R
cport, D

ec. 16, 2008, ii~
~

uilablc 
http:,'/'w

w
w

.epa.gov oar!oaqps1greenbkqnca.htn11#7040. A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 3. 
" T

he U
SE

PA
 designated M

adison C
ounty. Illinois a ground-level ozone nonattainm

ent region on 
D

ecem
ber 16, 2008. U

.S. E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency, 8-H

ollr O
zone 1Yontlttuinm

cw
t 

.4t,cu/Stcitcv'C
ouny R

tyort. D
ee. 16, 3008, a

~
~

u
ila

h
lr 
ut 

http:l',www.epa.gov,'oaroaqps~greenblcgnca.html#7040. 
A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 3

. 
7 Illinois E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency, Tt.chnicc11 Support D
ocrtm

ent fir
 the. R

c~c,ornm
~.ntlc~d 

,V
oncrttcrinm

cnt B
ounci~

ries in N
1inoi.s fbr the 24-H

olrr P
M

:, iVcitionaE .-lm
hient ,-fir Q

~ictlit?. Sicint/ttrc;(, Dec. 
18 2007, at 23. ui~uiltrhlr ut http:!, www.epa.state.il.us,'public-notices~2007 

'pm
25- 

standards~recom
m

endations.pdf. A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 2. U
SS-G

C
W

 has the highest annual tnean 
values of P

M
Z

 em
issions. Itl. at 9, table 2. 

See C
onsent O

rder 05-C
I-1-750. People of the State of Illinois. ex rel., L

isa M
adigan v. U

.S. Steel 
C

orporation, Inc. D
ee. 18. 2007. C

ircuit C
ourt of the T

hird Judicial C
ircuit, M

adison C
ounty. Illinois. 

A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 5. 
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draft C AAPP pennit occurred on December 2. 2008. aftcr whidl the [EPA provided 
follow up answers to the IEC to questions it could not answer at the time of the hearing.] 
The following comments are directed at the October 2008 draft C AAPP penni!. 

A. ABC Has an Interest in the Environmcntal Impacts of the USS-GCW Facility. 
ABC is a .blTassroots organization based in the Metro-East region, with members residing 
and recreating in Granite City. The United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) reported that Madison County (in the Metro-East region), in which USS-GCW 
is located, has the highest population, second densest population, and highest percentage 
of urban land cover in the Metro East region . .! ABC's primary goal is to protect 
community members from air, water, and land pollution. This proves challenging in an 
air pollution nonattainment region for fine particulate matter (PM25 )S and !:,lTound-levei 
ozone.h 

USS-GCW, located amidst a residential community, next to a state park, is the primary 
source of tine particle pollution in the region,7 and emits substantial amounts of 
numerous other pollutants that threaten human health and the environment. In addition, 
USS-GCW has a history of air pollution violations. In September 2005 the lEPA tiled an 
air pollution complaint against USS-GCW. After two amended comflaints were tiled, 
adding further violations, the matter was settled in December 2007. However, USS­
GCW has yet to fully implement the settlement; therefore, the conditions causing the 
violations apparently have not yet been remedied . 

. 1 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency. Questions Pending/i'om Us. Steel Title V Puhlic Hearing, Jan. 
15,2009 (provided to IEC by IEPA). Attached hereto as Exhibit l. 
4 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, Technical SlIpport DoclIInentji)}' the Recommended 
NOl1attainment Boundaries in /IIinoisji)/' the l4-Houl' PM.'. 5 Nationl1l Amhient Ail' Quality S{((ndllrd, Dec. 
18,2007, at 27, ami/ahle lit http://www.epa.state.il.us/public-notices/2007!pm25-
standardslrecommendations.pdf. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 
5 The USEPA designated Madison County, Illinois a PM2.5 nonattainment region on December Ifl, 2008 . 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Green Book, Parlieulote /vf(ltter (PA(. .<J Nonll[(l/inment 
AreaISt{l(e/CoU/1lY Report, Dec. 16.2008. lImi/ahle {I( 
http ://w\\-'W.epa.gov i oari oaqps/greenbk/qnca .html#7040. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3. 
(, The USEPA designated Madison County. Illinois a ground-level ozone nonatlainment region on 
December I fl, 2008. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 8-Hollr O:one NOnll((ainl11l'nt 
ArCllIS(({td Collnry Report, Dec. 16.2008, ({l'(lilahle at 

http : .. iwww.epa .gov/oar!oaqps!greenbkignca .html#7040. Attached hereto as Ex hibit 4. 
7 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, Technical Support Document/hI' the Recommended 
/l/on({llainme/1l BOllnd({rie5 in Illinois/ur the l4·Hollr PM;) N({tion({1 Amhie/1l Air Qu({lin; Stand({rd, Dec. 
I R 2007, at 23. amilab/e at http ://www.epa.state .i1.us/public-noticesn007·pm25-
standards/recommendations.pdf. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2. USS-GCW has the highest annual mean 
values of PM~5 emissions. !d. at 9, table 2. 
x See Consent Order 05·CI-I· 750, People of the State of Illinois. ex reI., Lisa Madigan v. U.S . Steel 
Corporation, Inc. Dec.18, 2007. Circuit Court of the Third Judicial Circuit. Madison County. Illinois. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit 5. 



IIlinois E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency 

M
s. A

nnet G
odiksen, H

earing O
t'ficer 

February 27,2009 
Page 3 of 72 

A
B

C
 appreciates the dif'ficult econom

ic circum
stances currently facing the com

pany. its 
em

ployees, and the co
u

n
tv

 at large. A
B

C
 appreciates the im

portance of the plant's jobs 
and payroll for its em

ployees and the com
m

unity. A
B

C
 subm

its these com
m

ents in the 
spirit of ensuring that, w

hen the facility em
erges from

 its idled status and resum
es 

operations, it does so in a m
anner that com

plies w
ith the law

 and protects the health of its 
neighbors. 

B
. E

nvironm
ental Justice C

onsiderations R
equire a M

ore T
h

o
ro

u
~

h
 Review

 and 
Favor a Protective Perm

it. 

A
m

erican B
ottom

 C
onservancy requests that this draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it be review

ed in an 
environm

ental justice context. T
he area surrounding U

S
S

 qualities as an E
nvironm

ental 
Justice com

m
unity. A

ccording to the U
.S. E

PA
 E

nvironm
ental Justice G

eographic 
A

ssessm
ent T

ool, 95,011 people live w
ithin five m

iles of the facility, 53.3 percent of 
w

hom
 are m

inority and 25.9 percent below
 the poverty level. 35,376 people live w

ithin 
three m

iles, including 2 1 per cent m
inority and 17 per cent below

 the poverty level. 5,77 1 
people live w

ithin one m
ile of the facility, 20 per cent m

inority and 20.5 per cent below
 

the poverty level. A
t all three distances, approxim

ately 40 per cent or m
ore are age 65 or 

older or 17 and under, sensitive populations m
ost vulnerable to air pollution.9 L

ocated 
w

ithin blocks of U
S

S
-G

C
W

 are low
-incom

e public housing, a ball G
eld, several grade 

schools, and a preschool just dow
n the road from

 the coke plant. 

H
orseshoe L

ake State Park is adjacent to the coke plant. 
It is visited by 365,000 people 

annually. T
he park is used for picnicking, birdw

atching, soccer gam
es, cam

ping, boating, 
hunting, fishing, hiking, biking, nature observation and trail-w

alking. T
here is 

subsistence fishing at the lake. lo T
he M

adison C
ounty Schoolhouse T

rail goes through 
U

SS-G
C

W
 facility grounds, behind the coke plant.'' T

here are 10 schools in G
ranite C

ity 
w

ithin five m
iles of the facility plus a preschool, E

arly C
hildhood C

enter, across from
 the 

coke plant coal preparation site1* W
ithin three m

iles of the facility, the C
ity of V

enice 
has an elem

entary school and an E
arly C

hildhood center,13 and the C
ity of M

adison has 
five  school^.'^ T

he area hospital, G
atew

ay R
egional M

edical C
enter, is located tw

o 
blocks from

 the facility.I5 

A
ccordingly, there is a com

pelling need for full public disclosure of U
SS-G

C
W

's air 
pollution em

issions -
 including pollutants that threaten hum

an heaIth and the 
environm

ent and are em
itted in substantial quantities by U

SS-G
C

W
 such as fine 

9 E
PA

, E
nvironm

ental Justice G
raphic A

ssessm
ent T

ool, D
em

ographic Profiles w
ithin 1, 3, and 5 m

iles of 
the U

SS-G
C

W
 facility, w

ebsite inform
ation attached hereto as E

xhibits 39,40, and 4 1. 
lo http://www.dnr.state.il.usllandslLandmgt/PARKSiR4iHORSESP.HTM. 
"
 http:iiwww.mcttraiIs.or@viewer.htm; 

http:/!www.traiInet.org/traiI-main.php. 
I:! http://www.granitecityschools.or~schoots/index.ht~nl. 
ti http://w

w
w

.venice.k I2.il.us/index.php?option=displaypage&Itemid=50&op=page&SubMet~u= 
1

4
 l~ttp:!iw

w
\v.~nadisoncusd 12.org/. 

IS l~ttp://www.healthgrades.com~hospital-directory/illinois-iI-east-st-louis/gateway-regional-medical-center- 

hgst63346f.56 140 125. 
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ABC appreciates the difficult economic circumstances currently facing the company, its 
employees, and the country at large. ABC appreciates the importance of the plant's jobs 
and payroll for its employees and the community. ABC submits these comments in the 
spirit of ensuring that, when the facility emerges from its idled status and resumes 
operations, it does so in a manner that compl ies wi th the law and protects the health of its 
neighbors. 

B. Environmental Justice Considerations Require a More Thorough Review and 
Favor a Protective Permit. 

American Bottom Conservancy requests that this draft CAAPP permit be reviewed in an 
environmental justice context. The area surrounding USS qualifies as an Environmental 
Justice community. According to the U.S. EPA Environmental Justice Geographic 
Assessment Tool, 95,011 people live within five miles of the facility, 53.3 percent of 
whom are minority and 25.9 percent below the poverty level. 35,376 people live within 
three miles, including 21 per cent minority and 17 per cent below the poverty level. 5,771 
people live within one mile of the facility, 20 per cent minority and 20.5 per cent below 
the poverty level. At all three distances, approximately 40 per cent or more are age 65 or 
older or 17 and under, sensitive populations most vulnerable to air pollution. 9 Located 
within blocks of USS-GCW are low-income public housing, a ball field, several grade 
schools, and a preschool just down the road from the coke plant. 

Horseshoe Lake State Park is adjacent to the coke plant. It is visited by 365,000 people 
annually. The park is used for picnicking, birdwatching, soccer games, camping, boating, 
hunting, fishing, hiking, biking, nature observation and trail-walking. There is 
subsistence fishing at the lake. lo The Madison County Schoolhouse Trail goes through 
USS-GCW facility grounds, behind the coke plant. I I There are 10 schools in Granite City 
within five miles of the facility plus a preschool, Early Childhood Center, across from the 
coke plant coal preparation site. 12 Within three miles of the facility, the City of Venice 
has an elementary school and an Early Childhood Center, 13 and the City of Madison has 
five schools. 14 The area hospital, Gateway Regional Medical Center, is located two 
blocks from the facility. IS 

Accordingly, there is a compelling need for full public disclosure ofUSS-GCW's air 
pollution emissions - including pollutants that threaten human health and the 
environment and are emitted in substantial quantities by USS-GCW such as fine 

9 EPA, Environmental Justice Graphic Assessment Tool, Demographic Profiles within I, 3, and 5 miles of 
the USS-GCW faci lity, website information attached hereto as Exhibits 39,40, and 41. 
10 http: //www.dnr.state.il.us/lands/Landmgt/PARKS/R4/HORSESP.HTM . 
II http://www.mcttrails.org/viewer.htm; http://www.trailnet.org/traiUnain .php. 
12 http ://www.granitecityschools.org/schoolslindex.html . 
1.1 http://www .venice.kI2.il .us/ i ndex .php?option=d isplaypage& Item id=50&op=page&S ubMenu= 
l<l http://www.madisoncusd 12.org/. 
15 http ://www.healthgrades.com/hosp i ta I-d irectory/i II i nois- ii-east -st -Iou is/ gateway- regional-med ica I-center­
hgst63346f56 140 125. 
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particulate m
atter (PM

2.5), m
ercury, and carbon dioxide. T

he Project Sum
rnary and the 

draft C
A

A
PP pennit should inform

 the cornm
unity of the facility's em

ission of these 
pollutants, w

ith quantities procided, and explain u
 hy the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it does not 

include any em
ission lim

its on those pollutant ernissions. 

111 addition, environm
ental justice considerations heighten the already-strong legal 

requirem
ent h

r
 em

issions m
onitoring sufficient to ensure that U

SS-G
C

W
 is operating in 

com
pliance w

ith its perm
it lim

its. W
here the law

 procides discretion to IE
PA

 to exercise 
its ju

d
~

m
en

t in deterniining the extent of m
onitoring required, environm

ental justice 
considerations favor the use of m

onitoring tools best calculated to ensure ongoing 
com

piia~ice with em
ission lim

its. 

C
. A

B
C

's C
oncerns w

ith the D
raft C

A
A

P
P

 

T
he T

itle V
 program

 plays a critical role in enabling an industrial facility, governm
ent 

regulators, and the public to identify all applicable requirem
ents that apply to a facility's 

air pollution em
issions and to determ

ine w
hether the facility is com

plying w
ith those 

requirem
ents. "O

ne purpose of the title V
 program

 is to enable the source, E
PA

, states, 
and the public to better understand the applicable requirem

ents to w
hich the source is 

subject and w
hether the source is m

eeting them
."" 

A
 T

itle V
/C

A
A

PP perm
it that fulfills that objective is particularly im

portant in this case, 
as it involves a large, com

plex, high-polluting facility w
ith im

pacts on im
m

ediate 
neighbors as w

ell as a sizeable m
etropolitan com

m
unity, and w

ith a history of air 
pollution violations. A

B
C

 is pleased to have the opportunity to com
m

ent, at last, on a 
draft C

A
A

PP for the U
SS-G

C
W

 facility. H
ow

ever, A
B

C
 is concerned that the draft 

C
A

A
PP falls far short of hlfilling its legal requirem

ents and policy purposes. It does not 
adequately inform

 regulators and the com
m

unity of the nature of U
SS-G

C
W

's ernissions, 
it does not identify and include all applicable requirem

ents, and it fails in num
erous 

instances to require the facility to conduct m
onitoring sufficient to determ

ine w
hether it is 

com
plying w

ith its em
ission lim

itations. 

A
s discussed m

ore fully below
, one can read all 282 pages of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 and its 
attachm

ents w
ithout learning that this facility is a substantial source of three pollutants of 

particular harm
 to the com

m
unity, near and far, and the environm

ent -
 fine particulate 

m
atter, m

ercury, and carbon dioxide. W
hile em

ission lim
its do not currently exist for the 

facility's em
issions of those pollutants. the perm

it should nonetheless notify the public of 

'" In the M
atter of Pouch T

erm
inal. 1008 E

PA
 C

A
A

 'T
itle V

 1.exis *2. SLV L
I/S

(I Sierra C
lub v. Johnson, 436 

F.3d 1169, 1260 (I 1 th C
ir. 1006): 

"T
he intent of T

itle V
 is to consolidate into a single docum

ent (the operating pennit) all 
of the clean air requirem

ents applicable to a particular source of air pollution." Sicrm
 

C
/llh 1,. G

cr. P
o~

t,er Co., 443 F.3d 1346. 1348-49 (I I th C
ir.7006). In this w

ay, clarity and 
transparency 

w
ere 

added 
to 

the 
regulatory 

process 
to 

help 
citizens, regulators. 

and 
polluters them

selves understand w
hich clear1 air requirem

ents apply to a particular source 
of air pollution. 
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particulate matter (PM1 .5). mercury. and carbon dioxide . The Project Summary and the 
drat! C AAPP pennit should infornl the community of the facility's emission of these 
pollutants, with quantities provided, and explain why the draft C AAPP permit does not 
include any emission limits on those pollutant emissions. 

[n addition , environmental justice considerations heighten the already-strong legal 
requirement tor emissions monitoring sufficient to ensure that USS-GCW is operating in 
compliance with its pennit limits. Where the law provides discretion to {EPA to exercise 
its jud!:,'ll1ent in detennining the extent of monitoring required, environmental justice 
considerations favor the use of monitoring tools best calculated to ensure ongoing 
compliance with emission limits. 

C. ABC's Concerns with the Draft CAAPP 

The Title V program plays a critical role in enabling an industrial facility, government 
regulators, and the public to identify all applicable requirements that apply to a facility's 
air pollution emissions and to detennine whether the facility is complying with those 
requirements. "One purpose of the title V program is to enable the source, EPA, states, 
and the public to better understand the applicable requirements to which the source is 
subject and whether the source is meeting them.,,16 

A Title V/CAAPP pennit that fulfills that objective is particularly important in this case, 
as it involves a large, complex, high-polluting facility with impacts on immediate 
neighbors as well as a sizeable metropolitan community, and with a history of air 
pollution violations. ABC is pleased to have the opportunity to comment, at last, on a 
draft CAAPP for the USS-GCW facility. However, ABC is concerned that the draft 
CAAPP falls far short of fulfilling its legal requirements and policy purposes. [t does not 
adequately infonn regulators and the community of the nature ofUSS-GCW's emissions, 
it does not identify and include all applicable requirements, and it fails in numerous 
instances to require the facility to conduct monitoring sufficient to detennine whether it is 
complying with its emission limitations. 

As discussed more fully below, one can read all 282 pages of the draft CAAPP and its 
attachments without learning that this facility is a substantial source of three pollutants of 
particular hann to the community, near and far, and the environment - fine particulate 
matter, mercury, and carbon dioxide. While emission limits do not currently exist for the 
facility's emissions of those pollutants, the pennit should nonetheless notify the public of 

1(, In the Matter of Pouch Terminal. '20011 EPA CAATitle V Lexis +2. See (1/.10 Sierra Club v. Johnson, 43() 
F .3d 12()9. 12()0 ( I I th Cir. 200(): 

"The intent of Title V is to consolidate into a single document (the operating permit) all 
of the clean air requirements applicable to a particular source of air pollution ." Sierra 
Cluh \'. Ga. PmH'J' Co .. 443 F.3d 134(). 13411-49 (11th Cir.200() . In this way. clarity and 
transparency were added to the regulatory process to help citizens, regulators. and 
polluters themselves understand which clean air requirements apply to a particular source 
of air pollution. 
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the F
xility's eil~

issions of these regulated pollutants and explain tvhy cm
ission lim

its do 
not currently exist for them

. 

A
B

C
's prim

ary concerns w
ith the draft C

A
A

P
P

 pcnnit, explained in greater detriil below
, 

include the follow
ing: 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it unlaw

fully fails to include all applicable perm
its and 

pennit requirem
ents; 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 pennit unla\.cfully h
ils to include em

ission reduction 
requirem

ents necessary for ongoing construction ot'the cogeneration and coke 
plant projects; 
T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 pennit unlaw

fully fails to provide periodic m
onitoring 

suffjcient to assure com
pliance; 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it unlaw

fully h
ils to require C

om
pliance A

ssurance 
M

onitoring (C
A

M
); 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it lacks a com

pliance schedule for rem
edying ongoing 

violations at the facility; 
T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it unlaw
fully exem

pts em
issions during startup, shutdow

n, 
and m

alfunctions from
 em

ission lim
its; 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it fails to inform

 the public of fine particulate m
atter 

em
issions from

 the facility; 
T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it contains num
erous provisions that lack practical 

enforceability; 
T

he drafi C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it fails to provide supporting calculations to prove 
insignificant activities in several provisions; and 
T

he Project Sum
m

aryiStatem
ent of B

asis does not satisfy T
itle V

iC
A

A
PP 

requirem
ents. 

In short, IE
PA

 m
ust revise the draft C

A
A

P
P

 and re-issue it for public com
m

ent. IE
PA

 
should include the changes below

 in any final C
A

A
P

P
 it issues for this facility. 

11. 
'I'he D

raft C
A

A
P

P
 P

erm
it U

nlaw
fully F

ails to Include A11 A
pplicable P

erm
its 

and P
erm

it R
equirem

ents. 

N
early tw

o decades after C
ongress enacted the T

itle V
 prcqgram

, the U
SS-G

C
W

 facility is 
finally (perhaps) on the verge of obtaining its initial T

itle V
iC

A
A

PP perm
it. T

he purpose 
of the T

itle V
iC

A
A

PP perm
it is to incorporate all of a facility's air pollution obligaticm

s 
into one com

prehensive docum
ent. 

T
he perm

it is crucial to the im
plem

entation of the A
ct: it contains, in a single, 

com
prehensive set of docum

ents, all C
A

A
 requirem

ents relevant to the particular 
polluting source. In a sense, a pennit is a source-specific bible for C

lean A
ir A

ct 
com

pliance. 
C

ov~
m

onn*calth 
of 

V
irgiizia I,. R

rottm
r. 80 F.3d 869, 873 (4'" C

ir. 1996) (internal 
citations otnitted). 
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the facility's emissions of these regulated pollutants and explain why emission limits do 
not currently exist t~)r them. 

ABC's primary concerns with the dran C AAPP permit, explained in greater detail below, 
include the following: 

• The draft CAAPP permit unlawfully fails to include all applicable permits and 
permit requirements; 

• The dran C AAPP pennit unlawfully fails to include emission reduction 
requirements necessary t~)r ongoing construction of the cogeneration and coke 
plant projects; 

• The draft C AAPP pennit unlawfully fails to provide periodic monitoring 
sufficient to assure compliance; 

• The draft C AAPP permit unlawfully fails to require Compliance Assurance 
MonitOling (CAM); 

• The draft C AAPP permit lacks a compliance schedule for remedying ongoing 
violations at the facility; 

• The draft C AAPP permit unlawfully exempts emissions during startup, shutdown, 
and malfunctions from emission limits; 

• The draft C AAPP permit fails to inform the public offine particulate matter 
emissions from the facility; 

. ' The draft C AAPP permit contains numerous provisions that lack practical 
enforceability; 

• The draft CAAPP pennit fails to provide supporting calculations to prove 
insignificant activities in several provisions; and 

• The Project Summary/Statement of Basis does not satisfy Title V/CAAPP 
requirements. 

In short, IEPA must revise the draft CAAPP and re-issue it for public comment. IEPA 
should include the changes below in any final CAAPP it issues for this facility. 

II. The Draft CAAPP Permit Unlawfully Fails to Include All AppJicabJe Permits 
and Permit Requirements. 

Nearly two decades after Congress enacted the Title V program, the USS-GCW facility is 
finally (perhaps) on the verge of obtaining its initial Title V/CAAPP permit. The purpose 
of the Title VIC AAPP pennit is to incorporate all of a facility's air pollution obligations 
into one comprehensive document. 

The permit is crucial to the implementation of the Act: it contains. in a single, 
comprehensive set of documents, all C AA requirements relevant to the particular 
polluting source. In a sense, a pennit is a source-specific bible for Clean Air Act 
compliance. 

Common\1'calth 0/ Virginia \'. Brmma, 80 F.3d 869, 873 (41h Cir. 1996) (internal 
citations omitted). 
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H
onever, the drat3 C

SS-C
C

iV
 perm

it fails to include requirem
ents related to tw

o m
ajor 

projects currently under construction at the facility 
-
 the cogeneration project and the 

coke planttcoke conteyance system
 project ("coke plant project"). 

T
he p

em
its that 

collectively authorize those tw
o projects are in effect but their requirem

ents are not 
included in the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it. T

he C
A

A
P

P
 pennit should be relised to include 311 

applicable requirem
ents from

, and specific references to. the follotving perm
its: 

Perm
it N

o. 06070022 -
 E

m
ission R

eduction C
redits perm

it issued January 18, 
2007 (A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 6) 

P
ennit N

o. 06070023 -
 C

ogeneration Project pennit issued January 30, 2008 
(A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 7) 

Perm
it N

o. 06070088 -
 C

oke C
onveyance System

 Perm
it issued M

arch 13, 
2008 (A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 8) 

Perm
it N

o. 06070020 -
 C

oke Plant Perm
it issued M

arch 13,2008 to G
atew

ay 
E

nergy &
 C

oke C
om

pany, c/o S
unC

oke C
om

pany (A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 
9)' 

B
oth lllinois and federal law

 require that C
A

A
P

P
/T

itle V
 perm

its contain "all applicable 
requirem

ents." 41 5 IL
L

. C
O

M
P. ST

A
T

. 5/39.5(7)(a); 42 U
SC

 $ 7661 c(a); 40 C
FR

 # 
70.6(a)(l). A

nd both Illinois and federal law
 define "applicable requirem

ents" to include 
requirem

ents of all perm
its required under the federal C

lean A
ir A

ct or the state's SIP, 
including m

ajor source new
 source review

 (N
S

R
) and prevention of significant 

deterioration (P
S

D
) perm

its, as w
ell as m

inor N
SR

 perm
its. 41 5 ILL. C

O
M

P. ST
A

T
. 

5/39.5(1); 40 C
FR

 # 70.2. 

E
PA

 has repeatedly m
ade clear, and recently reiterated, that "all term

s and conditions in 
SIP-approved perm

it[s] are applicable requirem
ents that m

ust be incorporated into T
itle 

V
 perm

its." E
PA

, R
egion 8, L

etter to Steven M
. Pirner, Secretary of South D

akota 
D

epartm
ent of E

nvironm
ent &

 N
atural R

esources, Jan. 22, 2009, E
nclosure (p. 1 of 

E
nclosure) ("Pirner L

etter") (L
etter and E

nclosure attached hereto as E
xhibit 1 O), 

referencing M
ay 20, 1999 letter from

 John Seitz, D
irector, E

PA
 O

ffice of A
ir Q

uality 
Planning &

 Standards, to R
obert H

odanbosi and C
harles L

aggers of S
T

A
P

P
M

A
L

A
P

C
O

 
("1 999 S

eitz L
etter to ST

A
PPA

/A
L

A
PC

O
") (A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 1 1). 

. . . [Plerm
its issued pursuant to m

ajor or m
inor new

 source review
 (N

S
R

) or 
prevention of sibqificant deterioration (P

S
D

) perm
it program

s approved into 
S

IP
'S

 (or prom
ulgated under 40 C

FR
 3 52.2 1 in States im

plem
enting the federal 

PSD
 program

 via delegation from
 E

PA
), as w

ell as federally enforceable State 
operating perm

its (F
E

S
O

P
's) issued pursuant to SIP-approved operating perm

it 

1
7

 T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it refers to the coke plant under construction by G

atew
ay, states that the coke 

plant is considered part of the U
SS-G

C
W

 single source. and further states that G
atew

ay m
ust apply for a 

separate C
A

A
P

P
 for the coke plant w

ithin It m
onths after its construction is com

plete. D
raft C

A
A

PP, 
Section 5.3.7. If the coke plant w

ere an independent and new
 facility. it could take advantage of Illinois' 

decision to allow
 

sources up to 12 m
onths after they com

m
ence operation to apply for a C

A
A

PP 
perm

it. 415 IL
L

. C
O

M
P

. ST
A

T
. 5

i3
9

.5
(5

)(~
). 
H

ow
ever. because G

atew
ay chose to becom

e part of the U
SS- 

G
C

'W
 single source, and took full advantage of em

ission reductions at U
SS-G

C
W

 in order to avoid m
ajor 

N
S

R
 PSU

 review
 of all pollutants except particulate m

atter, G
atew

ay m
ust also obtain a C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it as 

part of the U
SS-G

C
W

 'T
itle V

 package. 
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However, the draft USS-GCW permit fails to include requirements related to two major 
projects currently under construction at the facility - the cogeneration project and the 
coke plant/coke conveyance system project ("coke plant project"). The pennits that 
collectively authorize those two projects are in effect but their requirements are not 
included in the draft C AAPP permit. The C AAPP pennit should be revised to include all 
applicable requirements from. and specific references to, the following pennits: 

• Pennit No. 06070022 - Emission Reduction Credits pennit issued January 18, 
2007 (Attached hereto as Exhibit 6) 

• Pennit No. 06070023 - Cogeneration Project pemlit issued January 30, 2008 
(Attached hereto as Exhibit 7) 

• Pennit No. 06070088 - Coke Conveyance System Permit issued March 13, 
2008 (Attached hereto as Exhibit 8) 

• Pennit No. 06070020 - Coke Plant Pennit issued March 13, 2008 to Gateway 
Energy & Coke Company, c/o SunCoke Company (Attached hereto as Exhibit 
9)17 

Both !Ilinois and federal law require that CAAPP/Title V permits contain "all applicable 
requirements." 415 ILL. COMPo STAT. 5/39.5(7)(a); 42 USC * 7661 c(a); 40 CFR § 
70.6(a)( 1) . And both Illinois and federal law define "applicable requirements" to include 
requirements of all pennits required under the federal Clean Air Act or the state's SIP, 
including major source new source review (NSR) and prevention of significant 
deterioration (PSD) permits, as well as minor NSR pennits. 415 ILL. COMPo STAT. 
5/39.5( I); 40 CFR § 70.2. 

EPA has repeatedly made clear, and recently reiterated, that "all tenns and conditions in 
SIP-approved permit[s] are applicable requirements that must be incorporated into Title 
V permits." EPA, Region 8, Letter to Steven M. Pimer, Secretary of South Dakota 
Department of Environment & Natural Resources, Jan. 22,2009, Enclosure (p. I of 
Enclosure) ("Pimer Letter") (Letter and Enclosure attached hereto as Exhibit 10), 
referencing May 20, 1999 letter from John Seitz, Director, EPA Office of Air Quality 
Planning & Standards, to Robert Hodanbosi and Charles Laggers of ST APP N ALAPCO 
(" 1999 Seitz Letter to ST APPA/ ALAPCO") (Attached hereto as Exhibit 11) . 

. . . [P]ermits issued pursuant to major or minor new source review (NSR) or 
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) pennit programs approved into 
SIP's (or promulgated under 40 CFR § 52.21 in States implementing the federal 
PSD program via delegation from EPA), as well as federally enforceable State 
operating permits (FESOP's) issued pursuant to SIP-approved operating pennit 

17 The draft CAAPP pennit refers to the coke plant under construction by Gateway. states thal the coke 
plant is considered part of the USS-GCW single source, and further states that Gateway must apply for a 
separate CAAPP for the coke plant within 12 months after its construction is complete. Drat! CAAPP, 
Section 5.2.7. If the coke plant were an independent and new facility. it could take advantage of Illinois' 
decision to allow new sources up to 12 months after they commence operation to apply for a CAAPP 
pemlit. 415 ILL. COMPo STAT. 5/39.5(5)(.x) . However, because Gateway chose to become part orthe USS­
(JCW single source, and took full advantage of emission reductions at USS-GCW in order to avo id major 
NS R/PSD review of all pollutants except particulate matter, Gateway must also obtain a C AAP P pemlit as 
part orthe USS-GCW Title V package. 
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prt>gram
s. For purposes of this discussion, the tenn "N

SR
" includes m

ajor 
nvnattainm

ent N
SR

, tninor N
SR

 and PSD
. 

I999 Seitz L
etter to S

T
A

P
P

A
 A

L
A

PC
O

, E
nclosure A

, p. 1. 
Indeed, the A

d~ninistrator of the U
.S. E

nkironm
ental Protection A

gency (E
P

A
) 

preL iously adm
onished lE

P
A

 regarding this requirem
ent: 

IE
PA

 m
ust review

 its records to determ
ine w

hether these m
issing operating 

perm
it conditions are applicable requirem

ents (w
ithin the m

eaning of 40 C
.F.R

. 9 
70.2) for the W

aukegan facility. If they are, IE
PA

 m
ust include the term

s and 
conditions of the operating perm

its in the title V
 perm

it, or explain in the 
statem

ent of basis how
 it has stream

lined them
 into other requirem

ents in 
W

aukegan's title V
 perm

it." 

A
s the Project S

um
m

ary for the draft C
A

A
P

P
 states that no source-w

ide stream
lining w

as 
involved in this case,'" IE

PA
 m

ust include the perm
its referenced below

 or explain w
hy 

they are not applicable requirem
ents under the T

itle V
C

A
A

PP regulations. 

I. R
evised D

raft C
A

A
P

P
 M

ust Include A
ll R

equirem
ents From

 Four Perm
its 

A
uthorizing C

onstruction of C
ogeneration and C

oke Plant Projects. 

T
he four perm

its listed above, w
hich together authorize the cogeneration and coke plant 

projects, are m
ajor and m

inor N
SR

 and PSD
 perm

its, and/or the requirem
ents in them

 are 
"applicable requirem

ents." A
ccordingly, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 m
ust be revised to include 

their requirem
ents. 

T
he coke plant project perm

its (num
bers 06070088 and 06070020) recite on their face 

that they are issued pursuant to the state's SIP-approved N
SR

 program
 for m

ajor sources 
and the state's delegation of authority from

 E
PA

 to adm
inister the PSD

 program
 in 

~llinois."' B
ecause the coke plant project constitutes a m

ajor source of nonattainm
ent 

pollution (PM
? 5) in the region, the coke plant project could not proceed w

ithout "offsets" 
of other PM

2 5 em
issions. 42 U

.S.C
. 5 7503(a)(l); 35 IA

C
 203.302 -

 203.303. 
A

ccordingly, the coke plant project perm
its also reference the em

ission reduction credit 
perm

it (num
ber 06070022) because it provided som

e of the necessary offsets." 

In addition, IE
PA

 perm
itted the coke plant project on the basis that w

hile em
issions of 

PM
 and P

M
lo w

ere subject tu PSD
 requirem

ents, and em
issions of PM

. 
5 w

ere subject to 
m

ajor source N
SR

 (M
S

S
C

A
M

) requirem
ents, other em

issions w
ere able to avoid PSD

 
and m

ajor source N
SR

 perm
itting by virtue of em

ission reductions set forth in the 
em

ission reduction credit perm
it (06070022) and the cogeneration perm

it (06070023).'* 

'' In tlrc. ;tf~
~

tt~
'r 

of'.C
4id\s~

,~
t 

G
tjn~

rrltiot~
, 

LC
C

, iti~ltkcgcrn Gcnerrrting Stcltion, Petition num
ber V

-1004-5; 
C

A
A

P
P

 N
o. 95090047,1005 E

PA
 Ct"\ 

T
itle V

 L
E

X
IS 14 (S

ept. 22,2005) at *13. 
19 Project Sum

m
ary at 27. 

"' See pages 1 and 4 of both perm
its. 

'' S
ee section 3.1 .I of perm

it 06070088 and section 3.1.3 of pennit 06070020. 
" S

ee coke plant pennit (06070020) and coke conveyance system
 perm

it (06070088). sections 2.3 and 
A

ttachm
ents 2. 
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programs. For purposes of this discussion, the tenn "NSR" includes major 
nonattainment NSR, minor NSR and PSD. 

199q Seitz Lettcr to STAPPA/ ALAPCO, Enclosure A, p.l. 
Indeed. the Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
previously admonished IEPA regarding this requircment: 

IEPA must review its records to detcnl1ine whether these missing operating 
permit conditions are applicable requirements (within the meaning of 40 C.F.R. ~ 
70.2) for the Waukegan facility. lfthey are, IEPA must include the terms and 
conditions of the operating permits in the title V permit. or explain in the 
statement of basis how it has streamlined them into other requirements in 
Waukegan's title V permit. IS 

As the Project Summary for the draft C AAPP states that no source-wide streamlining was 
involved in this case,lt) lEPA must include the permits referenced below or explain why 
they are not applicable requirements under the Title VC AAPP regulations. 

I. Revised Draft CAAPP Must Include All Requirements From Four Permits 
Authorizing Construction of Cogeneration and Coke Plant Projects. 

The four permits listed above, which together authorize the cogeneration and coke plant 
projects, are major and minor NSR and PSD permits, and/or the requirements in them are 
"applicable requirements." Accordingly, the draft CAAPP must be revised to include 
their requirements. 

The coke plant project permits (numbers 06070088 and 06070020) recite on their face 
that they are issued pursuant to the state's SIP-approved NSR program for major sources 
and the state's delegation of authority from EPA to administer the PSD program in 
Illinois. 2o Because the coke plant project constitutes a major source of nonattainment 
pollution (PM2S) in the region, the coke plant project could not proceed without "offsets" 
of other PM25 emissions. 42 U.S.C. § 7503(a)( I); 35 lAC 203.302 - 203.303. 
Accordingly, the coke plant project pennits also reference the emission reduction credit 
permit (number 06070022) because it provided some of the necessary offsets. 21 

In addition, IEP A permitted the coke plant project on the basis that while emissions of 
PM and PM 10 were subject to PSD requirements, and emissions of PM2.5 were subject to 
major source NSR (MSSCAM) requirements, other emissions were able to avoid PSD 
and major source NSR permitting by virtue of emission reductions set forth in the 
emission reduction credit permit (06070022) and the cogeneration penn it (06070023).22 

IN [11 the Marra o/Mil.hresl Ceneralioll, LCe. Waukegan Cenerating Slalion, Petition number V -2004 -5; 
CAAPP No. 95090047, 2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 14 (Sept. 22,2005) at *13. 
19 Project Summary at ?7 . 
2() See pages 1 and 4 of both permits. 
21 See section 3.1.1 of permit 0(i070088 and section 3.1.3 ofpem1it O(i070020. 
22 See coke plant pennit (O(i070020) and coke conveyance system pennit (O(i070088), sections 2.3 and 
Altachments 2. 
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B
ecause the perm

it provisions of the coke plant prtijcct perm
its that enable the non-PM

 
em

issions to avciid m
ajor source PSD

 and N
SR

 review
 are m

inor source perm
it 

requirem
ents, they m

ust also be included in the C
A

A
PPiT

itle V
 perm

it. 

IE
PA

 issued the cogelleration project perm
it as a tninor N

SR
 perm

it. A
bsent em

ission 
reducticjns specified in the cogeneration project perm

it (06070023) and the em
ission 

reduction credit perm
it (06070022). the project w

ould have been a m
ajor source 

N
SR

:PSD
 pennit. A

s set forth in the cogeneration project perm
it, section 2.2.1 .a: 

T
he lim

its established by this perm
it are intended to ensure that the C

ogeneration 
B

oiler Project addressed in this construction perm
it does not constitute a m

ajor 
m

odification of the source pursuant to these rules (S
ee also C

ondition 2.6 and 
A

ttachm
ent 1 ). 

C
ondition 2.6.a states: "T

his perm
it relies upon the em

issions decreases established by 
the E

m
ission R

eduction Projects (C
onstruction Perm

it 06070022)." A
nd conditions 2.6.a 

-
 2.6.d set forth em

ission reductions and lim
its necessary to enable the cogeneration 

project to avoid m
ajor N

SR
 status. 

In sum
, all of the above pennits contain "applicable requirem

ents" that m
ust be included 

in the C
A

A
PPIT

itle V
 for the U

SS-G
C

W
 facility. 

IE
PA

 acknow
ledges that previously-issued m

ajor and m
inor N

SR
 and PSD

 construction 
perm

its m
ust be included in the T

itle V
/C

A
A

PP. A
t least 10 such perm

its are referenced, 
and their requirem

ents set forth, in the drafi C
A

A
P

P
.'~

 

H
ow

ever, the draft C
A

A
P

P
 contains no references to the four perm

its authorizing the 
cogeneration and coke plant projects. N

or does it or the project sum
m

ary purport to 
explain w

hy those pennits' requirem
ents are not included in the draft C

A
A

PP. If IE
PA

 
om

itted them
 because the cogeneration and coke plant projects are under construction, 

that rationale is not law
ful. B

oth state and federal law
 expressly state that C

A
A

PPIT
itle V

 
perm

its m
ust include "requirem

ents and regulations w
hich have future effective 

com
pliance dates." 

4 15 It r . C
O

M
P

. ST
A

T
 5/39,5(1) (definition of "applicable C

lean A
ir 

A
ct requirem

ent"). S
ee also 40 C

FR
 ij 70.2 (definition of "applicable requirem

ent"). E
PA

 
recently reiterated that this specifically extends to construction perm

its for activities not 
yet in operation: 

T
he definition of 'applicable requirem

ent' in Part 70, as w
ell as the explanation in 

the E
PA

's 1999 letter for including PSD
 perm

it conditions in T
itle V

 perm
its, are 

not contingent on w
hether or not a PSD

-perm
itted unit has already been 

constructed and is operating.. ." 
Pirner L

etter, E
nclosure, p. 2 (em

phasis supplied). 

Z t See. e.g.. draft C
A

A
P

P
 sections 5.h.3.c. 72.6. 7.4.6.a. 7.5.6. 7.6.7, 7.7.7, 7.8.7. 7.10.6, 7.1 1.7. 7.13.6 for 

exam
ples of provisions expressly referencing prior construction perm

its. O
ther provisions also incorporate 

additional restrictions from
 the referenced perm

its. 

Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office, Octobre 21, 2009

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
i\1s . Annet Godiksen, Hearing Officer 
F~'bruary 27, 2009 
Page R of72 

Because the pennit provisions of the coke plant project pennits that enable the non-PM 
emissions to avoid major source PSD and NSR review are minor source pennit 
requirements, they must also be included in the CAAPPiTitle V pennit. 

IEPA issued the cogeneration project pennit as a minor NSR pennie Absent emission 
reductions speci fied in the cogeneration project pennit (06070023) and the emission 
reduction credit pennit (06070022), the project would have been a major source 
NSR/PSD pennit. As set forth in the cogeneration project pennit, section 2.2 , I.a: 

The limits established by this pennit are intended to ensure that the Cogeneration 
Boiler Project addressed in this construction pennit does not constitute a major 
modification of the source pursuant to these rules (See also Condition 2.6 and 
Attachment I). 

Condition 2.6.a states: 'This pennit relies upon the emissions decreases established by 
the Emission Reduction Projects (Construction Pennit 06070022)." And conditions 2.6.a 
- 2.6.d set forth emission reductions and limits necessary to enable the cogeneration 
project to avoid major NSR status. 

In sum, all of the above pennits contain "applicable requirements" that must be included 
in the CAAPP/Title V for the USS-GCW facility. 

IEPA acknowledges that previously-issued major and minor NSR and PSD construction 
pennits must be included in the Title V/CAAPP. At least 10 such pennits are referenced, 
and their requirements set forth, in the draft CAAPP.23 

However, the draft CAAPP contains no references to the four pennits authorizing the 
cogeneration and coke plant projects. Nor does it orthe project summary purport to 
explain why those pennits' requirements are not included in the draft CAAPP. If IEPA 
omitted them because the cogeneration and coke plant projects are under construction, 
that rationale is not lawful. Both state and federal law expressly state that CAAPP/Title V 
pennits must include "requirements and regulations which have future effective 
compliance dates." 415 ILL. COMPo STAT 5/39.5( I) (definition of "applicable Clean Air 
Act requirement"). See also 40 CFR § 70.2 (detinition of "applicable requirement"). EPA 
recently reiterated that this specifically extends to construction pennits for activities not 
yet in operation: 

The definition of 'applicable requirement' in Part 70, as well as the explanation in 
the EPA's 1999 letter for including PSD pennit conditions in Title V pennits, are 
not contingent on whether or not a PSD-pennitted unit has already been 
constructed and is operating . . . " 

Pimer Letter, Enclosure, p. 2 (emphasis supplied). 

",1 See, e.g., draft CAAPI' sections 5.6.3 .c, 7.2.0, 7.4.0.3 , 7.5 .6,7.0.7.7.7.7, 7'iU, 7.10.0. 7.11.7, 7. 13.0 for 
examples of provisions expressly referencing prior construction pcnnits. Other provisions also incorporate 
additional restrictions irom the referenced penn it,. 
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IE
PA

 inust rccise the draft U
SS-C

C
%

' C
A

A
P

P
 to include all of U

S
S

-C
C

W
's 

requirem
ents under the em

ission reduction pennit ((36070022). the cogeneration project 
perm

it (06070023). and the coke cnnr eyance system
 pennit (0

6
0

7
0

0
~

8
).~

" 

2. R
evised D

raft C
A

A
P

P
 M

ust Include C
ase-B

y-C
ase M

A
C

T
 L

im
it for 

H
azardous A

ir Pollutant E
m

issions from
 C

openeration B
oiler. 

W
hen incorporating the requirem

ents of the above-m
entioned construction and em

ission 
reduction perm

its into a revised C
A

A
P

P
 (or C

A
A

P
P

 package, including a C
A

A
P

P
 for the 

coke plant), IE
PA

 m
ust also m

ake a case-by-case M
A

C
T

 determ
ination to set lim

its on 
hazardous air pollutant em

issions from
 the new

 cogeneration boiler under construction at 
the U

SS-G
C

W
 facility. A

B
C

 suggested that such a determ
ination be m

ade in its 
com

m
ents on the construction perm

it for the cogeneration project, and IE
PA

 responded 
that it w

ould perform
 a C

lean A
ir A

ct section 1 12Q
) case-by-case M

A
C

T
 determ

ination 
in the context of the C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it: 

C
ase-by-case M

A
C

T
 determ

inations can also be triggered for a particular category of 
em

ission unit pursuant to Section 1 120') of the C
lean A

ir A
ct if the U

SE
PA

 lags m
ore 

than 18 m
onths behind schedule in adopting M

A
C

T
 N

E
SH

A
P standards for the 

category of units. A
 general consequence of the vacatur of the boiler M

A
C

T
 rules in 

July 2007 is that U
SE

PA
 is now

 m
ore than 18 m

onths behind schedule in adopting 
M

A
C

T
 standards for the boiler category. T

his triggered Section 1 12Q
) of the C

lean 
A

ir A
ct for boilers, as a category of em

ission unit. H
ow

ever, this does not provide a 
legal basis to m

ake a case-by- case determ
ination of M

A
C

T
 in a construction perm

it 
for the proposed cogeneration boiler. Sections 1 12Q

)(3) and (4) of the C
lean A

ir A
ct 

specifically provide for case-by-case M
A

C
T

 determ
inations m

ade in T
itle V

 perm
its, 

w
hich in Illinois m

eans in C
A

A
PP perm

its, not in construction perm
its. In addition, 

the U
SE

PA
 already determ

ined w
hen originally adopting the boiler M

A
C

T
 N

E
SH

A
P 

that it w
as not appropriate or necessary to set specific M

A
C

T
 em

ission standards for 
boilers tired w

ith blast furnace gas. T
o the extent case-by-case M

A
C

T
 lim

its w
ere set, 

they w
ould only be in effect on an interim

 basis until LJSEPA
 readopts a M

A
C

T
 

N
E

SH
A

P for boilers. Finally, as case-by-case M
A

C
T

 lim
its do need to be m

ade for 
sources pursuant to Section 1 12Q

) of the C
lean A

ir A
ct as a consequence of the 

vacatur of the boiler M
A

C
T

 rules, such M
A

C
T

 lim
its are m

ore appropriately 
determ

ined during processing of a C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it, so as to com
prehensively address 

all boilers at a source that is m
ajor for H

A
PS." 

'' IE
PA

 should also require G
atew

ay E
nergy &

 C
oke C

onlpany. c/o SunC
oke C

om
pany. to apply for a 

C
A

A
P

P
T

itle V
 perm

it for the coke plant under construction (06070020). and IE
PA

 should issue that 
C

A
A

PPlT
itle V

 p
em

~
it (follow

ing public notice of and com
m

ent on a draft perm
it) as part of the collection 

of perm
its for the various facilities that constitute the U

SS-G
C

W
 single source. In addition, if all of the 

requirem
ents of perm

it 041 10018 are not set forth in the draft C
A

A
P

P
, then they should be included in the 

revised C
A

A
P

P
. 

75 Illinois E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency, R

r~.vpotz.vi~~m
c.c.s 
S

lrtztn
ri~

,/i)r 
P

lihlic C
onrrncnts cinrl Q

ltc.~
tions 

on tlrc C
ogt~ntrrrtion Boikcr I'rojc>

c,t itt th
i~

 tinirt~d Strrtccs Stccl G
n

m
ife C

ih
 Iti)rh-s in G

runitc C
itv, Illinois, 

January 2008, response to com
m

ent 24, attached hereto as E
xhibit 12. IE

P
A

's statem
ent that case-by-case 

Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office, Octobre 21, 2009
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[EPA must revise the dratl USS-GCW CAAPP to include all ofUSS-GCW's 
requirements under the emission redm:tion pennit (06070022), the cogeneration project 
pennit (06070023), and the coke conveyance system pennit (06070088).24 

2. Revised Draft CAAPP Must Include Case-By-Case MACT Limit tor 
Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions from Cogeneration Boiler. 

When incorporating the requirements of the above-mentioned construction and emission 
reduction pennits into a revised CAAPP (or CAAPP package, including a CAAPP tor the 
coke plant), lEPA must also make a case-by-case MACT detennination to set limits on 
hazardous air pollutant emissions from the new cogeneration boiler under construction at 
the USS-GCW facility. ABC suggested that such a detennination be made in its 
comments on the construction pennit for the cogeneration project, and IEP A responded 
that it would perfonn a Clean Air Act section 112(j) case-by-case MACT detennination 
in the context of the C AAPP pennit: 

Case-by-case MACT detenninations can also be triggered for a particular category of 
emission unit pursuant to Section 112(j) of the Clean Air Act if the USEPA lags more 
than 18 months behind schedule in adopting MACT N ESHAP standards for the 
category of units. A general consequence of the vacatur of the boiler MACT rules in 
July 2007 is that USEPA is now more than 18 months behind schedule in adopting 
MACT standards for the boiler category. This triggered Section 112(j) of the Clean 
Air Act for boilers, as a category of emission unit. However, this does not provide a 
legal basis to make a case-by- case detennination of MACT in a construction pennit 
for the proposed cogeneration boiler. Sections I 12(j)( 3) and (4) of the Clean Air Act 
specifically provide for case-by-case MACT detenninations made in Title V penn its, 
which in lIIinois means in C AAPP penn its, not in construction pennits. In addition, 
the USEPA already detennined when originally adopting the boiler MACT NESHAP 
that it was not appropriate or necessary to set specific MACT emission standards for 
boilers fired with blast furnace gas. To the extent case-by-case MACT limits were set, 
they would only be in effect on an interim basis until USEPA readopts a MACT 
NESHAP for boilers. Finally, as case-by-case MACT limits do need to be made for 
sources pursuant to Section 112(j) of the Clean Air Act as a consequence of the 
vacatur of the boiler M ACT rules, such MACT limits are more appropriately 
detennined during processing ofa CAAPP penn it, so as to comprehensively address 
all boilers at a source that is major for HAPs. 25 

~4 I EPA should al~o require Gateway Energy & Coke Company, c/o SunCoke Company, to apply for a 
CAAPP/Title V pennit for the coke plant under construction (06070020), and IEPA should issue that 
C AAPP !Title V pemlit (following public notice of and comment on a draft pennit) as part of the collection 
of pennits for the various facil ities that constitute the USS-GCW single source. In addition, if all of the 
requirements of permit 041100 I R are not set forth in the drati CAAPP, then they should be included in the 
revised CAAPP . 
~5 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency. R('spo/lSi1"l'ncss SlImmarv/i)r PlIhlic Commenls ond Qlleslions 
on Ihe Cogeneralion Boiler Projl!('{ ({I Ihc Uniled Stalcs Slcel Granile Citv Works in Granitc CilF, Illinois, 

January 2008 , response to comment 24 , attached hereto as Exhibit 12. IEPA's statement that case-by-case 
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B
ecause the inclusion of requirem

ents from
 the construction perm

its authorizing the 
cogeneration and coke plant projects. as w

ell as the determ
ination of case-by-case M

A
C

T
 

lim
its for the cogeneration boiler, w

ould constitute significant additions to the draft 
C

A
A

PP, IE
PA

 should re-issue the revised draft C
A

A
PP for further public notice before 

issuing a proposed final and final C
A

A
PP. 

3. R
evised C

A
A

P
P

 M
ust Include PM

lO
 C

ontinnencv Plan. 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 references, and appropriately requires U
SS-G

C
W

 to com
ply w

ith, the 
PM

10 C
ontingency Plan for this facility." C

ondition 5.3.4 directs U
SS-G

C
W

 to subm
it a 

copy to IE
PA

 and to ilrlplertlent its provisions. C
ondition 5.3.4 and the Project S

um
m

ary 
(p. 55) indicate that the C

ontingency Plan is required pursuant to and m
ust com

ply w
ith 

35 IA
C

 Part 2 12, Subpart U
, including but not lim

ited to 35 IA
C

 2 12.701. T
hat regulation 

states: "T
hese plans shall becom

e federally enforceable perm
it conditions." 

A
lthough condition 5.3.4 states that it "incorporates by reference" the PM

lO
 C

ontingency 
Plan, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 does not appear to contain any of its provisions. T
his does not 

com
ply w

ith 35 IA
C

 2 12.70 1 and does not satisfy the requirem
ent that T

itle V
/C

A
A

PP 
perm

its be enforceable as a practical m
atter. T

he public does not have ready access to the 
PM

10 C
ontingency Plan, does not have a reliable w

ay of determ
ining w

hether any plan it 
m

ight obtain is the one currently in force, and does not know
 w

hat requirem
ents the Plan 

im
poses on U

SS-G
C

W
. T

herefore, the draft C
A

A
P

P
 should be revised to append the 

PM
 10 C

ontingency Plan currently in force to the perm
it, or expressly include its 

provisions w
ithin the C

A
A

PP. 

111. 
T

he D
raft C

A
A

P
P

 U
nlaw

fully F
ails to Include E

m
ission R

eduction 
R

equirem
ents and O

ffsets N
ecessary for O

ngoing C
onstruction of 

C
ogeneration and C

oke P
lant P

rojects. 

A
s noted above, both the cogeneration and coke plant projects currently under 

construction at the U
SS-G

C
W

 facility relied on netting -
 i.e., em

ission reductions that 
U

SS-G
C

W
 com

m
itted to undertake in order to avoid m

ajor source N
SR

 and PSD
 perm

it 
requirem

ents (except for particulate m
atter em

issions from
 the coke plant project). 

B
ecause netting enables a source to avoid perm

itting requirem
ents that otherw

ise m
ust be 

in place before construction m
ay ~

o
m

m
en

ce,'~
 

the source m
ust be legally bound to 

M
A

C
T

 lim
its w

ould be in effect only tem
porarily, pending E

P
A

's re-adoption of an exem
ption for B

FG
- 

tired boilers, is entirely speculative as to both (1) w
hether E

PA
 w

ill again adopt a sim
ilar exem

ption and 
(2) w

hen E
PA

 w
ill re-issue a M

A
C

T
 standard for industrial boilers. 

'" The language of condition 5.3.4 is am
biguous as to w

hether a PM
IO

 C
ontingency Plan is currently in 

effect, or is required to be prepared at som
e indefinite tim

e in the future. O
ur understanding is that it is in 

effect, but in any event w
e suggest tfiat the language be clarified. 

27 See, e.g.. 32 U
.S.C

. 1$$ 7475(a), 7502(c)(5), 7503(a); 35 IA
C

 201.142, 35 IA
C

 203.101 
703.103; 30 

C
FR

 52.21(r). 

Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office, Octobre 21, 2009
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B~cause the inclusion of requirements from the construction permits authorizing the 
cogeneration and coke plant projects. as well as the determination of case-by-case MACT 
limits for the cogeneration boiler, would constitute significant additions to the draft 
CAAPP, IEPA should re-issue the revised draft CAAPP f(x further public notice b~fore 
issuing a proposed tinal and tinal CAAPP. 

3. Revised CAAPP Must Include PM I 0 Contingency Plan. 

The draft CAAPP references, and appropriately requires USS-GCW to comply with. the 
PM I 0 Contingency Plan for this faciIity.26 Condition 5.3.4 directs USS-GCW to submit a 
copy to IEPA and to implement its provisions. Condition 5.3.4 and the Project Summary 
(p. 55) indicate that the Contingency Plan is required pursuant to and must comply with 
35 lAC Part 212, Subpart U, including but not limited to 35 lAC 212.701. That regulation 
states: "These plans shall become federally enforceable pennit conditions." 

Although condition 5.3.4 states that it "incorporates by reference" the PM I 0 Contingency 
Plan, the draft CAAPP does not appear to contain any of its provisions. This does not 
comply with 35 lAC 212 .701 and does not satisfy the requirement that Title V/CAAPP 
permits be enforceable as a practical matter. The public does not have ready access to the 
PM 1 0 Contingency Plan, does not have a reliable way of determining whether any plan it 
might obtain is the one currently in force, and does not know what requirements the Plan 
imposes on USS-GCW. Therefore, the draft CAAPP should be revised to append the 
PM 10 Contingency Plan currently in force to the permit, or expressly include its 
provisions within the CAAPP. 

III. The Draft CAAPP Unlawfully Fails to Include Emission Reduction 
Requirements and Offsets Necessary for Ongoing Construction of 
Cogeneration and Coke Plant Projects. 

As noted above, both the cogeneration and coke plant projects currently under 
construction at the USS-GCW facility relied on netting - i.e., emission reductions that 
USS-GCW committed to undertake in order to avoid major source NSR and PSD permit 
requirements (except for particulate matter emissions from the coke plant project). 
Because netting enables a source to avoid permitting requirements that otherwise must be 
in place before construction may commence,27 the source must be legally bound to 

MACT limits wo uld be in d"tect only temporarily, pending EPA's re-adoption of an exemption for BFG­
tired boilers, is entirely speculative as to both (I) whether EP A will again adopt a similar exemption and 
(2) when EPA will re-issue a MACT standard for industrial boilers. 
~I> The language of condition 5.3.4 is ambiguous as to whether a PM I 0 Contingency Plan is currently in 
effect, or is required to be prepared at some indefinite time in the future. Our understanding is that it is in 
effect, but in any e\'ent Vie suggest that the language be clarified. 
~ 7 See. e.g., 42 U.s.c. ~~ 7475(a). 7502(c)(5), 7503(a); 35 rAe 201.142.35 lAC 203.201 ····· 203 .203; 40 
CFR 52 .21 (r). 



Illinois E
nt,irontnental Protection A

gency 
M

s. A
nnet G

odiksen, i fearing O
f'flcer 

Februaq, 77.2009 
Page 11 of 72 

undertake the em
ission reductions before it m

ay com
m

ence construction. A
ccording to 

the governing Illinois regulation (for nonattainm
ent N

SR
 purposes): 

A
 decrease in actual em

issions is creditable to the extent that . . . [ilt is f'ederally 
enforceable at and after the tim

e that actual construction on the particular change 
begins. 

35 IA
C

 203.208(~
)(1). See also 40 C

FR
 $ 52.21(b)(3)(vi) (re PSD

 m
a-jor source 

perm
itting). 

T
hus, the construction of the cogeneration and coke plant projects, currently in progress, 

could not have law
fitlly com

m
enced unless the em

ission reductions relied on for the 
netting analysis -

 and set forth in the em
ission reduction credit perm

it (06070022) and 
the cogeneration project perm

it (06070023) -
 w

ere federally enforceable as of the 
com

m
encem

ent of construction. T
herefore, the requirem

ents to undertake the various 
em

ission reductions upon w
hich U

SS-G
C

W
 and G

atew
ay relied in order to com

m
ence 

construction law
fully (assum

ing that their com
m

encem
ent of construction w

as law
ful) are 

currently federally enforceable. A
s such, they are "applicable requirem

ents" (as discussed 
above) and m

ust be included in the T
itle V

IC
A

A
PP perm

it. T
he draft T

itle V
IC

A
A

PP 
perm

it m
ust be revised to include all of the em

ission reduction requirem
ents set forth in 

the netting analyses underlying both the cogeneration and coke plant project perm
its.28 

T
he em

ission reduction projects include: 
Perm

anent shutdow
n of existing boilers 1 - 10 (perm

it 06070022); 
C

onstruction and operation of coke oven gas desulfurization system
 (perm

it 
06070022); 
Installation and operation of low

 N
O

x burners on hot strip slab furnaces 1-4 
(perm

it 06070022); 
Perm

anent shutdow
n of num

ber 6 galvanizing line (perm
it 06070023); and 

Perm
anent shutdow

n of num
ber 4 coke oven gas booster pum

p (perm
it 

06070023). 

In addition, construction of the coke plant project could not have com
m

enced w
ithout a 

federally-enforceable com
m

itm
ent to undertake offsetting reductions by the tim

e the coke 
plant is to com

m
ence operation. 42 U

.S.C
. § 7503(a)(l)(A

); 35 IA
C

 203.302 and 
203.303. Illinois regulations m

ake clear that offsets m
ust take effect prior to the start-up 

of the new
 activity, and m

ust be federally-enforceable by perm
it. 35 IA

C
 203.303(a) and 

(b)(4). T
he fact that the offsets m

ust be federally enforceable. in and of itself, requires 
that the offsets necessary for the coke plant project be included in the U

SS-G
C

W
 

C
A

A
PP. T

he offsetting reductions that enabled the coke plant project to be perm
itted, 

See reductions referenced in: cogeneration project perm
it (06070023). Section 4.0, A

ttachm
ent I, 

C
ontem

poraneous D
ecreases (referencing em

ission reduction projects set forth in the cogeneration perm
it 

and in the em
ission reduction credit perm

it (06070022); coke conveyance perm
it (06070088), Section 5.0, 

A
ttachm

ent 2, C
ontem

poraneous D
ecreases (referencing em

ission reduction projects set forth in the 
cogeneration project perm

it and in the em
ission reduction credit perm

it (06070022); and coke plant perm
it 

(06070020), Section 5.0, A
ttachm

ent 2, C
ontem

poraneous D
ecreases (referencing em

ission reduction 
projects set forth in the cogeneration pennit and in the em

ission reduction credit perm
it (06070022). 
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undertake the emission reductions before it may commence coristruction. According to 
the governing Illinois regulation (for nonattainment NSR purposes): 

A decrease in actual emissions is creditable to the extent that ... [i]t is federally 
enforceable at and after the time that actual construction on the particular change 
begins. 

35 lAC 203.208(c)(l). See also 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(3)(vi) (re PSD major source 
permitting). 

Thus, the construction of the cogeneration and coke plant projects, currently in progress, 
could not have lawfully commenced unless the emission reductions relied on for the 
netting analysis - and set forth in the emission reduction credit permit (06070022) and 
the cogeneration project permit (06070023) - were federally enforceable as of the 
commencement of construction. Therefore, the requirements to undertake the various 
emission reductions upon which USS-GCW and Gateway relied in order to commence 
construction lawfully (assuming that their commencement of construction was lawful) are 
currently federally enforceable. As such, they are "applicable requirements" (as discussed 
above) and must be included in the Title V/CAAPP permit. The draft Title V/CAAPP 
permit must be revised to include all of the emission reduction requirements set forth in 
the netting analyses underlying both the cogeneration and coke plant project permits. 28 

The emission reduction projects include: 
• Permanent shutdown of existing boilers 1-10 (permit 06070022); 
• Construction and operation of coke oven gas desulfurization system (permit 

06070022); 
• Installation and operation of low NOx burners on hot strip slab furnaces 1-4 

(permit 06070022); 
• Permanent shutdown of number 6 galvanizing line (permit 06070023); and 
• Permanent shutdown of number 4 coke oven gas booster pump (permit 

06070023). 

In addition, construction of the coke plant project could not have commenced without a 
federally-enforceable commitment to undertake offsetting reductions by the time the coke 
plant is to commence operation. 42 U.S.c. § 7503(a)(l)(A); 35 lAC 203.302 and 
203.303. Illinois regulations make clear that offsets must take effect prior to the start-up 
of the new activity, and must be federally-enforceable by permit. 35 lAC 203.303(a) and 
(b)(4). The fact that the offsets must be federally enforceable, in and of itself, requires 
that the offsets necessary for the coke plant project be included in the USS-GCW 
CAAPP. The offsetting reductions that enabled the coke plant project to be permitted, 

28 See reductions referenced in: cogeneration project pennit (06070023), Section 4.0, Attachment I, 
Contemporaneous Decreases (referencing emission reduction projects set forth in the cogeneration permit 
and in the emission reduction credit pennit (06070022); coke conveyance permit (06070088), Section 5.0, 
Attachment 2, Contemporaneous Decreases (referencing emission reduction projects set forth in the 
cogeneration project pennit and in the emission reduction credit permit (06070022); and coke plant permit 
(06070020), Section 5.0, Attachment 2, Contemporaneous Decreases (referencing emission reduction 
projects set forth in the cogeneration pennit and in the emission reduction credit permit (06070022). 
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and that are federally-enfi3rceable requirem
ents, m

ust be included in the C
A

A
P

P
. 

Specifically. those offsets include: 
C

orlstruction and operation of coke oven gas desulfurization system
 (perm

it 
06070088, section 3.1.1 and perm

it 06070022); and 
R

oad cleaning activities (perm
it 06070088, sections 3. I. l and 3.6). 

IV
. 

T
he D

raft C
A

A
P

P
 P

erm
it C

'nlaw
fully F

ails to P
rovide P

eriodic M
onitoring 

Sufficient to A
ssure C

om
pliance 

Periodic m
onitoring acts as a cornerstone of the T

itle V
 perm

itting schem
e. W

ithout 
m

onitoring to determ
ine a facility's actual em

issions, an em
issions lim

it is of little value. 
W

hen periodic m
onitoring provides reliable inform

ation to the source, regulators, and the 
public regarding the facility's actual em

issions, it offers assurance that the facility is 
operating in com

pliance w
ith applicable em

ission lim
itations. Periodic m

onitoring 
benetits the em

ission source as w
ell as nearby residents and the public: 

[I]m
portantly, [the em

ission source] can m
anage the inform

ation provided 
from

 [its] title V
 m

onitoring to identify and respond to unusual periods of 
process or control device operation, taking necessary corrective action in a 
tim

ely m
anner before there is a com

pliance issue. D
ata from

 title V
 

m
onitoring also are im

portant to perm
itting authorities and citizens for the 

purpose of assessing your em
issions units' com

pliance w
ith the applicable 

requirem
ents.'" 

B
oth the federal C

lean A
ir A

ct and the Illinois E
nvironm

ental Protection A
ct require 

periodic m
onitoring sufficient to assure com

pliance w
ith application em

ission lim
its in 

T
itle V

IC
A

A
PP  permit^.^" A

s recently described by the D
.C

. C
ircuit C

ourt of A
ppeals, 

Sierra C
lub v. E

PA
, 538 F.3d 673 (D

.C
.C

ir. 2008), periodic m
onitoring arises in three 

contexts: 
1. 

W
here existing regulations or underlying perm

its prescribe m
onitoring that is 

appropriate to the tim
efram

e of the em
ission lim

it and sufficient to assure 
com

pliance, the perm
itting authority places that m

onitoring requirem
ent in the 

perm
it.3' 

2. 
W

here there is no previously-established m
onitoring requirem

ent to correspond to 
an em

ission lim
it, the perm

itting authority m
ust create one that is appropriate to 

the tim
efiam

e of the em
ission lim

it (periodic) and sufficient to assure com
pliance 

w
ith the lim

it.3' 
3. 

W
here there exists a previously-established m

onitoring requirem
ent 

corresponding to an em
ission lim

it, but it is not adequate to assure com
pliance 

"' E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency, O

ffice of A
ir Q

uality Planning Standards, draft, T
itle C

'h
h

n
ito~

in
g 

Tt.clrnic,rd R
c~fi~rc~rzcr 

D
oc.tinr~vtt. Chapter 7

: Principles of T
itle V

 M
onitoring, ?-xi, A

pril 2001. ci~'~iilctbkc) 
 it 

http:, 'u~w\x.titlev.org'otherdoc-1nonit.htm. 
A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 14. 

'" 32 U
SC

 7hhIc(c): 40 C
.F.R

. $470.h(a)(3) and 70.6(c)(l); 415 IL
L

. C
O

X
IP. ST

A
T

. 5 39.5(7)(b) and (d). 
"
 See 30 C

F
R

 I$ 70.6(a)(3)(i)(A
): 315 ILL.. C

O
M

P
. STA

T. 5:39.5(7)(d)(i). 
'b

e
e

 30 C
FR

 
70.h(a)(3)(i)(B

); 4 15 ILL. C
O

M
P

. ST
A

T
. 5;39.5(7)(d)(ii) 
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Llnd that are federally-enforceable requirements. must be included in the C AAPP. 
Specifically, those otfsets include: 

• Construction and operation of coke oven gas desulfurization system (permit 
06070088, section 3.1.1 and permit 06070(22); and 

• Road cleaning activities (pennit 06070088, sections 3. 1.1 and 3.6). 

IV. The Draft CAAPP Permit Unlawfully Fails to Provide Periodic Monitoring 
Sufficient to Assure Compliance 

Periodic monitoring acts as a cornerstone of the Title V permitting scheme. Without 
monitoring to determine a facility's actual emissions, an emissions limit is of little value. 
When periodic monitoring provides reliable information to the source, regulators, and the 
public regarding the facility's actual emissions, it offers assurance that the facility is 
operating in compliance with applicable emission limitations. Periodic monitoring 
benefits the emission source as well as nearby residents and the public: 

[f]mportantly, [the emission source] can manage the infonnation provided 
from [its] title V monitoring to identify and respond to unusual periods of 
process or control device operation, taking necessary corrective action in a 
timely manner before there is a compliance issue. Data from title V 
monitoring also are important to permitting authorities and citizens for the 
purpose of assessing your emissions units' compliance with the applicable 

. )9 
reqUirements.-

Both the federal Clean Air Act and the Illinois Environmental Protection Act require 
periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with application emission limits in 
Title V/CAAPP permits.3o As recently described by the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals, 
Sierra Club v. EPA, 538 F.3d 673 (D.C.Cir. 20(8), periodic monitoring arises in three 
contexts: 

I. Where existing regulations or underlying permits prescribe monitoring that is 
appropriate to the timeframe of the emission limit and sufficient to assure 
compliance, the permitting authority places that monitoring requirement in the 

. 31 
permit. 

2. Where there is no previously-established monitoring requirement to correspond to 
an emission limit, the permitting authority must create one that is appropriate to 
the timeframe of the emission limit (periodic) and sufficient to assure compliance 
with the limit. 3

:! 

3. Where there exists a previously-established monitoring requirement 
corresponding to an emission limit, but it is not adequate to assure compliance 

~') Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Air Quality Planning Standards, drati. Tille V Aluniloring 
Tecllniwl Re(erL'llcl! DUCIIl1lel1l, Chapter 2: Principles of Title V Monitoring, 2-xi, April 2001. ol'ailahlc at 
http: //www.titlev.orgiotherdoc-monit.htm. Attached hereto as Exhibit 14. 
1fJ 42 USC 7M 1 c( c): 40 C.F. R. ~* 70.0(a)(3) and 70.0( c)( I); 415 ILL. CmvlP. STAT. 5139 .5( 7)(b) and (d) . 
. 11 See 40 CFR ~ 70.0(a)(3)(i)(A): 415 ILl.. COMPo STAT. 5/39.5(7)(d)(i). 
1~ See 40 CFR ~ 70.fi(a)(3)(i)(B); 415 ILL. COMPo STAT. 5/39.5(7)(d)(ii) 
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w
ith

 the lim
it, the p

m
n

ittin
g

 authority (or E
Ptt) m

ust a
u

p
c

n
t the m

anibring in 
th

c T
i tlc V perm

it to cnsurr: that it is hoth periodic and assures com
pliance w

ith 
the m

is
s

io
n

 lim
itd3" 

Focusing in s
o
m
e
 m

onitoring contexts at the tim
e, L

fSE
P

A
3 review

 of the lE
PA

 T
itle V

 
progam

 a few
 years ago highlighted the need for m

onitoring to ensure com
pliance: 

U
SE

PA
 has com

m
ented that, for m

ass m
ission lim

itations, control 
efficiency requirem

ents, opacity lim
itations, or other sim

ilar lim
its, 

com
pliance cannot be directly dem

onstrated w
ith a record, 

For this 
type 

of 
lim

it, 
for 

tvbich 
there 

is 
potential 

fbr 
a 

violation, 
the 

pem
itting authority m

ust include som
e periodic m

onitoring in the 
T

itle V
 pem

it,34 

T
he draft G

A
A

PP for the U
SS-C

C
W

 facility contains num
erous instances w

here 
em

ission lim
its are stated but the pem

it tacks periodic m
onitoring requirem

ents 
sufficient to assure com

pliance w
ith those lim

its. In som
e cases, the draft p

em
it fails to 

require any periodic m
onitoring. In other cases, the draft pem

it contains m
onitoring 

requirem
ents that are insuficient to assure com

plinnce w
ith the applicable em

ission 
lim

its. B
oth sibations violate T

itle V
IG

A
A

PP. 

A
. 

E
m

ission L
im

its W
ithout C

orresponding M
onitoring R

equirem
ents V

iolate 
the C

lean A
ir A

ct. 

O
n num

erous occasions in the draR
 G

A
A

PP, the perm
it recites em

ission lim
its but 

provides 
periodic m

onitoring to assure that U
S

S
-C

C
W

 is operating in com
pliance 

w
ith the lim

it. T
his clearly violates both federal and state law

: 

E
ach pem

it shall contain the follow
ing requirem

ents w
ith respect to m

onitoring: 
(A

) W
e

re
 the applicable requirem

ent does not require periodic testing or 
instrum

ental or noninstm
m

ental m
onitoring.. ., periodic m

onitoring sufficient to 
yield reliable data &

om
 the relevant tim

e period that are representative of the 
source" 

com
pliance w

ith the p
m

it. 
40 C

.F.R
. $ 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B

). 

T
o m

eet the requirem
ents of this subsection w

ith respect to m
onitoring, the pem

it 
shall: 

(i) W
here the applicable requirem

ent does not require periodic testing or 
instrum

ental or noninstm
rnental m

onitoring.. ., require periodic m
onitoring 

sufficient to yield reliable data from
 the relevant tim

e period that is representative 

1
3

 Sierra C
lub 1

;. E
m

, 536 F.3d 673 (D
.G

.C
ir,. 20081, relying on 42 U

SC
 $76S

lc(b) and (c) and 40 C
FR

 8 
70.6(c)( 1 ). See co

q
arab

le language in 41 5 IL
L

. C
O

M
P. S

T
A

T
. 5/39.5(7)tb). 

34 U
nied States E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency, ftlO
4 lirt.ierv ofIl!inoi.g ' T

itle Lr O
pem

ting P
ernit 

Progrrrm
, O

ct. 30,2006, at 6 (p. 9 of pdt). A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 16. 
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\virh the limir. the pCIlHitting authoriiy (or EPA) must aUJ:.'1nlo!nt the monitoring in 
the Title V pennit to ensure that it is both periodic and assures compliance with 
h _ . I' . H t e ClnIsswn um t.--

Focusing in some. monitoring cOllh .. \"{ts at ,the time, VSEPA's review of the IEPA Title V 
program a few yearN ago highlighted the need for monitoring to ensure compliance: 

USEPA has cOInmented that, for IllCl$S emission limitations, control 
efficiency requirements. opacity /i1mitations, or ot.11er simil,ar hmits, 
compliance cannot be' directly demonstrated with a record. For this 
type of limit, for which there is potential for a violati.on, the 
pennitting authority must include some periodic monitoring in the 
Title V penn it. 34 

The draft CAAPP for the USS-GCW facility contains numerous instances where 
emission limits are stated but the pennit lacks periodic monitoring requirements 
sufficient to assure compliance with those limits. In some uases, the draft pemit fails to 
require any periodic monitoring. In other cases, the draft pennit contains monitori'ng 
requirements that are insutlicient to assure compliaDce with the applicable emission 
limits. Both situations violate Title V/CAAPP. 

A. Emission Limits \Vithout Corresponding Monitoring Requirements Violate 
the Clean Air Act 

On numerous occasions in the draft CAAPP, the permit recites emission limits but 
provides no periodic monitoring to assure that USS-GCW is operating in compliance 
with the limit. This clearly violates both federal and state law: 

Each pennit shall contain the following requirements with respect to monitoring: 
(A) Where the applicable requirement does not require periodic testing or 

instrumental or noninstrumental monitoring .. ~, periodic monitoring sufficient to 
yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the 
source's compliance with the pennit. 

40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3 )(i)(8). 

shall: 
To meet the requirements of this subsection with respect to monitoring, the pennit 

(i) Where the applicable requirement does not require periodic testing or 
instrumental or noninstrumental monitoring . . . , require periodic monitoring 
sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that is representative 

.\) Sien'o Club v. EPA. 536 F.3d 673 (D.C.Cir .. 2008), relying on 42 USC P661c(b) and (c) and 40 eFR ~ 
70,6(c)( I) . See comparable language in 415 ILL COMPo STA r. 5/39.5(7)(b) . 
.\~ United States Environmenral Protection Agency, 2()04 RevielV o(/Ilinois ' Title V Operating Permit 
P}'ogmm. Ocr. 30.2006, at 6 (p. 9 ofpdl) . Attached hereto as Exhibit 16. 
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of the source's com
pliance w

ith the pernit. 
4 t 5 ILL, C

O
M

P. ST
A

T
. 58'39,5("7)(d)(i). 

~y the D
 

A
S succinctfy stated 1 

.G
. C

ircuit: 
W

w
e

 the npplicable requirer 
quire periodic testing, subsection 

70.6(a)(3)(i 
)( B 1 o hli+g<*s tjtc p

< 
it?. to

 rrtld ?
t, the perm

it 'p
eri~

d
ic 

nzorzitorim
g sufficient to yield re1 lam

e aata rrom
 the rcl evant ti m

e period that are 
represcntatit7e of the s 

com
pliance w

ith the 

nent doc :s not re1 

T
hus, w

here no periodic m
on~tcttil~l: 

~
q

u
irem

en
ts me estab1ished in the pre-existing 

applicable requirem
ents, XEPA not only can but m

ust add periodic m
onitoring 

requirm
m

ts to the C
M

P
P

. T
hus, w

here the draft C
A

A
PP states em

ission lim
its w

ithout 
corsesponding m

onitoring requirm
ents, IE

PA
 m

ust revise the pem
it to require periodic 

m
onitoring sufficient to ensure com

pliance. 

B
. 

E
nrission L

im
its W

ith Inadequate nitonltonng R
equirem

ents R
equire 

Supplem
entation. 

O
n several occasions, the draft C

A
A

PP pem
it provides for som

e m
onitoring, but it is not 

sufficient to ensure that U
SS-G

G
W

 is com
plying w

ith applicable em
ission lim

itations. In 
the past, there w

as som
e confusion - engendered by shifting positions at E

PA
 -
 as to 

w
hether pem

itting authorities could, m
ust, or could not supplem

ent inadequate 
m

onitoring provisions to m
ake them

 sufficient to ensure com
pliance. T

hat conhsion is 
now

 behind us. fn the D
.C

. C
ircuit decision cited above, the court m

ade clear that the 
C

lean A
ir A

ct expressly requires auw
entation w

here m
onitoring requirem

ents exist but 
are not adequate to ensure com

pliance. 

T
itle V

 requires that "[elvery one" of the perm
its issued by pem

itting authorities 
include adequate m

onitoring requirem
ents. . . . U

nder the "[ejach pem
it" 

m
andate, state and local authorities m

ust be atlow
ed to cure these m

onitoring 
requirem

ents before including them
 in perm

its, . . . W
e read EtEe F' to m

ean that 
som

ebody rnztsf-fix these inadquate m
onitoring 

T
he D

.C
. C

ircuit's decision constm
ed the C

lean A
ir A

ct and im
plem

enting rem
lations: 

E
ach perm

it issued under this subchapter shalt set forth inspection, entry, 
m

onitotoring, com
pliance certification, and reporting requirem

ents to assure 
com

pliance w
ith the perm

it term
s and conditions. Such m

onitoring and repacting 
requirem

ents shall confom
 to any applicable regulation under subsection /b) of 

this section.37 

"
 S

ieru
 C

lub 1: 
EP'A. 536 F.3d 673,675 (2008) (quoting 40 G

.F.R
. 4 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B

)) (em
phasis 

added). 
76 3ierru C

lub 1: E
m

, 536 F.3d at 678 (em
phasis added). 

"
 32 U

SC
 766 1 c(c). 
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of the source's compliance with the penuit. 
415 ILL. COMPo ST,\T. 5/39.5 (7)(d)(i). 

As su~dnctly stated hy the D.C. Circuit: 
\Vhere the applicahle requirement does 1101 require periodic testing, subsection 
70.6(a)(3)(i)(B) ohligll s the perIJ/illing authority to add /0 lhepc'rmil 'periodic 
monitoring sutlicient to yidd reliabJe -data from the relevant time period that are 
representative ofdlC source's compliance with the pennit. .,.J5 

Thus, where no periodic monitoring requirements are established in the pre-existing 
applicable requirements, IEPA not only can but must add periodic monitoring 
requirements to the CAAPP. Thus, where the draft CAAPP states emission limits without 
correS'ponding monitoring requirements,. I'EPA must revise the penuit to require periodic 
monitoring sufficient to ensure compliance. 

8. Emission Limits With Inadequate Monito-ring Requirernen,ts Require 
Supplementation. 

On several occasions, the draft CAAPP penni,t provides fOT some monitoring, but it is not 
sufficient ,to ensure that USS-GCW is comp(iying with applicable emission limitations. In 
the past, there was some confusion - eogendered by shifting positions at EPA - as to 
whether permitting authorities could, must, or could not supplement inadequate 
monitoring provisions to make them sufficient to ensure compliance. That confusion is 
now behind us. In the D.C. Circuit decision cited above, the court made clear that the 
Clean Air Act expressly requires augmentation where monitoring requirements exist but 
are not adequate to ensure compliance. 

Title V requires that "[ e ) very one" of the pennits issued by pennitting authorities 
include adequate monitoring requirements . . . . Under the "(e]ach penn it" 
mandate, state and local authorities must be allowed to cure these monitoring 
requirements before including them in permits .... We read Title V to mean that 
somebody mustfix these inadequate monitoring requirements.,,36 

The D.C. Circuit's decision construed the Clean Air Act and implementing regulations: 

Each pennit issued under this subchapter shall set forth inspection, entry, 
monitoring, compliance certification, and reporting requirements to assure 
compliance with the pennit teons and conditions. Such monitoring and reporting 
requirements shall confonn to any applicable regulation under subsection (b) of 
this section. 37 

lS Sierra Club v. EPA. 536 F.3d 673. 675 (200R) (quoting 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(J)(i)(B» (emphasis 
added) . 
.16 Sierra Club 1'. EPA. 536 F.3d at 678 (emphasis added). 
" 42 USC 766 r c(e) . 
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A
ll part 70 perm

its shall contain the fbllow
ing elem

erlts w
ith respect to 

com
pliance: . . . tnclnitoring . . . requirem

ents sufficient to assure com
pliance lvith 

the term
s and conditions of the perm

it." 

T
he Illinois E

nvironm
ental Protection A

ct both com
pels IE

PA
 to m

eet the standards of 
the C

lean A
ir A

ct and provides sim
ilar (although potentially less protective) language 

requiring supplem
ental m

onitoring w
here necessary to ensure com

pliance: 

T
he A

gency shall include am
ong such conditions applicable m

onitoring . . . that 
the A

gency deem
s necessary to assure com

pliance w
ith the C

lean A
ir A

ct, the 
regulations prom

ulgated thereunder, this A
ct, and applicable B

oard regulations.'" 

In short, both federal and state law
 require inadequate periodic m

onitoring that fails to 
assure com

pliance w
ith applicable em

ission lim
its to be supplem

ented so as to assure 
com

pliance. 

C
. T

he F
ollow

ing D
raft C

A
A

P
P

 P
erm

it C
onditions N

eed R
evisions to Satisfy 

M
onitoring R

equirem
ents. 

T
he IE

PA
 m

ust revise the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it to cure m
onitoring gaps and inadequacies 

in order to satisfy the legal requirem
ents set forth above. Specific problem

s are set forth 
below

. 1. 
Section 5.3 -

 Source-W
ide A

pplicable P
rovisions and R

egulations 

a. 
C

onditions Involving Fugitive Particulate M
atter 

T
he follow

ing draft C
A

A
P

P
 source-w

ide perm
it conditions set forth lim

its on fugitive 
particulate m

atter em
issions, yet the draft C

A
A

PP fails to require periodic m
onitoring to 

determ
ine com

pliance w
ith the lim

its, and fails to specify the frequency w
ith w

hich 
m

onitoring m
ust take place: 

(I) C
ondition 5.3.2 a. -

 Prohibits the em
ission of fugitive particulate m

atter from
 

any process, including any m
aterial handling or storage activity, that is visible by an 

observer lookiilg generally overhead at a point beyond the property line of the source 
unless the w

ind is greater than 25 m
iles per hour. 

(2
) C

ondition 5.3.2.c.i -
 Sets opacity lim

it of 10 percent from
 fugitive particulate 

m
atter em

issions generated by the crushing or screening of slag, stone, coke or coal. 
(3) C

ondition 5.3.2 c.iii. -
 Sets an opacity lim

it of 5 percent from
 fugitive 

particulate m
atter fiom

 any roadw
ay or parking area located at a slag processing facility 

or integrated iron and steel m
anufacturing plant. 
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All part 70 pennits shall contain the following elements with respect to 
compliance: ... monitoring .. . requirements sutTicient to assure compliance with 
the tenns and conditions of the penn it. " 

The Illinois Environmental Protection Act both compels [EPA to meet the standards of 
the Clean Air Act and provides similar (although potentially less protective) language 
requiring supplemental monitoring where necessary to ensure compliance: 

The Agency shall include among such conditions applicable monitoring .. . that 
the Agency deems necessary to assure compliance with the Clean Air Act, the 
regulations promulgated thereunder, this Act, and applicable Board regulations. JR 

In short, both federal and state law require inadequate periodic monitoring that fails to 
assure compliance with applicable emission limits to be supplemented so as to assure 
compl iance. 

C. The Following Draft CAAPP Permit Conditions Need Revisions to Satisfy 
Monitoring Requirements. 

The IEPA must revise the draft C AAPP pennit to cure monitoring gaps and inadequacies 
in order to satisfy the legal requirements set forth above. Specific problems are set forth 
below. 

1. Section 5.3 - Source-Wide Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. Conditions Involving Fugitive Particulate Matter 
The following draft C AAPP source-wide pennit conditions set forth limits on fugitive 
particulate matter emissions, yet the draft CAAPP fails to require periodic monitoring to 
detennine compliance with the limits, and fails to specify the frequency with which 
monitoring must take place: 

(I) Condition 5.3.2 a. - Prohibits the emission of fugitive particulate matter from 
any process, including any material handling or storage activity, that is visible by an 
observer looking generally overhead at a point beyond the property line of the source 
unless the wind is greater than 25 miles per hour. 

(2) Condition 5.3.2.c.i - Sets opacity limit of 10 percent from fugitive particulate 
matk>y emissions generated by the crushing or screening of slag. stone, coke or coal. 

(3) Condition 5.3.2 c.iii . - Sets an opacity limit of 5 percent from fugitive 
particulate matter from any roadway or parking area located at a slag processing facility 
or integrated iron and steel manufacturing plant. 

,IX 415 ILL, COMP, STAT, 5139,5(7)(b), 
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T
he pre\.iously-yuuid segn

cn
t from

 U
SE

PA
" 2004-2006 review

 of the IE
P.4.s T

itie V
 

P
W
?
 

-:rscored thc nced for m
onitafing to ensure com

pliance w
ith opacity 

lim
it: 

U
SE

PA
 has ccom

m
entd that, _for m

ass m
ission lim

itntirm
s. cnntrol 

et't?cim
cy requirem

ents. opacity lim
itations, or other sim

ilar lim
i ts, 

com
pliance cannot be directly dem

onstm
ted w

ith a record, 
For this 

type 
of lim

it, 
for 

w
hich 

there is 
potential 

for 
a 

violation, 
the 

perm
itting authority m

ust include som
e periodic m

onitofing in the 
T

itle V
 p

~
rn

it-~
' 

D
nily observations using E

PA
 M

ethod 9
 are supported by EPA

 R
egion V

TI @
idancd%

n 
opacity m

onitoring for T
itle V

 perm
its." 

T
he guidance docum

ent states "M
ethod 9 is the 

prefened visual obsezvat ion m
ethod, T

o the extent practicable, a source should attem
pt 

to record daily opacity m
easurem

ents on each em
issions point subject to an opacity 

standard.'' 

IE
PA

 should revise the draft C
A

A
PP pem

it to require U
SS-G

G
W

 to conduct daily 
inspections using M

ethod 9 to ensure U
SS-G

C
W

" 
som

pliance w
ith the above-listed 

source-w
ide em

ission lim
its far fisgitive particulate m

atter. 

b. 
O

pacity L
im

its R
elated to E

m
ission U

nits 

T
he follow

ing draft C
A

A
PP source-w

ide perm
it conditions set forth opacity lim

its for 
em

issions from
 em

ission units, yet the drai3 G
A

A
PP fails to require periodic m

onitoring 
to deternine com

pliance w
ith the lim

its, and fails to specify the frequency w
ith w

hich 
m

onitofing m
ust take place: 

{I) C
ondition 5.3.2 b. - Prohibits the em

ission of sm
oke or other particulate 

m
atter w

ith an opacity greater than 30 percent into the atm
osphere from

 any em
issions 

unit other than those em
ission units subject to 35 IA

G
 2 12.122. 

(2) C
ondition 5.3.2 d.i.B

, - Sets an opacity lim
it of 5 percent for continuous caster 

spray cham
bers or continuous casting operations at steel plants in the vicinity of G

ranite 
C

ity, 

39 United S
tates E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency, 2004 Elrviecv o
ffllin

o
i.~

 
' Title k' O

perating P
erm

it 
P

rng.am
, O

ct. 30,2006, at 5 (p. 9 of pdf). A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 16. 
" U

.S. E
nvirom

ental Protection Agency, R
egion 1.111 G

rdictance on P
erioclic 'V

oniforing.for O
pacity. A

pr, 
18, 1997, tzvuiluhie at http:ii~ww.epa.gov/regi0nO7ipr0gramsiar~d~air~titIe5~t5mem0~i0pa~ity.pdf~ 

Attached 
hereto as E

xhibit 15. 
4
 I U

.S. E
nvirom

ental Protection A
gency, R

egi(~
n C%! C

tliditnce on P
erioclic i140nit~

ring.fbr 
O

paciv, A
pr. 

1 8. 1997, at 3, ul~c~iluhltp 
at http:i/ww,epa.gov~regionO7~program~/art&air~tit1e5!t5mem0~i0pacity.pdf. 

A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 15. 
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TIle PI't:Villl!.lsly-quor.ed segmenr from L"SEPA's 2004-1006 rC\r1Cw OftJlC (EPA's Title V 
program uJlder~l:ored the need ti.)r monitoring to ensure cOllll1liance with opacity 
limitations: 

USEPA has commented that. for mass em.ission Iirrni,tations. cont-rol 
eflicicll\;Y rcquirement~. opacity limitations, or other si!ll~lar limits. 
compliance cannot be (l'irectly demonstrated with a record. For this 
type of limit. ti.)r which there is potential for a violation, the 
pennitting authorirty must include some periodic monitoring in the 
Title V penniLJC) 

Daily observations using EPA Method 9 are supported by EPA Region VII guidance~o on 
opacity monitoring for Title V pennits.~1 The guidance document states "Method 9 is the 
preferred visual observation method. To the extent practicable, a source should attempt 
to rceord daily opacity measurements on each ·emissions point suhject to aJ1 opacity 
standard. " 

IEP A should revise the draft C AAPP pennit to require USS-GCW to conduct daily 
inspections using Method 9 ,to ensure USS-GCW's comphance with the above-listed 
source-wide emission limits for fugitive particulate matter. 

h. OQacity Limits Related to Emission Units 

The following draft C AAPP source-wide permit conditions set forth opacity limits for 
emissions from emission units, yet the draft CAAPP fails to require periodic monitoring 
to determine compliance with the limits, and faits to specify the frequency with which 
monitoring must take place: 

(I) Condition 5.3.2 b. - Prohibits the emission of smoke or other particulate 
matter with an opacity greater than 30 percent into the atmosphere from any emissions 
unit other than those emission units subject to 35 lAC 212.122. 

(2) Condition 5.3.2 d.i.R - Sets an opacity limit of5 percent for continuous caster 
spray chambers or continuous casting operations at steel plants in the vicinity of Granite 
City. 

)~ United Stales Environmental Protection Agency. 2004 Review of llIinois' Title V Operating Permit 
Program. Oct. )0, 2006, at 6 (p. 9 of pdt). Attached hereto as bhibil 16. 
40 U.S. Environmental Prolection Agency, Region VlI Guidllllce on Periodic Moniloring/o}' OpncilY. Apr. 
18. 1997, a~'ailnble at http://www.epa.gov/region07iprogramsJartdJairititieS/tSmemosiopacity.pdf. Attached 
hereto as Exhibit 15. 
41 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Region VII Guidance on Periodic Monitoring/or Opacity. Apr. 
18. 1997. at 3, available at http://www.epa.gov!region07!programsiartdJalriLitJe5i t5memosiopacily.pdf. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit 15. 
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A
s noted above, U

SE
PA

 has uriderscored the need t'or lnorlitoring to ensure com
pliance 

w
ith opacity lim

its."" T
he use of C

O
M

S
 is supported by E

PA
 R

egion V
II guidance on 

opacity tnonitoring for T
itle V

 perm
its: T

O
M

S
 are appropriate fix vents or stacks w

hich 
carry a m

ajor portion of the plant's particulate or ctther condensable em
ission stream

s."" 

IE
PA

 should ra
ise

 the draf't C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it to require U
S

S
-C

C
W

 to use C
O

M
S

 on 
applicable em

ission units to ensure that U
S

S
-G

C
W

's com
pliance w

ith the above-listed 
c~pacity lim

its. 

c. 
PM

 and PM
 10 L

im
its 

T
he follow

ing draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it conditions set forth particulate m
atter em

ission lim
its, 

yet the draft C
A

A
P

P
 fails to require periodic m

onitoring to determ
ine com

pliance w
ith 

the lim
its. and fails to specifL

 the frequency w
ith w

hich m
onitoring m

ust take place: 

(I) C
ondition 5.3.2.d.i.A

 -
 Specifies a particulate m

atter em
ission lim

it o
f 22.9 

m
g/scm

 (0.01 gr/scf) from
 any process em

issions unit located at integrated iron and steel 
plants in the vicinity of G

ranite C
ity. 

(2) C
ondition 7.6.3-1.b.i. 

-
 S

am
e as (I) above 

(3) C
ondition 5.3.2 d.i.C

. -
 Specifies a P

M
lO

 em
issions lim

it of 32.25 ng/J (0.075 
lbs/m

m
btu) of heat input from

 the burning of coke oven gas at all em
ission units, other 

than coke oven com
bustion stacks, at steel plants in the vicinity of G

ranite C
ity. 

(4) C
ondition 5.3.2 d.i.D

. -
 Specifies a P

M
lO

 em
ission lim

it of 38.7 ng/J (0.09 
Ibs/m

m
btu) of heat input for the slab furnaces. 

(5) C
ondition 5.3.2 d.i.E

. -
 Specifies a P

M
lO

 em
ission lim

it of 2.15 ng/J (0.005 
lb/m

m
btu) of heat input from

 the steel w
orks boilers located at the steel m

aking facilities 
at steel plants in the vicinity of G

ranite C
ity. 

(6) C
ondition 5.3.2 d.i.F. -

 Specifies a P
M

10 em
ission lim

it of 27.24 k@
r 

(60 
lbs/hr) and 0.1 125 k

d
M

g
 (0.225 lbs/T

) of total steel in process, w
hichever lim

it is m
ore 

stringent, for the total of all basic oxygen furnace processes described in 35 IA
C

 
2 12.446(a) of [35 IA

C
 Part 21 21 S

ubpart R
 and m

easured at the B
O

F
 stack located at 

steel plants in the vicinity of G
ranite C

ity. 

B
ecause these lim

its apply on a continuous basis, the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should be 
revised to require the use of PM

 C
E

M
S

 (continuous em
ission m

onitoring system
s). PM

 
C

E
M

S
 provide periodic m

onitoring and are sufficient to assure com
pliance w

ith this 
lim

it. PM
 C

E
M

S
 are currently utilized in a w

ide range of settings, and w
ill be used on the 

new
 coke plant currently under construction at the U

SS-G
C

W
 facility." 

PM
 C

E
M

s have 

" S
ee U

SE
PA

 review
 of IE

PA
 T

itle V
 program

. quoted and cited in section 1V
.A

. I .a above. on the need for 
opacity m

onitoring in T
itle V

 perm
its. 

n
 U

.S. E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency. R

cgicrn I-fI G
zricicinct. on P

c~rioclic ,ifortitoring fO
r 

O
pacity, A

pr. 
18, 1997. at 3. tr1~criltrhlc crt llttp::~'w

w
w

.epa.goviregion07 'p
ro

g
ran

1
s~

artd
;air~

title5
I:t4

m
en

1
o

s~
o

p
a~

 
("M

ethod 9 is the preferred visual observation m
ethod. T

o the extent practicable, a source should attem
pt 

to record daily opacity m
easurem

ents on each em
issions point subject to an opacity standard."). A

ttached 
hereto as E

xhibit 15. 
44 Perm

it 06070010. condition 4.1.8- 1 .b. A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 9. 
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As noted above, USEPA has underscorl:d the need for monitoring to ensure compliance 
with opacity limits.~2 The use of COMS is supported by EPA Region VII guidance on 
opacity monitoring for Title V pennits: "COMS are appropriate f«."Jr vents or stacks which 
carry a major portion orthe plant's particulate or other condensable emission streams.,,~J 

IEPA should revise the draft CAAPP pennit to require USS-GCW to use COMS on 
applicable emission units to ensure that USS-GCW's compliance with the above-listed 
opacity limits. 

c. PM and PM 10 Limits 
The following draft CAAPP pennit conditions set forth particulate matter emission limits, 
yet the draft CAAPP fails to require periodic monitoring to detennine compliance with 
the limits, and fails to specify the frequency with which monitoring must take place: 

(I) Condition 5.3.2.d.i.A - Specifies a particulate matter emission limit of22.9 
mg/scm (0.0 I gr/scf) from any process emissions unit located at integrated iron and steel 
plants in the vicinity of Granite City. 

(2) Condition 7.6.3-I.b.i. - Same as (I) above 
(3) Condition 5.3.2 d.i.C. - Specifies a PM I 0 emissions limit of 32.25 ng/J (0.075 

lbs/mmbtu) of heat input from the burning of coke oven gas at all emission units, other 
than coke oven combustion stacks, at steel plants in the vicinity of Granite City. 

(4) Condition 5.3.2 d.i.D. - Specifies a PMIO emission limit of38.7 ng/J (0.09 
lbs/mmbtu) of heat input for the slab furnaces. 

(5) Condition 5.3.2 d.i.E . - Specifies a PM I 0 emission limit of 2.15 nglJ (0.005 
lb/mmbtu) of heat input from the steel works boilers located at the steel making facilities 
at steel plants in the vicinity of Granite City. 

(6) Condition 5.3.2 d.i.F. - Specifies a PM 10 emission limit of27.24 kglhr (60 
lbs/hr) and 0.1 125 kg/Mg (0 .225 Ibs/T) of total steel in process, whichever I imit is more 
stringent, for the total of all basic oxygen furnace processes described in 35 lAC 
212.446(a) of [35 lAC Part 212] Subpart R and measured at the BOF stack located at 
steel plants in the vicinity of Granite City. 

Because these limits apply on a continuous basis, the draft CAAPP pennit should be 
revised to require the use of PM CEMS (continuous emission monitoring systems). PM 
CEMS provide periodic monitoring and are sufficient to assure compliance with this 
limit. PM CEMS are currently utilized in a wide range of settings, and will be used on the 
new coke plant currently under construction at the USS-GCW tacility.44 PM CEMs have 

-Ie See USEP A review of IEPA Title V program, quoted and cited in section IV .A.1.a above, on the need for 
opac ity monitoring in Title V penllits. 
-11 U.S . Environmental Protection Agency, Region V[[ GlIidance 0/1 Pl!rior/ic Al{oni!oringjiJr Gpaci!v. Apr. 
1 S, 1997. at 3. ul'ui/ahle {/f http ::/www.epa.goviregion071programs/anclJairi title5!t5memos.'opacity.pdf. 
("Method 9 is the preferred visual observation method. To the extent practicable. a source should attempt 
to record dai Iy opacity measurements on each emissions point subject to an opacity standard. "). Attached 
hereto as Exhibit 15. 
4-1 Pennit 06070020. condition 4.I.R-I.b. Attached hereto a~ Exhibit 9. 
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becom
e cotnm

t>nplace in m
ulti 

le industrial applications including utilities. pulp m
ills, 

copper sm
elters and ~etineries!~'" 

U
.S. E

PA
 requires the use of PM

 C
E

M
S

 in reguiatiun 
as w

ell. 30 C
FR

 $60.32 Subpart D
a requires PM

 C
E

M
s for utility boilers and 30 C

FR
 

$63.11 130(b) requires PM
 C

E
M

S
 for copper sm

ulters. If IE
PA

 docum
ents that PM

 
C

E
M

S are not feasible for any of the process em
issions units subject to the above Pk4 

em
ission lim

it, then the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it should be reciscd to require annual stack 
tests using M

ethods 1-5. 

2. 
Section 5.6 -

 Source-W
ide P

roduction and E
m

ission L
im

itations 

C
onditions 5.6.3 b.iii.A

. through C
 set m

axim
um

 annual em
issions lim

its for PM
, PM

 10, 
S

0
2

, N
O

x, V
O

M
, C

O
, and lead fiom

 com
bustion of natural gas, blast furnace gas (B

FG
), 

and fuel oil by blast furnaces A
 and B

, boilers 1 -
 10 and I I and 12, ladle drying 

preheaters, and B
FG

 flares. T
hese annual em

ission lim
its appear to be set using 

em
issions factors. T

he lim
its and em

issions factors are from
 T

able 4 of the production 
increase perm

it." 
T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it lacks any requirem
ent that U

SS-G
C

W
 

conduct periodic m
onitoring to ensure com

pliance w
ith these annual lim

its. 
In addition, 

neither the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it nor the Project Sum
m

ary contains a factual basis for the 
em

ission factors listed in sections 5.6.3 b.iii.A
. through C

. T
his om

ission violates 40 
C

FR
 $70.7(a)(5), w

hich states that the perm
itting authority "shall provide a statem

ent that 
sets forth the legal and factual basis for the draft perm

it conditions." 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 should be revised to specify periodic m
onitoring to assure com

pliance 
w

ith the above em
ission lim

its. A
t the very least, the recordkeeping requirem

ents set 
forth in the production increase perm

it fiom
 w

hich these fuel-based em
ission lim

its are 
derived should be set forth in the revised C

A
A

PP. 

3. 
Subsection 7.1 -

 C
oal H

andling O
perations 

T
he draft C

A
A

PP lacks necessary m
onitoring requirem

ents and fiequency to dem
onstrate 

com
pliance w

ith the PM
 I 0 em

ission lim
itation in condition 7.1.3 .f. 

C
ondition 7.1.3.f cites 35 IA

C
 2 12.458(b)(7) in specifying a PM

 10 em
ission lim

it of 0.0 I 
&

scf 
during any one hour period fiom

 process em
ission units. A

ssum
ing that tw

o 
apparent typographical errors are corrected," 

condition 7.1.7.a notes a variety of m
ethods 

'5 P(rrticu1citc. M
onitoring in IF'cpt 

Stsnrhhed Stcrcks: 
iV

ew
 R

tllc~s/.V
P\ic.l.t. 

O
~~po'l~rt"iric~.s; 

S
haw

 Stone &
 W

ebster; 
O

ctober 36.1006, at 3 1-39. attached as E
xhibit 43. 

'" PM
 C

E
bfS

: T
he C

urrent R
eality of M

onitoring Particulate M
atter: IIauner, C

lapsaddle and N
oland: 

Pot,verG
en2006 at i as E

xhibit 44. 
47 Illinois E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency. C
onstruction Perm

it N
um

ber 95010001. U
.S. Steel 

C
orporation -

 G
ranite C

ity, June 25, 1002, condition 22 and T
able 4. A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 17. 

48 T
ypo 1: C

ondition 7.1 .?.a tnentions testing in connection w
ith P

M
io lim

its established in condition 
7.1.3(e). H

ow
ever. condition 7.1.3(e) sets opacity lim

its for fugitive P
M

lo; the 0.01 gr'scf P
M

lo
 standard is 

instead set forth in condition 7.1.3(f). w
hich should be referenced instead of 7.1.3(e) in condition 7.1.7.21. 

T
ypo 2: In listing various P

M
lo

 m
easurem

ent m
ethods, condition 7.1.7.a refers to 35 IA

C
 21.108. W

e 
assum

e this w
as m

eant to refer instead to 35 IA
C

 2 12.108. 
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become commonplace ~n m.ultip:/~h industrial applic?tions includi~g utilities. ~ulp mills: 
copper smelters and retmenes. " U.S. EPA requIres the use ot PM CEMS m regulatIon 
as well. 40 CFR §60.42 Subpart Oa requires PM CEMs for utility boilers and 40 CFR 
§63.11149(b) requires PM CEMS for copper smelters. If [EPA documents that PM 
CEMS are not feasible for any of the process emissions units subject to the above PM 
emission limit, then the draft CAAPP permit should be revised to require annual stack 
tests using Methods 1-5. 

2. Section 5.6 - Source-Wide Production and Emission Limitations 

Conditions 5.6.3 b.iii.A. through C set maximum annual emissions limits for PM, PM I 0, 
S02, NOx, YOM, CO, and lead from combustion of natural gas, blast furnace gas (BFG), 
and fuel oil by blast furnaces A and B, boilers 1 - 10 and II and 12, ladle drying 
preheaters, and BFG flares. These annual emission limits appear to be set using 
emissions factors. The limits and emissions factors are from Table 4 of the production 
increase permit.47 The draft CAAPP permit lacks any requirement that USS-GCW 
conduct periodic monitoring to ensure compliance with these annual limits. In addition, 
neither the draft CAAPP permit nor the Project Summary contains a factual basis for the 
emission factors listed in sections 5.6.3 b.iii.A. through C. This omission violates 40 
CFR §70.7(a)(5), which states that the permitting authority "shall provide a statement that 
sets forth the legal and factual basis for the draft permit conditions." 

The draft CAAPP should be revised to specify periodic monitoring to assure compliance 
with the above emission limits. At the very least, the recordkeeping requirements set 
forth in the production increase permit from which these fuel-based emission limits are 
derived should be set forth in the revised CAAPP. 

3. Subsection 7.1 - Coal Handling Operations 

The draft CAAPP lacks necessary monitoring requirements and frequency to demonstrate 
compliance with the PM I 0 emission limitation in condition 7.1.3 .f. 

Condition 7.1.3.fcites 35 lAC 212.458(b)(7) in specifying a PMIO emission limit of 0.01 
grlscf during anyone hour period from process emission units. Assuming that two 
apparent typographical errors are corrected,48 condition 7.1. 7.a notes a variety of methods 

4 .1 ParticlI/(j{C' Monitoring in Wet Scmhhed Stacks: New RII/('sINew Opportunities; Shaw Stone & Webster; 
October 20 , 2006, at 31-39. attached as Exhibit 43. 
4h PM CEMS: The Current Reality of Monitoring Particulate Maller; Hauner, Clapsaddle and Noland: 
PowerGen2006 at I as Exhibit 44. 
47 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, Construction Permit Number 950 I 000 1. U.S. Steel 
CO'1loration - Granite City, June 25, 2002, condition 22 and Table 4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 17. 
4~ Typo I: Condition 7.1.7.a mentions testing in connection with PM IO limits established in condition 
7. 1.3 ( e). However. condition 7 .1.3( e) sets opacity limits for fugitive PM 10; the 0.0 I grlscf PM III standard is 
instead set forth in condition 7.1.3(t), which should be referenced instead of7.1.3(e) in condition 7.1.7.a. 
Typo 2: In listing various PM IIJ measurement methods, condition 7.1.7.a refers to 35 lAC 21.108. We 
assume this was meant to refer instead to 35 rAC 212.1 OR. 
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that U
SS-G

C
?V

 tnight use if it elects to determ
ine the anlount of PM

 10 em
issions from

 its 
process em

ission units (presum
ably the coal pulverizer in this context). H

ow
ever, the 

draft C
A

A
PP does not require U

SS-G
C

LV
 to undertake any actual m

onitoring of PM
 10 

em
issions fiom

 the tjcility's considerable coal handling operations, or specitically from
 

the coal pulverizer. S
ee condition 7.1.9: "M

onitoring requirem
ents are not set for the 

affected coal handling operations." 

In addition to requiring that m
onitoring in fact occur, the C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it m

ust specify the 
frequency of such m

onitoring such that "reliable data from
 the relevant tim

e period" are 
obtained. C

ondition 7.1.7.d requires testing for P
M

IO
 concentration levels in the air 

stream
 controlled by the coal pulverizer baghouse 

-
 but not until "tim

e of C
A

A
P

P
 

renew
al." T

hus, no testing is required during and for the purposes of com
pliance w

ith this 
C

A
A

PP. In addition, testing only after five years is not adequate to dem
onstrate 

com
pliance w

ith the em
ission lim

it, w
hich is given on a per hour basis. 

B
ecause the PM

 10 liinit in condition 7.1.3.f applies on an hourly basis, the draft C
A

A
P

P
 

should be revised to require U
SS-G

C
W

 to em
ploy a PM

 C
E

M
S'>O

 
conduct an annual 

stack test to ensure that PM
 10 em

issions from
 the coal pulverizer are in com

pliance w
ith 

the above perm
it lim

its. 

4. 
Subsection 7.2 C

oke P
roduction 

a. 
C

oke O
ven C

harging, D
oor L

eaks, L
id L

eaks, O
fftake System

 L
eaks -

 V
isible 

E
m

issions 
C

onditions 7.2.3- 1, 7.2.3-2, 7.2.3-3, and 7.2.3-4 set various lim
its on visible em

issions 
from

 coke oven charging, and from
 leaks from

 cove oven doors, lids, and offtake 
system

s, based on state regulations, a state-issued perm
it for coke oven B

attery B
, and 

federal M
A

C
T

 regulations. A
lthough condition 7.2.7-3.a requires daily observations by 

certified observers to determ
ine com

pliance w
ith visible em

ission lim
its in the M

A
C

T
 

regulations, the draft C
A

A
PP lacks m

onitoring requirem
ents sufficient to determ

ine 
com

pliance w
ith the num

erous other, and different, visible em
ission lim

its based on the 
state rebw

lations and the state-issued perm
it. A

nd although condition 7.2.14 provides 
m

ethods that could be used if U
SS-G

C
W

 elected to m
onitor for com

pliance w
ith such 

lim
its, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 does not actually require U
SS-C

C
W

 to do so. T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 
perm

it m
ust be revised to require daily m

onitoring designed to ensure that U
SS-G

C
W

 is 
com

plying w
ith the visible em

ission lim
its in conditions 7.2.3-1 .a and c, 7.2.3-2.a and b, 

7.2.3-3.a and b, and 7.2.3-4.a and b. 

b. 
C

oke O
ven B

attery C
om

bustion Stacks -
 PM

 E
m

issions 
T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 lacks necessary m

onitoring requirem
ents and frequency to 

dem
onstrate com

pliance w
ith the PM

 em
ission lim

itations in condition 7.2.3-7. T
he 

19 Plesae see com
m

ent 5 b. for our discus~
ion on the a\ailab~

lity of PM
 C

F
M

S
 for industrial sources 
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that USS-GCW might use if it elects to detennine the amount of PM I 0 emissions from its 
process emission units (presumably the coal pulverizer in this clmtext). However, the 
draft C AAPP does not require USS-GCW to undcI1ake any actual monitoring of PM I 0 
emissions fi'om the facility's considerable coal handling operations, or specifically from 
the coal pulverizer, See condition 7, I ,9: "Monitoring requirements are not set for the 
atTected coal handling operations," 

In addition to requiring that monitoring in fact occur, the C AAPP pelmit must specify the 
frequency of such monitoring such that "reliable data from the relevant time period" are 
obtained, Condition 7. I, 7,d requires testing for PM 10 concentration levels in the air 
stream controlled by the coal pulverizer baghouse - but not until "time of C AAPP 
renewal." Thus , no testing is required during and for the purposes of compliance with this 
CAAPP. In addition, testing only after five years is not adequate to demonstrate 
compliance with the emission limit, which is given on a per hour basis, 

Because the PM I 0 limit in condition 7, L3,f applies on an hourly basis, the draft CAAPP 
should be revised to require USS-GCW to employ a PM CEMS..!9 to conduct an annual 
stack test to ensure that PM 10 emissions from the coal pulverizer are in compliance with 
the above pennit limits, 

4. Subsection 7.2 Coke Production 

a, Coke Oven Charging, Door Leaks, Lid Leaks, Offtake System Leaks - Visible 
Emissions 

Conditions 7,2,3-1, 72,3-2, 7.23-3, and 7.2.3-4 set various limits on visible emissions 
from coke oven charging, and from leaks from cove oven doors, I ids, and offtake 
systems, based on state regulations, a state-issued pennit for coke oven Battery B, and 
federal MACT regulations. Although condition 7.2.7-3.a requires daily observations by 
certified observers to detennine compliance with visible emission limits in the MACT 
regulations, the draft C AAPP lacks monitoring requirements sufficient to detennine 
compliance with the numerous other, and different, visible emission limits based on the 
state regulations and the state-issued penni!. And although condition 7.2.14 provides 
methods that could be used if USS-GCW elected to monitor for compliance with such 
limits, the draft C AAPP does not actually require USS-GCW to do so. The draft C AAPP 
pennit must be revised to require daily monitoring designed to ensure that USS-GCW is 
complying with the visible emission limits in conditions 7.2.3-I .a and c, 7.2.3-2.a and b, 
7.2.3-3.a and b, and 7.2.3-4.a and b. 

b. Coke Oven Battery Combustion Stacks - PM Emissions 
The draft C AAPP lacks necessary monitoring requirements and frequency to 
demonstrate compliance with the PM emission limitations in condition 7.2.3-7. The 

49 Plesae see comment 5.b. tor Our discussion on the availability of PM (EMS for industrial sources. 
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lack of periodic m
onitoring is a specific issue idcnti-fied in E

PA
's 2001 review

 of 
5

0
 

the IE
PA

 T
itle \.' perm

itting program
. 

U
SE

PA
 w

rctte: 

U
SE

PA
 has com

m
ented that, for m

ass em
ission lim

itations, control 
et5ciency requirertlents, opacity lim

itations, or other sim
ilar lim

its. 
com

pliance cannot be directly dem
onstrated w

ith a record. 
For 

this type of lim
it, for w

hich there is potential for a violation, the 
perm

itting authority m
ust include som

e periodic m
onitoring in the 

T
itle V

 perm
it." 

C
ondition 7.2.3-7.a.i lim

its particulate m
atter em

issions from
 coke oven com

bustion 
stacks to 110 m

gi'dscm
 (0.05 gddsct). pursuant to 35 IA

C
 212.243(g). C

ondition 7.2.3-7.c 
lim

its non-sulfate particulate em
issions from

 battery B
 to 0.03 gridscf, pursuant to perm

it 
#82060043. O

ther provisions w
ithin condition 7.2.3-7 set opacity lim

its for em
issions 

fi-om
 the coke oven battery com

bustion stacks. A
lthough the draft C

A
A

P
P

 requires a 
C

O
M

S to m
onitor for opacity, it does not require m

onitoring of PM
 em

issions to ensure 
com

pliance w
ith the aforem

entioned PM
 lim

its. 

B
ecause the PM

 lim
its m

ust be m
et on a continuous base, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 should be 
revised to require the use of a PM

 C
E

M
S

. C
E

M
S

 for PM
 are available and feasible for 

use on coke oven batteries. IE
PA

 and SunC
oke/G

atew
ay E

nergy and C
oke C

om
pany 

recognized that reality, as the perm
it issued for the new

 coke plant currently under 
construction at the U

SS-G
C

W
 facility requires the use of a C

E
M

S
 to m

easure for PM
, 

PM
 C

EM
S.'?M

 
C

E
M

s have becom
e com

m
onplace in m

ulti 
le industrial applications 

5
P

 
including utilities, pulp m

ills, copper sm
elters and refineries. 

U
.S. E

PA
 requires the use 

of PM
 C

E
M

S
 in regulation as w

ell. 40 C
F

R
 $60.42 Subpart D

a requires PM
 C

E
M

s for 
utility boilers and 40 C

FR
 $63.1 1 149(b) requires PM

 C
E

M
S

 for copper sm
elters. 

Inasm
uch as IE

PA
 intended for the C

O
M

S
, w

hich m
onitors for opacity, to be used to 

determ
ine U

SS-G
C

W
's com

pliance w
ith the PM

 lim
its in condition 7.2.3-7, that w

ould 
violate the T

itle V
 requirem

ents of both periodic m
onitoring and practical enforceability. 

In 2003, IE
PA

 issued a C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it for the M
idw

est G
eneration, W

aukegan 
G

enerating Station (W
aukegan), relying on C

O
M

S
 to determ

ine the facility's com
pliance 

w
ith PM

 lim
itations. In response to a T

itle V
 petition, the A

dm
inistrator of the U

.S. E
PA

 
found the perm

it deficient on both periodic m
onitoring and enforceability grounds. In 

term
s of periodic m

onitoring, the A
dm

inistrator stated as follow
s: 

W
hile opacity from

 a boiler stack is a good indicator of boiler operation and 
com

bustion efficiency. an exact correlation betw
een opacity and PM

 lim
its can be 

'" Review
 of Illinois' T

itle V
 O

perating Perm
it Program

, U
nited States E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency 
R

egion V
. A

ugust 3004 as E
xhibit 16. 

" E
xhibit 16 at 6. 

" S
et Perm

it 06070020. condition 4.1.8- 1 .b. A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 9. 
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lack of periodic monitoring is a specific issue identitied in EPA's 2004 review of 
the IEPA Title V pennitting program.50 USEPA wrote: 

US EPA has commented that. for mass emission limitations, control 
efficiency requirements, opacity limitations, or other similar limits, 
compliance cannot be directly demonstrated with a record. For 
this type of limit, for which there is potential for a violation, the 
pennitting authority must include some periodic monitoring in the 
T · I V . SI It e penn It. 

Condition 7.2.3-7.a.i limits particulate matter emissions from coke oven combustion 
stacks to 110 mgldscm (0.05 gr/dscf), pursuant to 35 lAC 212.243(g). Condition 7.2 .3-7.c 
limits non-sulfate particulate emissions from battery B to 0.03 gr/dscf, pursuant to pennit 
#82060043. Other provisions within condition 7.2.3-7 set opacity limits for emissions 
from the coke oven battery combustion stacks. Although the draft CAAPP requires a 
COMS to monitor for opacity, it does not require monitoring of PM emissions to ensure 
compliance with the aforementioned PM limits. 

Because the PM limits must be met on a continuous base, the draft CAAPP should be 
revised to require the use of a PM CEMS. CEMS for PM are available and feasible for 
use on coke oven batteries. IEPA and SunCoke/Gateway Energy and Coke Company 
recognized that reality, as the pennit issued for the new coke plant currently under 
construction at the USS-GCW facility requires the use of a CEMS to measure for PM, 
~M C~MS.~2. ~M CEMs ~ave become commonplace in ~ulVfle industrial ap~lications 
including utIlitIes, pulp mdls, copper smelters and refinenes.· U.S . EPA requIres the use 
of PM CEMS in regulation as well. 40 CFR ~60.42 Subpart Da requires PM CEMs for 
utility boilers and 40 CFR ~63 . 11149(b) requires PM CEMS for copper smelters. 

Inasmuch as IEPA intended for the COMS, which monitors for opacity, to be used to 
detennine USS-GCW's compliance with the PM limits in condition 7.2.3-7, that would 
violate the Title V requirements of both periodic monitoring and practical enforceability. 
In 2003, IEPA issued a CAAPP pennit for the Midwest Generation, Waukegan 
Generating Station (Waukegan), relying on COMS to detennine the facility's compliance 
with PM limitations. In response to a Title V petition, the Administrator of the U.S . EPA 
found the permit deficient on both periodic monitoring and enforceability grounds. In ' 
tenns of periodic monitoring, the Administrator stated as follows: 

While opacity from a boiler stack is a good indicator of boiler operation and 
combustion efficiency, an exact correlation between opacity and PM limits can be 

50 Review of lJIinois' Tille V Operating Permit Program, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V, August ~004 as Exhibit 10. 
,I Exhibit 10 at o. 
52 See Pennit 00070020, condition 4.1.R-I .b. Attached hereto as Exhibit 9. 
51 PuniclIlatt' Monitoring in Wet Scruhhc:d SllIck.l' : Nt'1I' Rille.I/ Ne\\, Opportunities; Shaw Stone & Webster: 
October 20,2000, at 31-39 . attached as Exhibit 43. 
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dit'ficult to establish. A
ccordingly, w

e are unable to determ
ine, based on the 

infc)rm
ation c011taint.d in the pennit record. w

hether opacity m
onitoring is an 

appropriate surrogate fbr m
onitoring PM

 em
ission lim

its. 
* 

* 
* 

T
he perm

it does not m
ake a clear connection betw

een the continuous opacity 
m

onitoring and the PM
 em

ission lim
itation, nor does the perm

it pro\ ide sufficient 
inf1)rm

ation to determ
ine com

pliance through the indication of the proper operation 
of the E

SP. T
herefore, since additional periodic m

onitoring term
s are needed to 

assure com
pliance w

ith the PM
 lim

it. the petition is granted on this issue pursuant 
to 40 C

.F.R
. 3 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B

). IE
PA

 m
ust include a specific opacity lim

it or a 
 neth hod for determ

ining an opacity lim
it that w

ould correlate the results of the PM
 

testing and the opacity lim
it in a m

anner that assures com
pliance w

ith the PM
 lim

it, 
and m

ust incorporate into the perm
it specific operational lim

its (upper level or 
low

er level) andlor operational ranges or a m
ethod for determ

ining the ranges."'4 

Periodic m
onitoring w

as not the only problem
 w

ith the IE
PA

's use of C
O

M
S

 to 
determ

ine com
pliance w

ith the PM
 lim

its in the W
aukegan case. Practical enforceability 

w
as also a fatal problem

: 

N
either the perm

it nor the perm
it record explains or defines how

 to determ
ine the 

range of opacity m
easurem

ents that assure com
pliance w

ith the PM
 em

ission 
lim

itations, or the criteria to determ
ine w

hat m
ust be included in or excluded form

 a 
norm

al range. T
herefore, the petition is granted on the issue of practical 

unenforceability. IE
PA

 m
ust identify the norm

al range of opacity em
issions that 

assures com
pliance w

ith the PM
 em

issions lim
itations, develop criteria for 

determ
ining the norm

al range, or develop another m
eans to m

onitor com
pliance 

w
ith the PM

 em
ission ~

im
itatio

n
s.~

~
 

In the five years since E
PA

 issued the W
aukegan perm

it, PM
 C

E
M

S
 have becom

e far 
m

ore prevalent 
-
 as dem

onstrated by the SunC
okeIG

atew
ay perm

it at this very facility. 
IE

PA
 should revise the draft C

A
A

PP to require the use of a PM
 C

E
M

S
 to satisfy the 

periodic m
onitoring and practical enforceability requirem

ents regarding the PM
 

lim
itations. 

c. 
B
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leeder 

Stack (Flare) -
 V

isible E
m

issions 
C

ondition 7.2.3-8.b states that the bypass~bleeder flare shall be operated w
ith "no visible 

em
issions." W

hile condition 7.2.3-8.b. references the M
A

C
T

 regulation that specifies 

-
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diftindt to establish. Accordingly, we are unable to detennine, based on the 
infonnation contained in the pem1it record. whether opacity monitoring is an 
appropriate surrogate for monitoring PM emission limits. 

* * * 
The pennit does not make a clear connection between the continuous opacity 

monitoring and the PM emission limitation, nor does the pennit provide sufficient 
inf()m1ation to detennine compliance through the indication of the proper operation 
of the ESP . Therefore, since additional periodic monitoring tenns are needed to 
assure compliance with the PM limit, the petition is granted on this issue pursuant 
to 40 C.F.R. ~ 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B). (EPA must include a specific opacity limit or a 
method for detennining an opacity limit that would correlate the results of the PM 
testing and the opacity limit in a manner that assures compliance with the PM limit, 
and must incorporate into the pennit specific operational limits (upper level or 
lower level) and/or operational ranges or a method for detennining the ranges."S4 

Periodic monitoring was not the only problem with the (EPA's use ofCOMS to 
detennine compliance with the PM limits in the Waukegan case. Practical enforceability 
was also a fatal problem: 

Neither the pennit nor the pennit record explains or defines how to detennine the 
range of opacity measurements that assure compliance with the PM emission 
limitations, or the criteria to detennine what must be included in or excluded fonn a 
nonnal range. Therefore, the petition is granted on the issue of practical 
unenforceability. IEPA must identify the nonnal range of opacity emissions that 
assures compliance with the PM emissions limitations, develop criteria for 
detennining the nonnal range, or develop another means to monitor compliance 
with the PM emission limitations. 55 

In the five years since EPA issued the Waukegan pennit, PM CEMS have become far 
more prevalent - as demonstrated by the SunCoke/Gateway pennit at this very facility. 
(EPA should revise the draft CAAPP to require the use ofa PM CEMS to satisfy the 
periodic monitoring and practical enforceability requirements regarding the PM 
limitations. 

c. Bypass/Bleeder Stack (Flare) - Visible Emissions 
Condition 7.2.3-S.b states that the bypasslbleeder flare shall be operated with "no visible 
emissions." While condition 7.2.3-S.b. references the MACT regulation that specifies 

54 In The Matter a/Midwest Generation. Lee. Waukegan Generating 
Station; Petition number V-2004-S; CAAPP No. 95090047, Sept. 22, 2005, 
2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 14, at *SO-S\. 
S5 In The iVlalter o(Midm's/ Gcnera/ion. Lee. Wl.1llkegan Gencra(ing S(a(ion ,Petition 
number V-2004-5; CAAPP No. 95090047, Sept. 22,2005. 200S EPA CAA Till e V LEXIS 
14, 31 +31-32. 
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m
ethods fbr m

onitoring \- isible ernissions from
 flares, 30 C

FR
 5 309(h )( 1 ), the draft 

C
A

A
PP does not cxpressly require C

S
S

-C
C

W
 actually to undertake m

onitoring of the 
flares' ernissions to ensure com

pliance w
ith the governing regulations. and does not 

specify the frequency w
ith w

hich any m
onitoring should occur. 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it should be revised to require that U

SS-G
C

W
 undertake 

m
onitoring on a daily basis to ensure that it is com

plying w
ith the no visible em

issions 
lim

itation. 

M
oreover. the m

ethods set forth in the M
A

C
T

 regulations are inadequate to ensure that 
the flare is com

plying w
ith the relevant em

ission restrictions on this bypass flare. T
he 

draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should be revised to require continuous flow
 and V

O
C

 m
onitoring 

and periodic tests using D
IA

L
 or other sim

ilar techniques for other regulated pollutants. 
R

oot cause analysis should be required for unplanned flaring events to identify causes 
and take steps to prevent them

. T
hese m

easures are routinely im
plem

ented at refineries in 
the B

ay A
rea A

ir Q
uality M

anagem
ent D

istrict under R
egulation 12, R

ules 1 1 and 12 and 
South C

oast A
ir Q

uality M
anagem

ent D
istrict under R

ule 1 1 18. 

d. 
C

oke O
ven B

attery E
m

issions 
Section 7.2 lacks necessary m

onitoring, record keeping and reporting to dem
onstrate 

com
pliance w

ith num
erous em

ission lim
its specified in condition 7.2.6.b.ii. C

ondition 
7.2.6.b.ii sets the follow

ing annual em
ission lim

its from
 the coke oven com

bustion 
battery stacks in tons per year: 

C
arbon m

onoxide (C
O

) 
5 0 

Sulfur dioxide (S
O

2) 
20 

Particulate m
atter (P

M
) 

7.5 
V

olatile organic m
aterials (V

O
M

) 
2 0 

N
itrogen oxides (N

O
x) 

2 0 

T
he C

A
A

P
P

 states that these lim
its com

e from
 construction perm

it 041 1001 8. C
ondition 

7.2.6.b.i~
 of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 states that com
pliance w

ith the lim
its w

ill be determ
ined 

on a calendar year basis. T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 does not specify any m
onitoring m

ethod or 
frequency for C

O
, SO

:, 
V

O
M

, or N
O

,. T
he description in section 7.2.1 of the perm

it 
states that all of the pollutants listed above are possible em

issions for coke production, 
particularly the underfiring process. 

R
ecording keeping and reporting requirem

ents to 
dem

onstrate com
pliance are also absent. 

B
ased on the lbhour em

ission rates in the 3007 annual em
ission report and 8760 hours of 

operation per year the calculated em
issions in tons per year are as follow

s: 

C
arbon m

onoxide (C
O

) 
33.7 

Sulfur dioxide (S
O

2) 
1044.7 (over 50x lim

it) 
Particulate m

atter (P
M

) 
25.6 (over 4x lim

it) 
V

olatile organic m
aterials (V

O
M

) 
1.02 
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methods for monitoring visible emissions from flares. 40 CFR * 309(h)( 1 ). the draft 
CAAPP does not expressly require USS-GCW actually to undertake monitoring of the 
flares' emissions to ensure compliance with the goveming regulations. and does not 
specify the frequency with which any monitoring should occur. 

The draft C AAPP pennit should be revised to require that USS-GCW undertake 
monitoring on a daily basis to ensure that it is complying with the no visible emissions 
limitation. 

Moreover, the methods set forth in the MACT regulations are inadequate to ensure that 
the flare is complying with the relevant emission restrictions on this bypass tlare. The 
draft CAAPP pennit should be revised to require continuous flow and YOC monitoring 
and periodic tests using DIAL or other similar techniques for other regulated pollutants. 
Root cause analysis should be required for unplanned flaring events to identify causes 
and take steps to prevent them. These measures are routinely implemented at refineries in 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District under Regulation 12, Rules 11 and 12 and 
South Coast Air Quality Management District under Rule 1118. 

d. Coke Oven Battery Emissions 
Section 7.2 lacks necessary monitoring, record keeping and reporting to demonstrate 
compliance with numerous emission limits specified in condition 7.2.6.b.ii. Condition 
7.2.6.b.ii sets the following annual emission limits from the coke oven combustion 
battery stacks in tons per year: 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 
Sulfur dioxide (S02) 
Particulate matter (PM) 
Yolatile organic materials (YOM) 
Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 

50 
20 
7.5 
20 
20 

The C AAPP states that these limits come from construction pennit 041 10018. Condition 
7.2.6.b.iv of the draft CAAPP states that compliance with the limits will be determined 
on a calendar year basis. The draft CAAPP does not specify any monitoring method or 
frequency for CO, SO}, YOM, or NOx. The description in section 7.2.1 of the pennit 
states that all of the pollutants listed above are possible emissions for coke production, 
particularly the underfiring process. Recording keeping and reporting requirements to 
demonstrate compliance are also absent. 

Based on the Ib/hour emission rates in the 2007 annual emission report and 8760 hours of 
operation per year the calculated emissions in tons per year are as follows: 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 
Sulfur dioxide (SO}) 
Particulate matter (PM) 
Yolatile organic materials (YOM) 

33.7 
1044.7 (over 50x limit) 
35.6 (over 4x limit) 
1.02 



N
itrogen oxides (N

O
\) 

535.9 (alrnost 30x lim
it) 

T
he actual em

issions of N
O

s. PM
, and SO

: are w
ell above the annual em

ission lim
its in 

condition 7.2.6.b.ii. 

T
he T

itle V
 T

echnical R
eference D

ocum
ent" 

lists the likelihood of violating an em
ission 

lim
it as a prim

ary consideration in determ
ining w

hat type of m
onitoring should be used. 

T
he T

itle V
 T

echnical R
ekrence D

ocum
ent identities C

E
M

S as a reasonable m
ethod for 

m
onitoring and ensuring com

pliance.57 A
s the com

bustion batteries' em
issions are 

currently w
ell above established em

ission lim
its, it is quite probable that violations of 

these lim
its w

ill occur in the future. A
dditionally, C

E
M

S
 are available and should be 

installed to for S
O

z, PM
," 

and N
O

x in order to m
onitor com

pliance w
ith these em

ission 
lim

its. N
O

x C
E

M
S

 are feasible and utilized at industrial facilities including other steel 
i9

,6
0

.6
 1 

production facilities: 
S

O
2 C

E
M

S
 are also available.6'.h3 T

he C
E

M
S

 should be 
operated in com

pliance w
ith Perform

ance Specification 2 and Perform
ance Specification 

I 1 in 40 C
FR

 Part 60 A
ppendix B

. T
he C

E
M

S
 can also be used to determ

ine com
pliance 

w
ith additional hourly lim

its discussed below
. 

IE
PA

 should revise Section 7.2.9 of the 
draft C

A
A

PP to require C
E

M
S

 for determ
ining com

pliance w
ith the applicable lim

its for 
S

O
2, PM

, and N
O

x. 

W
ith respect to the V

O
M

 lim
it, annual stack tests are sufficient to dem

onstrate 
com

pliance because there is a large buffer betw
een the current em

ission level and the 
annual V

O
M

 em
issions lim

it. T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 should be revised to require annual stack 
tests to determ

ine com
pliance w

ith the applicable V
O

M
 lim

its. A
ppropriate 

recordkeeping and reporting m
ust also be included in sections 7.2.11 and 7.2.12. 

In addition to the requirem
ents in condition 7.2.6.b.ii, additional requirem

ents from
 the 

follow
ing three regulations should be added to the draft C

A
A

PP, as applicable 
requirem

ents for the coke ovens: 

U
.S. E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency, Title C' M
onitoring T

c
~

/~
?

z~
(.L

J
/ 

R
cffi>

rtw
ce Doctm

m
m

t, D
raft. A

pril 
2001. at 18, 5 1. A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 18. 

57 U
.S. E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency. Titlc C: i%
fonitaring Tcckrziccd R

cfhrcnce D
ocirm

ent, D
raft, .4pril 

2001. at 11-xxviii, T
able 5-1. A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 18. 

4X S
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m
ent 5.b. discussing the need for PM
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ith a PM

 em
ission 

lim
it in draft C

A
A

P
P

 p
em

~
it condition 7.2.3-7.a.i. 

5 0
 N

ucor Steel A
uburn Inc.. Perm

it ID
 7-0501-00044,00007. effective M

ay
, 2001: various m

onitoring 
conditions including C

ondition 3-22, Item
 3-22.?. and C

ondition 3-23, Item
 3-23.2 as E

xhibit 46. 
00 N

orth S
tar Steel A

rizona: Perm
it N

o. 1000992: M
ay 7.2002: C

ondition III.B
.4.a. as E

xhibit 47. 
"' C

F&
I Steel. L

.P dba R
ocky M

ountain Steel M
ills, O

perating Perm
it N

um
ber 950P

P
B

097. D
ecem

ber 1, 
2001. C

ondition 12.8 at 49 and 50 as E
xhibit 35. 

"' Exhibit 47 at C
ondition III.B

.4.a. 
0 3 E

xhibit 45 at C
ondition 12.8 at 49 and 50. 
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Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 585.9 (almost 30x limit) 

The actual emissions of NO x. PM, and SOc are well above the annual emission limits in 
condition 7.2.6.b.ii. 

The Title Y Technical Reference Document 5h lists the likelihood of violating an emission 
limit as a plimary consideration in determining what type of monitoring should be used. 
The Title Y Technical Reference Document identifies CEMS as a reasonable method for 
monitoring and ensuring compliance. 57 As the combustion batteries' emissions are 
currently well above established emission limits, it is quite probable that violations of 
these limits will occur in the future. Additionally, CEMS are available and should be 
installed to for S02, PM,5s and NOx in order to monitor compliance with these emission 
limits. NOx CEMS are feasible and utilized at industrial facilities including other steel 
production facilities. 59

,60.hl S02 CEMS are also available. b2
.
b3 The CEMS should be 

operated in compliance with Perfonnance Specification 2 and Perfonnance Specification 
II in 40 CFR Part 60 Appendix 8. The CEMS can also be used to detennine compliance 
with additional hourly limits discussed below. [EPA should revise Section 7.2.9 of the 
draft CAAPP to require CEMS for detemlining compliance with the applicable limits for 
S02, PM, and NOx. 

With respect to the YOM limit, annual stack tests are sufficient to demonstrate 
compliance because there is a large buffer between the current emission level and the 
annual YOM emissions limit. The draft CAAPP should be revised to require annual stack 
tests to detemline compliance with the applicable YOM limits. Appropriate 
recordkeeping and reporting must also be included in sections 7.2.11 and 7.2.12. 

In addition to the requirements in condition 7.2.6.b.ii, additional requirements from the 
folIowing three regulations should be added to the draft CAAPP, as applicable 
requirements for the coke ovens: 

Regulation PolIutant Limit Applicability 
35 lAC 216.121 CO 200 ppm Combustion emission sources with heat 

input greater than 2.9 MW 

,(, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Title V Monitoring Technical Reference Dowment. Draft. April 
200 [. at I R, 5 [. Attached hereto as Exhibit I R. 
57 U.S. Environmenta[ Protection Agency, Title V Monitoring Technical Reference Document, Draft, April 
200 L at I I-xxviii, Table 5-1. Attached hereto as Exhibit [R. 
5R See comment 5.b. discussing the need for PM CEMS to demonstrate compliance with a PM emission 
limit in draft CAAPP pennit condition 7.2.3-7.a.i. 
,') Nucor Steel Auburn [nc., Pennit ID 7 -0501-00044;00007, effective May, 200 [: various monitoring 
conditions including Condition 3-22, Item 3-22.2. and Condition 3-23, Item 3-23.2 as Exhibit 46. 
!>O North Star Steel Arizona: Pennit No. [000992: May 7, 2002: Condition [[I.B.4.a. as Exhibit 47. 
61 CF&[ SteeL L.P dba Rocky Mountain Steel Mills, Operating Pennit Number 950PPB097, December I, 
200 I, Condition 12.R at 49 and 50 as Exhibit 45. 
h' Exhibit 47 at Condition IlI.B.4.a. 
(,.1 Exhibit 45 at Condition 12.R at 49 and 50. 
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35 IA
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C
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bustion em
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I 
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O
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; 0.36 
I Fuel com

bustion em
ission sources w

ith 
1 kgM

W
-hr 
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1 of heat input 

M
W

 in the S
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ouis m
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1 for gaseous 
i fuel 

U
S

S
-C

C
W

's 2007 annual em
ission report states that coke oven gas is used to fuel the 

coke ovens. It states that the heat input for ovens A
 and B

 w
as 125.6 and 124.8 

M
M

B
T

U
'hr. C

onverting these values to the applied units yields values of 36.8 1 and 
36.58 M

W
. T

his clearly indicates that U
S

S
-C

C
W

 is required to com
ply w

ith 35 IA
C

 
216.121. 

35 IA
C

 2 14.42 1 C
om

bustion of F
uels at Steel M

ills in M
etropolitan areas also applies to 

the com
bustion battery stacks. T

he rebw
lation establishes hourly S

O
2 em

ission lim
its for 

com
bustion sources such as the coke oven batteries. 

T
he definition of "source" applied in 35 IA

C
 2 17.14 1 com

es fi-om
 35 IA

C
 part 2 1 1 and 

indicates that all com
bustion em

issions at U
S

S
-C

C
W

 fall under a single source." 
T

he 
com

bined heat input of both ovens equals 73.39 M
W

. C
onsidering also the heat input to 

the num
erous boilers at U

S
S

-C
C

W
, the total heat input w

ell exceeds 73.2 M
W

 and thus 
35 IA

C
 217.141 is applicable. 

It is questionable w
hether U

S
S

-C
C

W
 is in com

pliance 
w

ith the N
O

x em
ission lim

it in 35 IA
C

 2 17.141. From
 the 2007 annual em

issions report, 
the hourly em

ission rate of N
O

x is listed as 133.767 lbsihr (60.676 kg/hr) for battery A
. 

T
his gives an em

ission per energy consum
ed value of 1.659 kg/M

W
-hr; approxim

ately 
three and a half tim

es the N
O

x em
issions rate lim

it in 35 IA
C

 2 17.14 1. S
im

ilar results are 
achieved if the sam

e calculations are perform
ed for battery B

. 

IE
PA

 should revise the draft C
A

A
P

P
 to include these three applicable regulations (35 

IA
C

 2 16.12 1, 35 IA
C

 2 14.421, and 35 IA
C

 2 17.14 1) in section 7.2.3-7. 
IE

PA
 should 

require the use of C
E

M
S

 to ensure com
pliance w

ith the em
ission lim

its in these 
regulations. 

A
s stated earlier in this com

m
ent C

E
M

S
 are readily available for N

O
x and 

S
O

? and are appropriate because the em
ission lim

itations are hourly. 
C

O
 C

E
M

S
 are also 

available and appropriate because the em
ission lim

it is concentration based "'.". 
A

ppropriate recordkeeping and reporting m
ust also be included in sections 7.2.1 1 and 

7.2.12. 5. 
Subsection 7.3 C

oke O
ven G

as B
y-P

roducts R
ecovery P

lant 

04 35 IA
C

 2 1 1.6 130 states: "'Source' 
m

eans any stationary source (or any group of stationary sources) that 
are located on one or m

ore contiguous or adjacent properties that are under com
m

on control of the sam
e 

person (or persons under com
m

on control) and that belongs to a single m
ajor industrial grouping. 

""xhibit 
36 at C

ondition 3-8, Item
 3-8.2. 

"" E
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ondition III.B
.4.a. 
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f 351AC 214.421 so] I Variable 
I 

35 lAC NOx 0.46 
217.141(a) kglMW-hr 

of heat input 
for gaseous 
fuel 

Fuel combustion emission sources at 
steel mills in the St. Louis metro area 
Fuel combustion emission sources with 
heat input equal or greater than 73.2 
MW in the St. Louis metropolitan area 

USS-GCW's 2007 annual emission report states that coke oven gas is used to fuel the 
coke ovens. It states that the heat input for ovens A and B was 125.6 and 124.8 
MMBTU/hr. Converting these values to the applied units yields values of 36.81 and 
36.58 MW. This clearly indicates that USS-GCW is required to comply with 35 lAC 
216.121. 

35 lAC 214.421 Combustion of Fuels at Steel Mills in Metropolitan areas also applies to 
the combustion battery stacks. The rebrulation establishes hourly S02 emission limits for 
combustion sources such as the coke oven batteries. 

The definition of "source" applied in 35 lAC 217.141 comes from 35 lAC part 211 and 
indicates that all combustion emissions at USS-GCW fall under a single source. 64 The 
combined heat input of both ovens equals 73 .39 MW. Considering also the heat input to 
the numerous boilers at USS-GCW, the total heat input well exceeds 73.2 MW and thus 
35 lAC 217.141 is applicable. It is questionable whether USS-GCW is in compliance 
with the NOx emission limit in 35 rAC 217.141. From the 2007 annual emissions report, 
the hourly emission rate of NO x is listed as 133 .767 Ibs/hr (60.676 kg/hr) for battery A. 
This gives an emission per energy consumed value of 1.659 kg/MW-hr; approximately 
three and a halftimes the NOx emissions rate limit in 35 lAC 217. 141. Similar results are 
achieved if the same calculations are performed for battery B. 

IEPA should revise the draft CAAPP to include these three applicable regulations (35 
lAC 216.121, 35 lAC 214.421, and 35 lAC 217.141) in section 7.2.3-7. IEPA should 
require the use ofCEMS to ensure compliance with the emission limits in these 
regulations. As stated earlier in this comment CEMS are readily available for NOx and 
S02 and are appropriate because the emission limitations are hourly. CO CEMS are also 
available and appropriate because the emission limit is concentration based 65.00. 

Appropriate recordkeeping and reporting must also be included in sections 7.2.11 and 
7.2.12. 

5. Subsection 7.3 Coke Oven Gas By-Products Recovery Plant 

M 35 lAC 211.11 130 states: '''Source' means any stationary source (or any group of stationary sources) that 
are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties that are under common control of the same 
person (or persons under common control) and that belongs to a single major industrial grouping. 
(,5Exhibit 4A at Condition 3-R. Item 3-R.2. 
(,(, Exhibit 47 Condition llI.B.4.a. 
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a. 
Flares -

 E
xit V

elocity and H
eat C

ontent 
C

ondition 7.3.6e.iii gibes the operator a bariable lim
it on the exit belocity and heat 

content of tlares and section 7.3.8 specifies m
ethods for calculating these lim

its and 
testing m

ethods to determ
ine the actual tip velocity and heat content. T

he perm
it, 

how
ever, does not actual13 require these test rnethvds to ever be perform

ed. T
he perm

it 
contains no frequency of testing, record keeping, or reporting sufficient to yield reliable 
data representative of the source's com

pliance w
ith this condition of the perm

it. A
t a 

m
inim

um
 there should be annual testing to dem

onstrate com
pliance Lvith this condition. 

b. 
Flares -

 N
o V

isible E
m

issions 
C

ondition 7.3.10.a.i states that flares are to be operated w
ith no visible em

issions, and 
condition 7.3.10.a.iii states that they should be m

onitored to ensure that they are properly 
operated and m

aintained, but the draft C
A

A
P

P
 does not require U

SS-G
C

W
 to undertake 

m
onitoring sufficient to assure com

pliance w
ith the no visible em

issions lim
it. In 

addition, the draft C
A

A
P

P
 does not specify any frequency w

ith w
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em
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onitoring should occur. T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it should be revised to require 

continuous video m
onitoring of flares to dem

onstrate U
SS-G

C
W

's com
pliance w

ith the 
no visible em

issions lim
itation." 

6. 
Subsection 7.4 B

last F
urnace O

perations 

a. 
B

FG
 E

xcess G
as Flare 

C
ondition 7.4.2 of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it lists a "blast furnace excess gas flare" in the 

colum
n of the table w

hich describes em
ission control equipm

ent for the B
last Furnace 

operations. T
he draft C

A
A

PP perm
it does not specify explicitly w

hich gases are flared, 
although it appears that the flare burns excess blast furnace gas generated as a by-product 
in the blast furnaces. T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it, how
ever, com

pletely fails to establish 
w

hether any regulations apply to the flare. A
t a m

inim
um
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A

A
P

P
 perm
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ply w
ith source-w

ide perm
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w

hich states: 

Pursuant to 35 IA
C

 2 12.123(a), no person shall cause or allow
 the 

em
ission of sm

oke or other particulate m
atter, w

ith an opacity greater than 
30 percent, into the atm

osphere from
 any em

ission unit other than those 
em

ission units subject to the requirem
ents of 35 IA

C
 2 12.122, except as 

allow
ed by 35 IA

C
 2 12.123(b) and 2 12.124. 

T
he 30 percent opacity lim

it described above apparently applies to the flare, and m
ust be 

identified as an applicable standard in C
ondition 7.4.3- 1 of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it. 

B
ecause the opacity lim

it applies, the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it m
ust also require U

SS-G
C

W
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onitor the flare, in order to yield reliable data that are representative of U
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W
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a. Flarcs -- Exit Velocity and Heat Content 
Condition 7.3 .6e.iii gives the operator a variable limit on the exit velocity and heat 
content of tlares and section 7.3.8 specities methods for calculating these limits and 
testing methods to determine the actual tip velocity and heat content. The permit, 
however, does not actually require these test methods to ever be perfonned. The permit 
contains no frequency of testing, record keeping, or reporting sufficient to yield reliable 
data representative of the source's compliance with this condition of the pennit. At a 
minimum there should be annual testing to demonstrate compliance with this condition. 

b. Flares - No Visible Emissions 
Condition 7.3.1 O.a.i states that flares are to be operated with no visible emissions, and 
condition 7 .3. I O.a. iii states that they should be monitored to ensure that they are proper! y 
operated and maintained, but the draft C AAPP does not require USS-GCW to undertake 
monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with the no visible emissions limit. In 
addition, the draft C AAPP does not specify any frequency with which operational or 
emissions monitoring should occur. The draft CAAPP permit should be revised to require 
continuous video monitoring of flares to demonstrate USS-GCW's compliance with the 
no visible emissions limitation. o7 

6. Subsection 7.4 Blast Furnace Operations 

a. BFG Excess Gas Flare 
Condition 7.4.2 of the draft CAAPP permit lists a "blast furnace excess gas flare" in the 
column of the table which describes emission control equipment for the Blast Furnace 
operations. The draft C AAPP permit does not specify explicitly which gases are flared, 
although it appears that the flare bums excess blast furnace gas generated as a by-product 
in the blast furnaces. The draft CAAPP permit, however, completely fails to establish 
whether any regulations apply to the flare. At a minimum, the CAAPP permit should be 
revised to require the BFG flare to comply with source-wide pennit Condition 5.3.2.b, 
which states: 

Pursuant to 35 lAC 212.123(a), no person shall cause or allow the 
emission of smoke or other particulate matter, with an opacity 1:,'Teater than 
30 percent, into the atmosphere from any emission unit other than those 
emission units subject to the requirements of 35 lAC 212 . 122, except as 
allowed by 35 lAC 212.123(b) and 212.124. 

The 30 percent opacity limit described above apparently applies to the flare, and must be 
identified as an applicable standard in Condition 7.4.3-1 of the draft CAAPP permit. 
Because the opacity limit applies, the draft CAAPP permit must also require USS-GCW 
to monitor the flare, in order to yield reliable data that are representative of USS-GCW's 

1>7 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Title V iV/on/loring Technical Reji:rel1cc Documen!, Draft. April 
200 I. at I o-liv. Table 0-4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 18 . 
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C
ondition 7.3.3-1 of the draft C

A
A

P
P
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blast furnace operaticlns for uncaptured em

issions and em
issions from

 ccintrol equipm
ent, 
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C

 2 12.435(a)-(b). C
ondition 7.4.7-2.c, m
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testing procedures (described in 7.3.7-2.b) used to dem

onstrate com
pliance w

ith these 
lim

its be perform
ed on a rnontl~

lt. basis. T
his requirem

ent fails to establish testing 
sufficiently frequent to assure com

pliance w
ith the opacity lim

its in 35 IA
C

 2 12.445.b"n 
lieu of m

onthly visual em
issions testing, and in addition to the ongoing use of bag leak 

detection system
s, the draft C

A
A

PP perm
it should be revised to require continuous 

com
pliance dem

onstrations through the installation, certification, operation, and 
m

onitoring of a C
O

M
S

 on the casthouse baghouse and the iron spout baghouse. T
he use 

of C
O

M
S at the casthouse baghouse and iron spout baghouse em

issions points is 
supported by a E

PA
 R

egion V
II guidance docum

ent on opacity m
onitoring for T

itle V
 

perm
its70 w

hich states: "C
O

M
S are appropriate for vents or stacks w

hich carry a m
ajor 

portion of the plant's particulate or other condensable em
ission stream

s." 

c. 
Stack T

esting 
C

ondition 7.4.7-2.b.ii.A
 of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it requires stack testing to dem

onstrate 
com

pliance w
ith the em

ission lim
its of 35 IA

C
 2 12.445(b)(l). C

ondition 7.4.7-2.c further 
specifies that such stack testing shall be perform

ed in 2.5 year intervals. In order to 
generate data sufficient to assure com

pliance w
ith the term

s and conditions of the 
C

A
A

PP perm
it, stack testing should be required annually, together w

ith the additional 
m

onitoring per E
P

A
's considerations outlined below

. 

E
PA

 does not consider annual stack testing alone adequate; therefore it w
ould not 

consider a less frequent periodic m
onitoring test, such as stack testing every 2.5 years per 

7.4.7-2(c), adequate: 

E
PA

 does not usually consider annual stack testing to be adequate periodic 
m

onitoring (except for som
e units w

ithout control devices). A
lso, the results of an 

annual test alone w
ould not constitute an adequate basis for the annual 

certification of com
pliance that the facility is required to subm

it for this unit 
w

hich utilizes control equipm
ent to reduce em

issions. T
o provide reasonable 

O
X U
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itoi-ing Tc.c.lrnic~l1 R6;fi.i-cnisc~ 
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raft, A
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700 1, at 16-liv, T
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gency, R
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compliance with the limit. The drat! C AAPP petmit should be revised to require 
continuous video monitoring of tlares to demonstrate USS-GCW's compliance with the 
no visible emissions limitation. n1i 

b. BFG Opacity Limits 
Condition 7.4.3-1 of the draft C AAPP pennit states that certain opacity limits apply to 
blast furnace operations for uncaptured emissions and emissions from control equipment, 
as specitied in 35 lAC 212.445(a)-(b) . Condition 7.4.7-2.c, moreover, requires that 
testing procedures (described in 7.4 .7-2 .b) used to demonstrate compliance with these 
limits be performed on a /11onth~v basis. This requirement fails to establish testing 
sufficiently frequent to assure compliance with the opacity limits in 35 lAC 212.445.nQ [n 
lieu of monthly visual emissions testing, and in addition to the ongoing use of bag leak 
detection systems, the draft C AAPP permit should be revised to require continuous 
compliance demonstrations through the installation, certification, operation, and 
monitoring of a COMS on the casthouse baghouse and the iron spout baghouse. The use 
of COMS at the casthouse baghouse and iron spout baghouse emissions points is 
supported by a EPA Region VII guidance document on opacity monitoring for Title V 
permits70 which states: "COMS are appropriate for vents or stacks which carry a major 
portion of the plant's particulate or other condensable emission streams." 

c. Stack Testing 
Condition 7.4.7-2.b.ii.A of the draft C AAPP permit requires stack testing to demonstrate 
compliance with the emission limits of 35 rAC 212.445(b)( I). Condition 7.4.7-2 .c further 
specifies that such stack testing shall be perfonned in 2.5 year intervals. In order to 
generate data sufficient to assure compliance with the tenns and conditions of the 
C AAPP permit, stack testing should be required annually, together with the additional 
monitoring per EPA's considerations outlined below. 

EPA does not consider annual stack testing alone adequate; therefore it would not 
consider a less frequent periodic monitoring test, such as stack testing every 2.5 years per 
7.4.7-2(c), adequate: 

EPA does not usually consider annual stack testing to be adequate periodic 
monitoring (except for some units without control devices). Also, the results of an 
annual test alone would not constitute an adequate basis for the annual 
certification of compliance that the facility is required to submit for this unit 
which uti! izes control equipment to reduce emissions. To provide reasonable 

1>1< u.s. Environmental Protection Agency, Title V ,'vlollitoring Technical Rekrence Docllment. Draft. April 
200 I. at I (i-liv, Table 6-4 . Attached hereto as Exhibit IS. 
Ii) Please see discussion of continuous compliance for opacity limits in U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Region 7. Region 7 Polic" on Periodic MOllitoring/ilr Opacity. Apr. IS, 1997. Attached hereto at 
Exhibit 15. 
711 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Region 7. Region 7 Policy on Periodic Monitoring/ill' Opudtv, 
Apr. IS, 1997 at 2. Attached hereto at Exhibit 15. 
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assurance of cc-tm
pliance. the annual stack testing w

ill have to be supplem
ented 

w
ith additional m

onitoring." 

T
hus, periodic m

onitoring m
ust be revised in the U

SS-G
C

W
 C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it to require 

annual stack testing along w
ith additional m

onitoring in order for U
SS-G

C
W

 to com
ply 

w
ith em

ission lim
itations. 

d. a
, NO

,, and V
O

M
 L
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its h

m
 Em

ission U
nits 

C
onditions 7.4.6.blf of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it specify em

ission lim
itations in tonslyear 

for S
O

2, N
O

,, and V
O

M
 em

issions from
 certain em

ission units (see below
). T

hese 
lim

itations w
ere carried fonvard from

 C
onstruction Perm

it #950 1000 1 .72 H
ow

ever, 
Perm

it #95010001 did not specify any direct m
onitoring requirem

ents to test com
pliance 

w
ith these em

ission lim
its after the initial stack and opacity tests, and neither does the 

draft C
A

A
PP perm

it. C
onsequently, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 fails to require any periodic 
m

onitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from
 the relevant tim

e period that are 
representative of U

SS-G
C

W
's com

pliance w
ith these em

ission lim
its. T

he lack of 
periodic m

onitoring is a specific issue identified in E
PA

's 2004 review
 of the IE

PA
 T

itle 
V

 perm
itting 

T
his om

ission affects the follow
ing em

ission lim
its: 

i. C
asthouse B

aghouse (furnace tapping) em
issions: 

1. C
ondition 7.4.6.b specifies an em

ission lim
it for S

O
2 of 422.0 tonslyear, 

but the draft C
A

A
P

P
 lacks a periodic m

onitoring requirem
ent to determ

ine 
w

hether U
SS-G

C
W

 is operating in com
pliance w

ith this lim
it. C

ondition 5.12.2.c 
of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it states: "T

he com
pliance calculations shall be the 

prim
ary com

pliance m
ethod for determ

ining com
pliance w

ith the em
ission lim

its 
in this perm

it, cxccpt.for the blast,filrnacc casthotlsc baghotrse and iron spout 

7 1 Final O
pening B

rief of Petitioners Sierra C
lub in Sierra C

lub v. E
PA

, 536 F.3d 673 (D
.C

. C
ir. 2008), 

N
ov. 9,2007 (quoting L

etter from
 E

PA
 to Florida D

epartm
ent of E

nvironm
ental Protection regarding 

E
PA

's R
eview

 of Proposed T
itle V

 Perm
it for L

FC
 N

O
. 37 C

orporation, Perm
it N

o. 0650001-001-A
V

 
(Septem

ber 9. 1999) (O
A

R
-2003-0 179-0232) [JA

-7 17-7 181). See cilso Final O
pening B

rief of Petitioners 
Sierra C

lub, N
ov. 9, 3007 ('"[T

lhe 
results of an annual [stack] test alone w

ould not constitute an adequate 
basis for the annual com

pliance certification that the facility is required to subm
it for these units in order to 

certify continuous com
pliance w

ith the poundlhour particulate m
atter lim

it' at a coal-fired pow
er plant." 

(quoting L
etter from

 E
PA

 to Florida D
epartm

ent of E
nvironm

ental M
anagem

ent objecting to proposed 
T

itle V
 perm

it for the Florida Pow
er C

orporation C
rystal R

iver Plant (N
ovem

ber 1. 1999) [JA
 3831)). 

A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 22. 
"
 C

ondition 39(a)(i) of Production Increase Perm
it #950 10001 required blast furnace stack tests for 

em
issions of SO

:, 
N

O
,. and V

O
M

, and an opacity test. in order to verify com
pliance w

ith 35 IA
C

 2 12.445 
and w

ith the rest of the Perm
it (i.e. the em

ission lim
its listed in attached T

ables 1 and 5). Illinois 
E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency. C
onstruction Perm

it N
um

ber 9501000 1. U
.S. Steel C

orporation 
- 

G
ranite C

ity. June 25. 2002. A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 17. T
he stack tests w

ere to be com
pleted w

ithin 
270 days of the issuance of Perm

it #950 1000 1. N
o further testing requirem

ents w
ere specified in the 

Perm
it. 

M
oreover, the em

ission lim
its in C

onstruction Perm
it #950 10001 w

ere established pursuant to 40 
C

'FR
 52.2 1. Prevention of Significant D

eterioration (P
S

I)). A
ccording to E

PA
 R

egion 9's Periodic 
M

onitoring G
uidelines, m

onitoring in PSD
 pennits is notprcjs~

rytit,cl/v 
~ickc~yticltc~ 

to assure com
pliance 

w
ith tlie lim

it. U
.S. E

nvironm
ental Protection A

gency. R
egion 9, G

tiicke1inr.s: P
criodic .lfonitoring, Sept. 

09. 1999, A
ttached hereto at E

xhibit 19. 
"
 E

xhibit 16 at 6. 
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assurance of compliance, the annual stack testing will have to be supplemented 
with additional monitoring.?1 

Thus, periodic monitoring must be revised in the USS-GCW CAAPP pennit to require 
annual stack testing along with additional monitoring in order for USS-GCW to comply 
with emission limitations. 

d. SO", NOx , and YOM Limits from Emission Units 
Conditions 7.4.6.b-f of the draft CAAPP pennit specify emission limitations in tons/year 
for SO:!, NOx, and YOM emissions from certain emission units (see below). These 
limitations were carried forward from Construction Pennit #95010001. 72 However, 
Pennit #95010001 did not specify any direct monitoring requirements to test compliance 
with these emission limits after the initial stack and opacity tests, and neither does the 
draft CAAPP permit. Consequently, the draft CAAPP fails to require any periodic 
monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are 
representative of USS-GCW's compliance with these emission limits. The lack of 
periodic monitoring is a specific issue identitied in EPA's 2004 review of the [EPA Title 
V permitting program. 73 This omission affects the fol.lowing emission limits: 

i. Casthouse Baghouse (furnace tapping) emissions: 
I. Condition 7.4.6.b specities an emission limit for S02 of 422.0 tons/year, 

but the draft CAAPP lacks a periodic monitoring requirement to determine 
whether USS-GCW is operating in compliance with this limit. Condition 5.12.2.c 
of the draft C AAPP pennit states: "The compliance calculations shall be the 
primary compliance method for determining compliance with the emission limits 
in this permit, except/or the blast furnace casthouse baghouse and iron spout 

71 Final Opening Brief of Petitioners Sierra Club in Sierra Club v. EPA, 536 F.3d 673 (D.C. Cir. 2008), 
Nov. 9,2007 (quoting Letter from EPA to Florida Department of Environmental Protection regarding 
EPA's Review of Proposed Title V Pernlit for LFC NO.4 7 Corporation, Pennit No. 0650001-00 I-A V 
(September 9. 1999) (OAR-2003-0 179-0232) [1A-717-718]). See a/so Final Opening Brief of Petitioners 
Sierra Club, Nov. 9, 2007 C"[T]he results of an annual [stack] test alone would not constitute an adequate 
basis for the annual compliance certification that the facility is required to submit for these units in order to 
certify continuous compliance with the pound/hour particulate matter limit' at a coal-fired power plant." 
(quoting Letter from EP A to Florida Department of Environmental Management objecting to proposed 
Title V pennit for the Florida Power Corporation Crystal River Plant (November I, 1999) [JA 383 J)). 
Attached hereto as Exhibit 22. 
71 Condition 39(a)( i) of Production Increase Pennit #950 I 000 I required blast furnace stack tests for 
emissions of S02. NO, . and YOM. and an opacity test , in order to verify compliance with 35 lAC 212.445 
and with the rest of the Pennit (i.e. the emission limits listed in attached Tables 1 and 5) . Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency. Construction Pennit Number 95010001. U.S. Steel Corporation ·­
Granite City, June 25, 2002. Attached hereto as Exhibit 17. The stack tests were to be completed within 
270 days of the issuance of Pennit t/950 10001. No further testing requirements were specified in the 
Pennit. Moreover, the emission limits in Construction Pernlit #950 I 000 I were established pursuant to 40 
CFR 52.21, Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). According to EPA Region 9 's Periodic 
Monitoring Guidelines, monitoring in PSD pennits is not preslimplil'c1y odeqllate to assure compliance 
with the limit. U.S . Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 , Gllidelines: Periodic MonilOring, Sept. 
09. 1999, Attached hereto at Exhibit 19 . 
n Exhibit 16 at 6. 
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ever, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 does not require U
SS-G

C
U

' to conduct 
any stack tests during the term

 of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 or otherw

ise to m
onitor SO

: 
em

issions from
 the casthouse baghouse. In its response to questions posed by IE

C
 

at the public hearing on the draft C
A

A
PP. IE

PA
 stated that the drat1 C

A
A

P
P

 
pennit did not require any stack testing for S

O
z em

issions from
 either the 

casthouse baghouse or the iron spout baghouse." 
IE

PA
 should address this 

inconsistency before it issues the tinal C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it. M
oreover, the draft 

C
A

A
P

P
 should be revised to require periodic m

onitoring to ensure U
SS-G

C
W

's 
com

pliance w
ith the pennit lim

it. B
ecause C

E
M

S for S
O

2 are readily available, 
the SO

z em
issions lim

it is substantial, and C
E

M
S

 is the only truly reliable m
eans 

of generating data suf'ticient to show
 continuous com

pliance w
ith a lim

it, the 
revised C

A
A

P
P

 should require U
SS-G

C
W

 to install, certify, operate, and 
m

aintain a C
E

M
S

 to m
onitor its S

O
z em

issions to ensure its com
pliance w

ith the 
perm

it lim
it." 

2. C
ondition 7.4.6.b specifies an em

ission lim
it for N

O
, of 22.79 

tons/year), but the draft C
A

A
PP lacks a periodic m

onitoring requirem
ent to 

determ
ine w

hether U
SS-G

C
W

 is operating in com
pliance w

ith this lim
it. T

he 
draft C

A
A

P
P

 should be revised to require an annual stack test to dem
onstrate 

com
pliance w

ith this yearly lim
it. D

raft E
PA

 guidance supports the use of 
periodic stack testing to ensure com

pliance w
ith em

issions lim
its.76 T

he N
O

x 
em

ission test should be conducted according to one of the applicable m
ethods 

(M
ethod 7,7A

, 7B
, 7C

, 7D
 or 7E

) specified in 40 C
FR

 Part 60, A
ppendix A

.~
' 

3. C
ondition 7.4.6.b specifies an em

ission lim
it for V

O
M

 of 149.68 
tondyear, but the draft C

A
A

PP lacks a periodic m
onitoring requirem

ent to 
determ

ine w
hether U

SS-G
C

W
 is operating in com

pliance w
ith this lim

it. 35 IA
C

 
219.301 requires that organic m

aterial em
issions not exceed 8.0 pounds per hour 

(3 kg'hr). T
he draft C

A
A

PP perm
it, how

ever, does not require any m
onitoring to 

determ
ine com

pliance w
ith these lim

its. T
he draft C

A
A

PP perm
it should be 

revised to require U
SS-G

C
W

 to determ
ine com

pliance w
ith these lim

its by 
conducting an annual stack test for V

O
M

 using E
PA

 M
ethod 25 or equivalent. 

C
om

pliance during other periods should be determ
ined using C

O
 as a surrogate 

for V
O

C
S. A

 C
O

 C
E

M
S should be installed, certified, and operated to m

easure 
C

O
. A

 statistically significant relationship should be established betw
een hourly 

C
O

 and V
O

M
 using V

O
M

 stack tests and C
O

 C
E

M
S data. A

 C
O

 em
ission lim

it 
should be established that is equivalent to the subject V

O
M

 lim
its. T

he C
A

A
PP 

74 Illinois E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency, Q

uc.c.tion.c. Prrrding,from
 U

S
. Stc>

cl Title C
'P

irhlic Ilcuring, 
Jan. 15,7009 (provided to IE

C
 by IE

PA
). A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 1. 

75 S
ee the discussion of S

O
2 C

E
M

S
 in com

m
ent 5.b. 

76 E
xhibit 14 at Sections 4.4.3.5 and 5.10. 

77 A
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ilar testing requirem
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.S. Steel 
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baghouse. for j1'hich stack testing shall be the primOly means o(dercrmining 
compliance." However, the draft C AAPP does not require USS-GCW to conduct 
any stack tests dUling the tenn of the draft C AAPP or otherwise to monitor SO~ 
emissions from the casthouse baghouse. In its response to questions posed by IEC 
at the public hearing on the draft C AAPP. IEPA stated that the draft C AAPP 
pennit did not require any stack testing tl.X SO::! emissions from either the 
casthouse baghouse or the iron spout baghouse. 74 IEPA should address this 
inconsistency before it issues the final C AAPP pennit. Moreover, the draft 
CAAPP should be revised to require periodic monitoring to ensure USS-GCW's 
compliance with the pennit limit. Because CEMS for SO::! are readily available, 
the SO::! emissions limit is substantial, and CEMS is the only truly reliable means 
of generating data sufficient to show continuous compliance with a limit, the 
revised C AAPP should require USS-GCW to install, certify, operate, and 
maintain a CEMS to monitor its SO::! emissions to ensure its compliance with the 

. I' . 7S pennlt Imlt. 

2. Condition 7.4.6.b specifies an emission limit for NOx of 22.79 
tons/year), but the draft C AAPP lacks a periodic monitoring requirement to 
detennine whether USS-GCW is operating in compliance with this limit. The 
draft CAAPP should be revised to require an annual stack test to demonstrate 
compliance with this yearly limit. Draft EPA guidance supports the use of 
periodic stack testing to ensure compliance with emissions limits.76 The NOx 
emission test should be conducted according to one of the applicable methods 
(Method 7, 7 A, 7B, 7C, 70 or 7E) specified in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A.77 

3. Condition 7.4.6.b specifies an emission limit for YOM of 149.68 
tons/year, but the draft CAAPP lacks a periodic monitoring requirement to 
detennine whether USS-GCW is operating in compliance with this limit. 35 lAC 
219.30 I requires that organic material emissions not exceed 8.0 pounds per hour 
(3 kglhr). The dratl CAAPP pennit, however, does not require any monitoring to 
detennine compliance with these limits . The draft C AAPP pennit should be 
revised to require USS-GCW to detennine compliance with these limits by 
conducting an annual stack test for YOM using EPA Method 25 or equivalent. 
Compliance during other periods should be detennined using CO as a surrogate 
for YOCS . A CO CEMS should be installed, certified, and operated to measure 
CO. A statistically significant relationship should be established between hourly 
CO and YOM using YOM stack tests and CO CEMS data. A CO emission limit 
should be established that is equivalent to the subject YOM limits. The C AAPP 

74 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency. Qucstions Pending/rom Us. Sleel Title V Pllhlic Hearing. 
Jan . 15. 2009 (provided to IEC by IEPA). Attached hereto as Exhibit I. 
75 See the discussion ofS02 CEMS in comment 5 .b . 
71, Exhibit 14 at Sections 4.4. 4 .5 and 5.10. 
77 A similar testing requirement already exists in a draft Title V operating permit for a different U.S. Steel 
facility. U.S. Steel Clairton Works. Allegheny County. PA; proposed June 10, 2005 at 52 , 66.80, 94 
Attached hereto at Exhibit 20. 
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ission liinit of 7.42 tonslyear, but 

the draft C
A

A
P

P
 lacks a periodic m

onitoring requirem
ent to determ

ine w
hether 

U
SS-G

C
W

 is operating in com
pliance w

ith this lim
it. IE

PA
 should revise the 

draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it to specify a periodic m
onitoring requirem

ent, em
ploying an 

appropriate and reliable m
onitoring m

ethod and specifying an appropriate 
frequency of m

onitoring. 

iii. S
lag Pits em

issions 
I. C

ondition 7.4.6.e specifies an S
O

2 em
ission lim

it of 15.83 tonslyear, but 
the draft C

A
A

P
P

 lacks a periodic m
onitoring requirem

ent to determ
ine w

hether 
U

SS-G
C

W
 is operating in com

pliance w
ith this lim

it. IE
PA

 should revise the 
draft C

A
A

PP perm
it to specify a periodic m

onitoring requirem
ent, em

ploying an 
appropriate and reliable m

onitoring m
ethod and specifying an appropriate 

frequency of m
onitoring. 

iv. Iron Spout B
aghouse captured em

issions controlled by iron spout baghouse 
1. C

ondition 7.4.6.f specifies an SO
:! em

ission lim
it of 13.89 tonslyear, 

but the draft C
A

A
PP lacks a periodic m

onitoring requirem
ent to determ

ine 
w

hether U
SS-G

C
W

 is operating in com
pliance w

ith this lim
it. C

ondition 5.12.2.c 
of the draft C

A
A

PP perm
it states: "T

he com
pliance calculations shall be the 

prim
ary com

pliance m
ethod for determ

ining coinpliance w
ith the em

ission lim
its 

in this perm
it, except for the blast fiirnacc castizousc bughouse and iron spoilt 

bughouse, for ~shiciz stack testing shall bc the prirnarv m
eans of determ

ining 
corrzpliance." 

H
ow

ever, the draft C
A

A
PP does not require U

SS-G
C

W
 to conduct 

any stack tests during the term
 of the draft C

A
A

PP or otherw
ise to m

onitor S
O

2 
em

issions fkom
 the casthouse baghouse. In its response to questions posed by IE

C
 

at the public hearing on the draft C
A

A
PP, IE

PA
 stated that the draft C

A
A

PP 
perm

it did not require any stack testing for SO
:! em

issions from
 either the 
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should dearly state that violations of this equivalent CO limit constitute a 
violation of the underlying YOM limit. 

ii. Blast Furnace uncaptured fugitive emissions 
I. Condition 7.4.6.c specifies an S02 emission limit of21.94 tons/year, but 

the draft CAAPP lacks a periodic monitoring requirement to detennine whether 
USS-GCW is operating in compl iance with this I imit. [EPA should revise the 
draft CAAPP pennit to specify a periodic monitoring requirement, employing an 
appropriate and reliable monitoring method and specifying an appropriate 
frequency of monitoring. 

2. Condition 7.4.6.c specifies a NOx emission limit of 1.14 tons/year, but 
the draft CAAPP lacks a periodic monitoring requirement to detennine whether 
USS-GCW is operating in compliance with this limit. IEPA should revise the 
draft CAAPP pennit to specify a periodic monitoring requirement, employing an 
appropriate and reliable monitoring method and specifying an appropriate 
frequency of monitoring. 

3. Condition 7.4.6.c specifies a YOM emission limit of7.42 tons/year, but 
the draft CAAPP lacks a periodic monitoring requirement to determine whether 
USS-GCW is operating in compliance with this limit. IEPA should revise the 
draft CAAPP pennit to specify a periodic monitoring requirement, employing an 
appropriate and reliable monitoring method and specifying an appropriate 
freq uency of moni toring. 

iii. Slag Pits emissions 
I. Condition 7.4.6.e specifies an S02 emission limit of 15.83 tons/year, but 

the draft C AAPP lacks a periodic monitoring requirement to detennine whether 
USS-GCW is operating in compliance with this limit. [EPA should revise the 
draft CAAPP pennit to specify a periodic monitoring requirement, employing an 
appropriate and reliable monitoring method and specifying an appropriate 
frequency of monitoring. 

iv. [ron Spout Baghouse captured emissions controlled by iron spout baghouse 
I. Condition 7.4.6.f specifies an SOl emission limit of 13.89 tons/year, 

but the draft CAAPP lacks a periodic monitoring requirement to detennine 
whether USS-GCW is operating in compliance with this limit. Condition 5.12.2.c 
of the draft CAAPP pennit states: "The compliance calculations shall be the 
primary compliance method tor dctennining compliance with the emission limits 
in this pennit, exceptlor the blastfilrnace casthollse baghouse and iron SpOilt 
baghollse . .lor y.,·hich stack testing shall be the primary means oldetermining 
compliance." However, the draft CAAPP does not require USS-GCW to conduct 
any stack tests during the tenn of the draft CAAPP or otherwise to monitor S02 
emissions from the casthouse baghouse. In its response to questions posed by IEC 
at the public hearing on the draft CAAPP, [EPA stated that the draft CAAPP 
pennit did not require any stack testing for SOl emissions from either the 
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-n 
casthouse haghouse or the iron spout baghouse, 

IE
P.4 should address this 

inuonsisrency before it issues the final C
A

4P
P

 pcrm
it. M

orm
v-a. tlte draft 

C
A

A
P

P
 should he m

i
d

 to
 require periodic m

onitoring to m
surz U

SS-G
C

W
Y

s 
com

pliance w
ith the pcrm

it lim
it. B

ecause C
E

M
S

 for SO
: are readily avail~lhle, 

rhe SO: em
issions lim

it is substantial. and C
E

M
S is the only truly reliable m

eans 
of generating data sufT

icient to show
 cnntinuous com

pliance w
ith a lim

it. th
e 

revisd
 C

A
A

P
P

 should require U
SS-G

C
W

 to
 install, certify. operate. and 

m
aintain a C

E
M

S 20 m
onitor its SO

2 cm
issians to ensure its com

pliance w
ith the 

penni t lim
it.?" 

!I() m
ission

 lim
its 

-
 

Subs 
l.4 ofth

e draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it establishes certain lim
itations on PM

lo 
m

i~
a

tlr
tr

s
 ~u

r
 

the C
asthouse B

nghouse ( 11 1.19 tonslyear) and the Iron Spout B
aghouse 

(40.32 T
onsJY

r). It appears that lE
PA

 intends that U
SS-G

C
W

's com
pliance w

ith these 
PM

lo lim
its w

ill be dem
onstrated through the use of a bog leak detection system

 and 
associated param

etric m
onitoring. In fact. C

ondition 7,4.9.aii of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it 
requires the instnIlati 

ration, cestification, and m
aintenance o

f rt hag leak detection 
system

s. T
he bag lea 

ion system
 is m

aintained through param
etric m

onitoring, 
w

hich m
ust be defm

ed by the Perm
ittee in the Perm

ittee's w
ritten

 operation and 
m

aintenance plan, and w
hich is subject to

 certain m
inim

um
 req

u
im

en
ts (see C

ondition 
7.4.5-1). 

Ion, o
p

n
 

k detect 

H
ow

ever, the p
i

t
 is unacceptably vague as to w

hether the above-referenced bag leak 
detection sy

stm
 requirem

ent applies to the baghouses listed in C
ondition 7

-4
2

 (i.e. the 
C

asthouse B
aghouse and the Iron Spout B

aghouse) of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it, or 
w

hether it applies to only one -
 or neither- of these ba&

ouses. A
ccordingly, the bag 

leok detection sy
stm

 rq
u

irm
en

t is of questionable enforceability. The draft p
em

it 
should be revised to m

ake elear that 40 C
FR

 63.7830(h) applies to both the casthouse 
baghouse and the iron spout baghouse, since the description of 7.4.1 states that em

issions 
from

 the easthouse structure are controlled by the casthouse ba&
ouse and iron spout bag 

house, T
he C

A
A

PP p
m

it should also be revised to m
ake clear that the bag Ieak 

detection sy
stm

 requirem
ent in C

onditions 7.4.9.a.ii explicitly applies to both the 
C

asthouse B
a&

ouse and the Iron Spout B
a&

ouse. C
ondition 7,4.9.a.i, w

hich requires 
U

SS-G
C

W
 to install, operate, and m

aintain a C
PM

S, m
ust also be revised such that it 

explicitly applies to the C
asthouse B

aghouse and the Iron Spout B
a&

ouse in use at the 
facility. 

In addition, the draft G
A

A
PP should be revised to require U

SS-G
C

W
 to com

plete an 
annual stack test far PM

to em
issions from

 each ba&
ause. T

hese stadk tests should be 
used to deternine baghouse and leak detection system

 perfom
ance and efkctiveness in 

com
plying w

ith the specified PM
lo lim

its. 

7R Illinois E
nvirom

enal Protection A
gency, Q

u~
stions Pending porn 

U
S

. Steel Title I' P
~

~
h

lic 
H

m
riN

g, 
Jan. 15,2009 (provided to IE

C
 by IE

PA
). A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 1. 

79 See the discussion of 5
0

2
 C

E
M

S in cem
en

t 5.b. 
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C;.l'SUUlUSC bagbouse or the iron spout bnghuuse. ' lI IEPA should addrt:ss this 
illlconsistcl,lCY before it issues the final CAAPP permit. Moreover. the dran 
CAAPP should he rcvist!d to require periodic mt,nitonng to ensure lJSS·GCW·s 
compliance with tin: pennit limit. B(.'Cause CEMS t(~r SO:! are readily ;.I\"ailahle. 
the SO:! emissions limit is l'ubstanliaJ. and. CEMS is the only truly reliabl.e means 
of generating data suftident ,to show continuous compliance with a limit. the 
rC\'isl.'<i C AAP,p should require USS·otw to install. certr(y. ()perate. and 
maintain a CEMS. to monitor its S'0::: ~missions to ensure. its compliance with the 

. I' . 7q pennIt Imtt. 

e. PM 10 emission 'limits 
Subsection 7.4 of the draft CAAPP pennit establishes certain limitations on PM w 
emissions for the Casthouse Baghouse ( 111. 119 tons/year) and the Iron Spout Baghouse 
(40.32 Tons/Vr). tit appears that IEPA intends thai USS·GCW·s compliance \V~th these 
PM\Il~imits will be demonstrated through the use ofa bag leak detection system and 
associated parametric monitoring. In fact. C('mdition 7.4.9.a.ii of the draft CAAPP permit 
reqwires the instaHation, operat,ion. cet1iflcation, and maintenance of a bag leak detection 
systems. The bag leak detection system ,is maintained through parametric monitorin& 
which must be defined by the Pemtittee in the Permittee's written operation and 
maintenance ptan. and wh~ch is subject to certain minimum requirements (see Condition 
7.4.5·1 ). 

However, the permit is unacceptably vague as to whether the above-referenced bag leak 
detection system requirement applies to the baghouses listed in Condition 7.4.2 (i.e. the 
Casthouse Baghouse and the Iron Spout Baghouse) of the draft CAAPP permit, or 
whether it applies to only one - or neith.er - of these baghouses, Accordingly, the bag 
leak detection system requirement is of questionabl'e enfo"rceability. The draft pennit 
should he revistXI to make clear t,bat 40 CFR 63.7830(b). applies to both the casthouse 
bagllOuse and the iron spout baghouse. since the description of 7.4. 1 states· that emissions 
from the casthouse structure are controlled by the casthouse baghouse and iron spout bag 
house. The CAAP'P permit should also be revised to make clear tha( the bag leak 
detecti.on system requirement in Conditions 7.4.9.a.ii explicitly appties to both the 
Casthouse Baghouse and the Iron Spout13a,ghouse. Condition 7.4.9.a.i, which requires 
USS-GCW to install, operate, and maintain a CPMS, must also be revised such that it 
explicitly applies to the Casthouse Baghouse and the Iron Spout Baghouse in use at the 
facility. 

fn addition, the draft CAAPP should be revised to reqUire USS·GCW to complete an 
annual stack test for PM to emissions from each baghouse. These stack tests should be 
used to detennine baghouse and leak detection system performance and effectiveness in 
complying with the specitied PMIO limi,ts. 

78 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency. Quesliolls Pendingfiwn u.s. Steel Title V Public Hearing, 
Jan. 15,2009 (provided 10 lEe by IEPA). AHached hereto as Exhibit 1. 
N See the discussion ofS02 CEMS in comment S.b, 
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T
he P

M
lo lim

its in Subsection 7.4 of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 pennit apply to em

issions points 
other than the baghouses (see below

). E
ach of these lim

its is also problem
atic, because 

the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it fails to establish any m
onitori~lg which ~

vould yield data 
sufficient to deinotlstrate com

pliance w
ith the lim

it: 
i. 

B
last Furnace C

harging em
issions: C

ondition 7.4.6.d of the drafl 
C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it specifies a P

M
lo em

ission lim
it of 5.17 tonsiyear, but 

does not specify any periodic m
onitoring to dem

onstrate com
pliance 

w
ith this lim

it. In order to assure com
pliance w

ith the lim
it, the draft 

C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should be revised to require U
SS-G

C
W

 to com
plete an 

annual stack test for P
M

I0 em
issions. D

raft E
PA

 guidance supports the 
use of 

eriodic stack testing to ensure com
pliance w

ith em
issions 

lim
its. 8

 
. . 
11. 

S
lag Pits em

issions: C
ondition 7.4.6.e specifies a P

M
lo em

ission lim
it of 

6.60 tons/year, but the draft C
A

A
PP lacks a periodic m

onitoring 
requirem

ent to determ
ine w

hether U
SS-G

C
W

 is operating in com
pliance 

w
ith this lim

it. IE
PA

 should revise the drafl C
A

A
PP perm

it to specify a 
periodic m

onitoring requirem
ent, em

ploying an appropriate and reliable 
m

onitoring m
ethod and specifying an appropriate frequency of 

m
onitoring. 

iii. 
Iron Pellet Screen em

issions (see 7.4.6.g of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it): 
P

M
lo em

issions m
ust not exceed 6.01 T

ons/Y
r; how

ever, no frequency 
of testing is specified. In order to assure com

pliance w
ith the lim

it, the 
draft C

A
A

PP perm
it should be revised to require U

SS-G
C

W
 to 

com
plete an annual stack test for PM

lo em
issions. D

raft E
PA

 guidance 
supports the use of periodic stack testing to ensure com

pliance w
ith 

em
issions lim

its.' ' 

f. 
O

pacity 
C

ondition 7.4.3-1 .b of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it, pursuant to 35 IA
C

 212.3 16(b), 
establishes an opacity lim

it of 10 percent for fugitive particulate m
atter em

issions 
generated by the crushing or screening of slag, stone, coke or coal. H

ow
ever, the draft 

C
A

A
PP perm

it does not explicitly specify a testing requirem
ent for this lim

itation and 
thus fails to require periodic m

onitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from
 the relevant 

tim
e period that are representative of U

SS-G
C

W
's com

pliance w
ith the perm

it. A
lthough 

C
ondition 7.4.7-2.a.iv.B

 of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it identifies certain "test m
ethods for 

com
pliance dem

onstration w
ith the opacity lim

its," the draft C
A

A
PP does not actually 

require that U
SS-G

C
W

 conduct any such testing to ensure com
pliance w

ith the crushing 
and screening operations opacity lim

it in condition 7.4.3-1 .b. T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it 

should be revised to require daily 40 C
FR

 Part 60, A
ppendix A

, M
ethod 9 visual 

em
issions tests for the crushing and screening operations to ensure that U

SS-G
C

W
 is in 

com
pliance w

ith 35 IA
C

 21 2.3 16(b). 

9
0

 E
xhibit 14 at Sections 4.4. 4.5 and 5.10. 

X
I E

xhibit 14 at Sections 4.4,4.5 and 5.10. 
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The PM lo limits in Subsection 7.4 of the draft CAAPP pennit apply to emissions points 
other than the baghouses (see below). Each of these limits is also problematic, because 
the draft C AAPP pennit fails to establish any monitoring which would yield data 
sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the limit: 

I. Blast Furnace Charging emissions: Condition 7.4.6.d of the draft 
CAAPP pem1it specifies a PM lo emission limit 0[5.17 tons/year, but 
does not specify any periodic monitoring to demonstrate compliance 
with this limit. In order to assure compliance with the limit, the draft 
C AAPP pennit should be revised to require USS-GCW to complete an 
annual stack test for PM 10 emissions. Draft EPA guidance supports the 
use of periodic stack testing to ensure compliance with emissions 
limits.

gO 

11. Slag Pits emissions: Condition 7.4.6.e specifies a PM IO emission limit of 
6.60 tons/year, but the draft C AAPP lacks a periodic monitoring 
requirement to detennine whether USS-GCW is operating in compliance 
with this limit. IEPA should revise the draft CAAPP pennit to specify a 
periodic monitoring requirement, employing an appropriate and reliable 
monitoring method and specifying an appropriate frequency of 
monitoring. 

III. Iron Pellet Screen emissions (see 7 .4.6.g of the draft C AAPP pennit) : 
PMIO emissions must not exceed 6.01 Tons/Yr; however, no frequency 
of testing is specified. In order to assure compliance with the limit, the 
draft CAAPP pennit should be revised to require USS-GCW to 
complete an annual stack test for PM 10 emissions. Draft EPA guidance 
supports the use of periodic stack testing to ensure compliance with 
emissions limits.KI 

f. Opacity 
Condition 7.4.3-l.b of the draft CAAPP pennit, pursuant to 35 lAC 212.316(b), 
establishes an opacity limit of 10 percent for fugitive particulate matter emissions 
generated by the crushing or screening of slag, stone, coke or coal. However, the draft 
CAAPP pennit does not explicitly specify a testing requirement for this limitation and 
thus fails to require periodic monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant 
time period that are representative of USS-GCW's compliance with the pennit. Although 
Condition 7.4.7-2 .a.iv.B of the draft CAAPP pennit identifies certain "test methods for 
compliance demonstration with the opacity limits," the draft CAAPP does not actually 
require that USS-GCW conduct any such testing to ensure compliance with the crushing 
and screening operations opacity limit in condition 7.4.3-1 .b. The draft CAAPP pennit 
should be revised to require daily 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9 visual 
emissions tests for the crushing and screening operations to ensure that USS-GCW is in 
compliance with 35 lAC 212.316(b). 

xII Exhibit 14 ar Sections 4.4.4.5 and 5. 10. 
xl Exhibit 14 at Sections 4.4 , 4.5 and 5.10. 
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g. 
O

pacity 
C

ondition 7.4.3- 1 .c of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it, pursuant to 35 IA
C

 2 12.3 16(f), 
establishes an opacity lim

it of 20 percent for any fugitive particulate m
atter em

issions not 
already subject to an em

ission lim
itation in Subsection 7.4 of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it, or 

in Subparts R or S of 35 IA
C

 Part 2 12. H
o

tv
e~

 er, the drafi C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it fails to specify 
a testing requirem

ent fbr this lim
itation and thus fails to require periodic m

onitvring 
sufficient to yield reliable data from

 the relevant tim
e period that are representative of 

U
SS-G

C
W

's com
pliance w

ith the pennit. T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 should be revised to require 
daily observations in accordance w

ith 40 C
FR

 Part 60, A
ppendix A

, M
ethod 9 to ensure 

that U
SS-G

C
W

 is in com
pliance w

ith this opacity lim
it. T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should 
be revised to require U

SS-C
C

W
 to com

ply w
ith the recordkeeping and reporting 

requirem
ents of 35 IA

C
 212.3 16(g), w

hich the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it fails to address 
despite m

aking applicable other provisions ti-om
 w

ithin 35 IA
C

 2 12.3 16. 

h. 
O

pacity 
C

ondition 7.4.3-1 .d.ii of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it, pursuant to 40 C
FR

 63.7790(a), 
establishes an opacity lim

it of 20 percent (6 m
inute average) for any secondary em

issions 
that exit any opening in the casthouse or structure housing the blast fbm

ace. H
ow

ever, 
the draft C

A
A

P
P

 pertnit does not explicitly specify a testing requirem
ent for this 

lim
itation and thus fails to require periodic m

onitoring sufficient to yield reliable data 
fram

 the relevant tim
e period that are representative of U

SS-G
C

W
's com

pliance w
ith the 

C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it. A
lthough C

ondition 7.4.7-2(a)(iv)(B
) of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it 

specifies certain "test m
ethods for com

pliance dem
onstration w

ith the opacity lim
its," 

nothing in this condition explicitly applies a testing m
ethod to the lim

it in 7.4.3- 1 (d)(ii). 
Furtherm

ore, C
ondition 7.4. IO

(b)(i)(B
) of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it claim

s that U
SS- 

G
C

W
 shall dem

onstrate continuous com
pliance w

ith the applicable opacity lim
it m

erely 
by "m

aintaining the opacity of secondary em
issions" at 20 percent. N

o testing m
ethod or 

ti-equency is given. T
he draft perm

it should be revised to require daily observations in 
accordance w

ith 40 C
FR

 Part 60, A
ppendix A

, M
ethod 9 to ensure that U

SS-G
C

W
 is in 

com
pliance w

ith 40 C
FR

 63.7790(a). 

7. 
Subsection 7.5 B

asic O
xygen F

urnaces 
N

O
 , V

O
M

, and C
O

 
a- 

-&
 

C
ondition 7.5.6 of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it establishes em

ission lim
itations (tons/year) 

for N
O

,, V
O

M
. and C

O
 from

 certain em
ission units. H

ow
ever, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it 

h
ils to require periodic m

onitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from
 the relevant tim

e 
period that are representative of U

SS-G
C

W
's com

pliance w
ith the perm

it.'kondition 
7.5.8.b.i of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it, pursuant to 40 C

FR
 63.7790, requires U

SS-G
C

W
 to 

install, operate, and m
aintain a bag leak detection system

 for each of the baghouses listed 

$
1

 T
hese em

issions lim
itations w

ere originally established in Perm
it #950 1000 1 pursuant tc-, 40 C

FR
 51.1 1, 

PSI). 
A

ccording to E
PA

 R
egion 9

's Periodic M
onitoring G

uidelines. how
ever, nlonitoring in P

S
D

 pcnnits 
is not pt~

c:s~
rn

zpti~
~

c/~
 

~
~

cicyll~
ite 

to assure com
pliance w

ith the lim
it. U

.S. E
nvironm

ental Protection ilgency, 
K

egion 9, C
;~riciclirzc.s: Pct.iotiic ,V

fonitoring, S
ept. 09. 1999. A

ttached hereto at E
xhibit 19. 
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g. Opacity 
Condition 7 .4 .3-1.c of the draft C AAPP pennit, pursuant to 35 lAC 212.316(t). 
establishes an opacity limit of 20 percent for any fugitive palticulate matter emissions not 
alrcady subject to an emission limitation in Subsection 7.4 of the draft CAAPP permit, or 
in Subparts R or S of 35 lAC Part 212. However, the draft C AAPP pennit fails to speci fy 
a testing requirement tt1r this limitation and thus fails to require periodic monitoring 
sufticient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of 
USS-GCW's compliance with the pcnnit. The draft C AAPP should be revised to require 
daily observations in accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9 to ensure 
that USS-GCW is in compliance with this opacity limit . The draft CAAPP pennit should 
be revised to require USS-GCW to comply with the recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements of 35 lAC 212.3\6(g), which the draft CAAPP pennit fails to address 
despite making applicable other provisions from within 35 lAC 212.316. 

h. Opacity 
Condition 7.4.3-l.d.ii of the draft C AAPP pennit, pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7790(a), 
establishes an opacity limit of20 percent (6 minute average) for any secondary emissions 
that exit any opening in the casthouse or structure housing the blast furnace. However, 
the draft CAAPP pennit does not explicitly specify a testing requirement for this 
limitation and thus fails to require periodic monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data 
from the relevant time period that are representative of USS-GCW's compliance with the 
CAAPP pennit. Although Condition 7.4.7-2(a)(iv)(B) of the draft CAAPP pennit 
specifies certain "test methods for compliance demonstration with the opacity limits," 
nothing in this condition explicitly applies a testing method to the limit in 7.4.3-1 (d)(ii). 
Furthennore, Condition 7.4.\ O(b)(i)(B) of the draft C AAPP pennit claims that USS­
GCW shall demonstrate continuous compliance with the applicable opacity limit merely 
by "maintaining the opacity of secondary emissions" at 20 percent. No testing method or 
frequency is given. The draft pennit should be revised to require daily observations in 
accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9 to ensure that USS-GCW is in 
compliance with 40 CFR 63.7790(a). 

7. Subsection 7.S Basic Oxygen Furnaces 
a. NO .. , YOM, and CO 

Condition 7.5.6 of the draft CAAPP pennit establishes emission limitations (tons/year) 
tor NO .. , YOM, and CO from certain emission units. However, the draft C AAPP pennit 
fails to require periodic monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time 
period that are representative of USS-GCW's compliance with the pennit. s2 Condition 
7.5 .S.b.i of the draft CAAPP pennit, pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7790, requires USS-GCW to 
install, operate, and maintain a bag leak detection system tor each of the baghouses listed 

X~ These emissions limitations were originally establi~hed in Pennit #950 I 000 I pursuant to 40 CFR 52.21 , 
PSD. According to EPA Region 9's Periodic Monitoring Guidelines, however. monitoring in PSD permits 
is nol prcslImptin:/r udeq/wte to assure compliance with the limit. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
Region 9, Gllidelines: Periodic l .... foniloring, Sept. 09 , 1999, Attached hereto at Exhibit 19 . 
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in condition 7.5.3 of the draft CAAPP pennit. Condition 7.5.8.b.ii of the draft CAAPP 
pennit also requires USS-GCW to instalL operate. and maintain a COMS for each 
electrostatic precipitator (ESP) subject to the 10 percent opacity (hourly average) limit tor 
emissions exiting the ESP. This lack of monitoring affects the tollowing emission limits : 

i. BOF ESP Stack (charge. refine, and tap processes) (see condition 7.5.6.c of the 
draft C AAPP pennit): 

I. Emission limit tor NOx (69.63 Tons/Yr) has no periodic monitOIing 
requirement. The draft CAAPP pennit should be revised to require an annual 
stack test to demonstrate compliance with this yearly limit. Draft EPA guidance 
supports the use of periodic stack testing to ensure compliance with emissions 
limits . ~!3 The NOx emission test should be conducted according to one of the 
applicable methods (Method 7, 7A, 7B, 7C, 70 or 7E) specitied in 40 CFR Part 
60. Appendix A. S4 

2. Emission limit for YOM (10.74 Tons/Yr) has no periodic monitoring 
requirement . The draft CAAPP pennit should be revised to require an annual 
stack test to demonstrate compliance with this yearly limit. Note that 35 lAC 
219.301 requires that organic material emissions not exceed 8.0 pounds per hour 
(3 kgihr) . The draft C AAPP pennit, however. did not subject the BOF ESP Stack 
emissions point to this hourly limit. The tinal draft of the CAAPP pennit must 
either subject the YOM emissions measured at the BOF ESP Stack to the 
requirements of35 lAC 219.301, and establish adequate monitoring (e.g. YOM 
correlation or 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 25 testing) to demonstrate 
compliance with the regulation, or the pennit must describe why this regulation 
does not apply in the statement of basis. Draft EPA guidance supr0rts the use of 
periodic stack testing to ensure compliance with emissions limits. 5 

3 . Emission limit for CO (16.097.47 Tons/Yr) has no periodic monitoring 
requirement. The draft CAAPP permit should be revised to require a CO CEMS 
to demonstrate compliance with this very high yearl1' limit. CO CEMS are 
available and used in similar industrial facilities . SIl.S 

ii. Desulfurization and Reladling (Hot Metal Transfer) (see condition 7.5.6.e of 
the draft CAAPP pennit): 

I. Emission limit for YOM (1.58 TonslYr) has no periodic monitoring 
requirement. We request that the C AAPP pennit require an annual stack test to 
demonstrate compliance with this yearly limit. Although 35 lAC 219.30 I requires 
that organic material emissions not exceed 8.0 pounds per hour (3 kgihr), the draft 
CAAPP pennit did not subject the Desulfurization and Reladling (Hot Metal 
Transfer) emissions point to this hourly limit. The tinal draft of the C AAPP pennit 

X.I Exhibit 14 at Sections 4.4 , 4 .5 and 5.10. 
X4 A similar testing requirement already exists in a draft Title V operating permit for a different U.S. Steel 
facility. U.S. Steel Clairton Works. Allegheny County, PA; proposed June 10, 2005 at 52.66, RO. 94. 
Attached hereto at Exhibit 20. 
S5 Exhibit 14 Sections 4.4 , 4 .5 and 5.10. 
X('Exhibit 46 at Conditio n 3-8, Item 3-R.2. 
X7 Exhibit 47 Condition Ill .B.4 .a. 
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must either subject the VOM emissions measured at the Desulturization and 
Rdadling (Hot Metal Transfer) to the requirements of 35 lAC 219 .30 I, and 
establish adequate periodic monitoring to demonstrate compliance with the 
emission limit, or document why this regulation does not apply. 

b. Lead: 
Conditions 7.S.6.c-e of the draft C AAPP pennit establish emission limitations 
(Tons/Yr) for lead (Pb) for certain emission units (see below). However, the draft 
C AAPP pennit fails to require periodic monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data 
from the relevant time period that are representative ofUSS-GCW's compliance 
with the limits. xR Based on the emission limits below and the annual lead emissions 
reported in the 2007 Annual Emissions ReportS!), USS-GCW exceeds the 1.0 ton per 
year monitoring threshold and will be required to conduct ambient monitoring tor 
lead under the recently revised ambient air quality standard for lead.<Jo Due to USS­
GCW's significant lead emissions, we are requesting that CEMS for lead included 
from the ESP BOF stack detennine compliance with the repective annual lead 
limits. A multi-metal CEMS is available and has been certified by the U.S. EPA's 
Environmental Technology Verification Program.'lt We are requesting that annual 
stack tests be required for other sources with lead limits where no periodic 
monitoring has been included in the draft CAAPP pennitThis omission affects the 
following emission lead limits: 

I. BOF ESP Stack (charge, refine, and tap processes) (see condition 7.S.6.c 
of the draft CAAPP pennit): The limit of 1.26 Tons/Yr has no periodic 
monitoring requirement. The draft CAAPP pennit should be revised to 
require the use of a multi-metals CEMS to demonstrate compliance with 
this significant yearly limit. We request that Pb CEMS monitoring be 
required to adequately demonstrate compliance with the annual Pb 
emissions limit. 

11. BOF Roof Monitor emissions (see condition 7.S.6.d of the draft CAAPP 
pennit): The limit of 0.08 tons/yr has no periodic monitoring 
requirement. The draft C AAPP pennit should be revised to require an 
annual stack test using 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 12 to 

~x Condition 7.5.R(b)(i) of the draft CAAPP permit. pursuant to 40 efR 03.7790. requires the Permittee to 
install, operate. and maintain a bag leak detection system for each of the baghouses listed in condition 7.5.3 
of the draft CAAPP pennit. Condition 7.5.R(b)(ii) of the draft CAAPP permit requires the Permittee to 
install, operate. and maintain a COMS for each electrostatic precipitator (ESP) subject to the 10 percent 
opacity (hourly average) limit for emissions exiting the ESP. HOIH'H'r, neither o!the.,e.!o/"nIs oj"l1Ioni/(J/"illg 
directlv measures stack emissions. 
X9 Uniied States Steel Corp. - Granite City Works: 2007 Annual Emissions Report: April 25. 200R : at 3. 
The 2007 annual sources emissions tor lead are 1.33 tons. 
"!, Federal Register Volume 73. No. 219 at 67029 states "At a minimum, there must be one source-oriented 
SLAMS site located to measure the maximum Pb concentration in the ambient air resulting from each Pb 
source which emits 1.0 or more tons per year based on either the most recent NE! or other scientifically 
justifiable methods and data (such as improved emission factors or site specitic data." 
'il Emissions Technology Verification Report; Cooper Environmental Services: XCEM Multi-Metals 
Continuous Emissions Monitor; May 2002 as Exhibit 4R. 
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demonstrate compliance with this yearly limit. Draft EPA guidance 
supports the use of periodic stack testing to ensure compliance with 
emissions limits.<l2 

III. Desulfurization and Reladling (Hot Metal Transfer) (see condition 
7.S.6 .e of the draft CAAPP pennit): The limit of 0.08 tons/yr has no 
periodic monitoring requirement.l)] The draft CAAPP pennit should be 
revised to require an annual stack test using 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix 
A, Method 12 to demonstrate compliance with this yearly limit. Draft 
EPA guidance supports the use ofEeriodic stack testing to ensure 
compliance with emissions limits. ' 4 

IV. BOF Additive System (i.e., fluxes, with BOF Hopper Baghouse) (see 
condition 7.S.6.fofthe draft CAAPP pennit): The limit of 0.09 tons/yr 
has no periodic monitoring requirement. The draft CAAPP pennit 
should be revised to require an annual stack test using 40 CFR Part 60, 
Appendix A, Method 12 to demonstrate compliance with this yearly 
limit. Draft EPA guidance supports the use of periodic stack testing to 
ensure compliance with emissions limits.95 

c. PMlQ 
Subsection 7.5 of the draft CAAPP pennit also establishes PM,o emission limits for 
emissions points controlled by baghouses. Although these baghouses are supposed to be 
controlled by bag leak detection systems, the pennit lacks clarity regarding bag leak 
detection system requirements. Specifically, Condition 7.S.8(b)(i) of the draft CAAPP 
pennit states that "For each baghouse equipped with a bag leak detection system 
according to 40 CFR 63.7830(b)( I), the Pennittee shall install, operate, and maintain the 
bag leak detection system according to the following requirements ... " However, the cited 
regulation - 40 CFR 63.7830(b)(I) - does not adequately specify which baghouses 
require leak detections systems. It appears that 40 CFR 63.7830(b) requires either a leak 
detection systems or COMS for baghouses used to meet particulate limits of table I of 40 
CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF. As presently drafted, the pennit does not expressly require 
USS-GCW to employ a bag leak detection system for the baghouses subject to this 
MACT. The draft CAAPP should be revised to make clear which baghouses at the BOF 
process are subject to Subpart FFFFF, and specify the monitoring requirements according 
to whether USS-GCW is employing bag leak detection system or COMS for each 
regulated baghouse. 

Additionally, it is not clear how 40 CFR 63.7830(b) should be applied to the baghouses, 
making the pennit's incorporation by reference of the regulation of questionable 
enforceability. The regulation does not require bag leak detection or COMS on positive 
pressure baghouses not equipped with exhaust gas stacks and installed before 2005. The 
pennit states that the reladling and desulfuration baghouse is a positive pressure 

<), Exhibit 14 at Sections 4.4, 4.5 and 5.10. 
'1.1 Emissions from the BOr desulfurization and reladling station are ducted to a baghouse equipped with a 
bag leak detection system (see Condition 7.5.2 of the draft C AAPP pemlit). 
'14 Exhibit 14 at Sections 4.4, 4.5 and 5.10. 
')5 Exhibit 14 at Sections 4.4. 4.5 and 5.10. 
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baghouse. but does not give any intitm
ation about exhaust gas stacks. N

o inform
ation is 

given about the slag skim
m

ing baghouse. T
he perm

it should clearly define how
 40 C

F
R

 
63.7530(b) applies to each baghouse based upon the type of baghouse, installation date. 
and exhaust gas stacks. 

M
onitoring of the baghouse perform

ance and m
aintenance of the baghouse m

ust be 
included in the perm

it in order to assure com
pliance. T

he perm
it should include 

requirem
ents sim

ilar to those found in C
ondition 7.4.5- 1 .b.iv as they w

ould be applied to 
C

E
M

S to initiate corrective actions for em
ission violations in a tim

ely m
anner. 

Finally, certain other perm
it conditions in the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it contain P

M
lo lim

its 
associated w

ith em
issions points w

hich ought to contain the m
onitoring requirem

ents set 
forth below

. Follow
ing is a list of perm

it conditions w
hich should be revised: 

i. B
O

F A
dditive System

 em
issions (see 7.5.6.f of the draft C

A
A

PP perm
it): PM

m
 

em
issions m

ust not exceed 0.57 T
onsiY

r. T
he draft C

A
A

PP perm
it should be 

revised to require an annual stack test for P
M

lo em
issions (as defined in 7.5.6.f) 

from
 the trackhopper baghouse w

hich controls the em
issions from

 this process. 
A

dditionally, due to the im
portance of bag leak detection, as noted in com

m
ent 

7.c.vii below
, a bag leak detection system

 should be required to be installed on the 
binfloor baghouse. T

he installation, m
aintenance, and operation requirem

ents of 
Subsection 7.4 of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it for baghouses and bag leak detection 

system
s should be expanded to include this bag house in order to provide 

necessary m
aintenance, cause prom

pt response to em
ission control equipm

ent 
m

alhnction and assure com
pliance. 

ii. Flux conveyor and transfer pits, and bin floor em
issions (see 7.5.6.g of the draft 

C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it): P
M

Io em
issions m

ust not exceed 2.86 T
onsiY

r. T
he draft 

C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should be revised to require an annual stack test for PM
lo 

em
issions from

 the binfloor baghouse w
hich controls the em

issions from
 this 

process. A
dditionally, due to the im

portance of bag leak detection, as noted in 
subsection 7.c.vii below

, a bag leak detection system
 should be required to be 

installed on the binfloor baghouse. T
he installation, m

aintenance, and operation 
requirem

ents of Subsection 7.4 of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it for baghouses and bag 
leak detection system

s should be expanded to include this baghouse as w
ell. 

iii. A
rgon Stirring Station and M

aterial H
andling T

ripper (see 7.5.6.h of the draft 
C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it): P

M
lo em

issions m
ust not exceed 12.80 T

onsiY
r. E

m
issions from

 
the argon stirring station and m

aterial handling tripper as w
ell as the slag 

dispensing and L
M

F stations are ducted through baghouse #2. B
ag leaks play an 

extrem
ely im

portant role in baghouse perform
ance. D

epending on the size of the 
baghouse, a bag failure rate as low

 as 0.5%
 can reduce efficieny by 15%

 and 
allow

 for a 150 fold em
ission increase, m

aking the failure of only I bag 
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baghouse, but does not give any infonnation about exhaust gas stacks. No information is 
given about the slag skimming baghouse. The pcnnit should clearly detine how 40 CFR 
63. 7830(b) applies to each baghouse based upon the type of baghouse, installation date, 
and exhaust gas stacks. 

Monitoring of the baghouse perfonnance and maintenance of the baghouse must be 
included in the pennit in order to assure compliance. The pennit should include 
requirements similar to those found in Condition 7.4.5-I.b.iv as they would be applied to 
CEMS to initiate corrective actions for emission violations in a timely manner. 

Finally, certain other pennit conditions in the draft CAAPP pennit contain PM IO limits 
associated with emissions points which ought to contain the monitoring requirements set 
forth below. Following is a list of pennit conditions which should be revised: 

i. BOF Additive System emissions (see 7.5.6.fofthe draft CAAPP pennit): PM10 
emissions must not exceed 0.57 TonsNr. The draft C AAPP pennit should be 
revised to require an annual stack test for PMlOemissions (as defined in 7.5 .6.0 
from the trackhopper baghouse which controls the emissions from this process. 
Additionally, due to the importance of bag leak detection, as noted in comment 
7.c.vii below, a bag leak detection system should be required to be installed on the 
binfloor baghouse. The installation, maintenance, and operation requirements of 
Subsection 7.4 of the draft CAAPP pennit for baghouses and bag leak detection 
systems should be expanded to include this bag house in order to provide 
necessary maintenance, cause prompt response to emission control equipment 
malfunction and assure compliance. 

ii. Flux conveyor and transfer pits, and bin t100r emissions (see 7.5.6.g of the draft 
CAAPP pennit): PMIO emissions must not exceed 2.86 Tons/Yr. The draft 
CAAPP pennit should be revised to require an annual stack test for PM 10 
emissions from the binfloor baghouse which controls the emissions from this 
process . Additionally, due to the importance of bag leak detection, as noted in 
subsection 7.c. vii below, a bag leak detection system should be required to be 
installed on the bin floor baghouse. The installation, maintenance, and operation 
requirements of Subsection 7.4 of the draft CAAPP pennit for baghouses and bag 
leak detection systems should be expanded to include this baghouse as well. 

iii. Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper (see 7.5.6.h of the draft 
CAAPP pennit): PMIO emissions must not exceed 12.80 Tons/Yr. Emissions from 
the argon stirring station and material handling tripper as well as the slag 
dispensing and LMF stations are ducted through baghouse #2. Bag leaks play an 
extremely important role in baghouse perfonnance. Depending on the size of the 
baghouse, a bag failure rate as low as 0.5% can reduce efficieny by 15% and 
allow for a 150 fold emission increase, making the failure of only I bag 
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T
he perm

it already acknow
ledges the im

portance of baghouse leaks 
by requiring bag leak detection for other baghouses. In order to cctm

ply w
ith the 

em
ission lim

it and effectively detect bag leaks to ensure proper operation of the 
baghouse. a PM

 C
E

M
S

 should be required. C
E

M
S. rather than a bag leak 

detection system
 is necessary in this case because of the num

erous processes 
being ducted to this baghouse as w

ell as the higher em
ission lim

it in com
parison 

to the flux conveyor and B
O

F additive system
. 

d. O
pacity 

C
ondition 7.5.3-1.a.iii of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it, pursuant to 35 IA

C
 212.446, 

establishes an opacity lim
it of 20 percent for uncaptured em

issions from
 any opening in 

the building housing the B
O

F shop. M
oreover, C

ondition 7.5.7-2.c of the drafi C
A

A
PP 

perm
it specifies that -

 if U
SS-G

C
W

 elects to m
onitor for its com

pliance w
ith this lim

it -
 

"testing to determ
ine com

pliance w
ith 35 IA

C
 2 12.446 shall be perform

ed in accordance 
w

ith 40 C
FR

 Part 60, A
ppendix A

, M
ethod 9, incorporated by reference in 35 IA

C
 

2 12.1 13, except that com
pliance shall be determ

ined by averaging any 12 consecutive 
observations taken at 15 second intervals." 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it fails to require 

U
SS-G

C
W

 to undertake opacity testing and fails to specify how
 frequently any such 

M
ethod 9 observations shall take place, thus failing to require periodic m

onitoring 
suf'ficient to yield reliable data from

 the relevant tim
e period that are representative of 

U
SS-G

C
W

's com
pliance w

ith this opacity lim
it in the perm

it. T
he draft C

A
A

PP perm
it 

should be revised to require daily visual em
issions testing, using 40 C

FR
 Part 60, 

A
ppendix A

, M
ethod 9 procedures. 

e. O
pacity 

C
ondition 7.5.3-1.c.iv of the drafi C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it, pursuant to 40 C

FR
 63.7790(a), 

establishes an opacity lim
it of 20 percent (3-m

inute average) for any secondary em
issions 

that exit any opening in the B
O

PF shop or any other building housing the B
O

PF 
operation. 

A
lthough C

ondition 7.5.7-1 .c requires U
SS-G

C
W

 to "determ
ine the opacity 

from
 the openings B

O
F shop on at least a w

eekly basis," the perm
it is vague as to 

w
hether this w

eekly testing requirem
ent applies specifically to "secondary em

issions that 
exit any opening in the B

O
PF shop or any other building housing the B

O
PF operation" 

(see condition 7.5.3- 1 c.iv). In addition, the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it does not explicitly 
identify w

hich testing m
ethod(s) shall apply to the opacity lim

it for purposes of 
dem

onstrating com
pliance. R

egardless of the applicability of C
ondition 7.5.7-1 .c to the 

opacity lim
it in C

ondition 7.5.3- 1 .c.iv, w
eekly opacity testing cannot provide data 

sufficient to assure com
pliance w

ith the 20 percent opacity lim
it in C

ondition 7.5.3- 
1 .c.iv. T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should be revised to require daily opacity m
onitoring 

according to 40 C
FR

 Part 60, A
ppendix A

, M
ethod 9. D

aily observations using E
PA

 

'?(I W
enjun Q

in, M
anuel D

ekerm
enjian. and R

ichard J. M
artin, P

rclrkfiorr c//'P
(u

-fic*
lr/u

f 
Loucting in E

l.~iiuu.ct 
fronz F

trhric F
iltcr B

~
tg

h
o

u
sc.~

 
w

ith O
nc or. ,t-lorc. I'iiilnl B

rrgc, 56 Journal of the A
ir and W

aste 
M

anagem
ent A

ssociation 1 177 (2006). 
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significant.% The pennit already acknowledges the importance ofbaghouse leaks 
by requiring bag leak detection for other baghouses. In order to comply with the 
emission limit and effectively detect bag leaks to ensure proper operation of the 
baghouse, a PM CEMS should be required. CEMS, rather than a bag leak 
detection system is necessary in this case because of the numerous processes 
being ducted to this baghouse as well as the higher emission limit in comparison 
to the flux conveyor and BOF additive system. 

d. Opacity 
Condition 7.5.3-l.a.iii of the draft CAAPP pennit, pursuant to 35 lAC 212.446, 
establishes an opacity limit of20 percent for uncaptured emissions from any opening in 
the building housing the BOF shop. Moreover, Condition 7.5.7-2.c of the draft CAAPP 
pennit specifies that - if USS-GCW elects to monitor for its compliance with this limit -
"testing to detennine compliance with 35 lAC 212.446 shall be perfonned in accordance 
with 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9, incorporated by reference in 35 [AC 
212.113, except that compliance shall be detennined by averaging any 12 consecutive 
observations taken at 15 second intervals." The draft CAAPP pennit fails to require 
USS-GCW to undertake opacity testing and fails to specify how frequently any such 
Method 9 observations shall take place, thus failing to require periodic monitoring 
sutlicient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of 
USS-GCW's compliance with this opacity limit in the pennit. The draft CAAPP pennit 
should be revised to require daily visual emissions testing, using 40 CFR Part 60, 
Appendix A, Method 9 procedures. 

e. Opacity 
Condition 7.5.3-l.c.iv of the draft CAAPP pennit, pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7790(a}, 
establishes an opacity limit of20 percent (3-minute average) for any secondary emissions 
that exit any opening in the BOPF shop or any other building housing the BOPF 
operation. Although Condition 7.5.7-1.c requires USS-GCW to "detennine the opacity 
from the openings BOF shop on at least a weekly basis," the pennit is vague as to 
whether this weekly testing requirement applies specifically to "secondary emissions that 
exit any opening in the BOPF shop or any other building housing the BOPF operation" 
(see condition 7.5.3-Ic.iv). [n addition, the draft CAAPP pennit does not explicitly 
identify which testing methodes) shall apply to the opacity limit for purposes of 
demonstrating compliance. Regardless of the applicability of Condition 7.5.7-l.c to the 
opacity limit in Condition 7.5.3-I.c.iv, weekly opacity testing cannot provide data 
sufficient to assure compliance with the 20 percent opacity limit in Condition 7.5.3-
I.c.iv. The draft CAAPP pennit should be revised to require daily opacity monitoring 
according to 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9. Daily observations using EPA 

'16 Wenjun Qin, Manuel Dekermenjian. and Richard 1. Martin, Prediction ojParli(,lI/ale Loading in Exhaust 
Fom Fabric Filler Bughouses wilh One or More Failed Bags, 56 Journal of the Air and Waste 
Management Association 1177 (2006). 
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hlcthod 9
 are suppcjrtcd by E

PA
 R

egion V
I1 guidance on opacity m

onitoring for T
itle V

 
perm

i ts.q7 

f, O
pacity 

C
ondition 7.5.3- 1 .f of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it, pursuant to 3 5 IA

C
 2 1 2.3 16(f), 

establishes an opacity lim
it of 20 percent for any fugitive particulate m

atter em
issions not 

already subject to an em
ission lim

itation in other specified regulations. H
ow

ever, the 
draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it fails to require any m

onitoring to determ
ine w

hether U
SS-G

C
W

 is 
operating in com

pliance w
ith this lim

itation. T
he draft C

A
A

PP perm
it should be revised 

to require daily opacity m
onitoring to dem

onstrate com
pliance w

ith condition 7.4.3-1 .c in 
accordance w

ith 40 C
FR

 Part 60, A
ppendix A

, M
ethod 9. D

aily observations using E
PA

 
M

ethod 9 are supported by E
PA

 R
egion V

II guidance on opacity m
onitoring for T

itle V
 

perm
its.08 

g. R
ecordkeeping and R

eporting 
T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should be revised to require U
SS-G

C
W

 to com
ply w

ith the 
recordkeeping and reporting requirem

ents of 35 IA
C

 2 12.3 16(g), w
hich the draft C

A
A

P
P

 
perm

it fails to address, despite m
aking applicable other provisions from

 w
ithin 35 IA

C
 

212.316. 

h. E
SP -

 O
pacity -

 D
aily M

onitoring 
C

ondition 7.5.7- 1(c), pursuant to perm
it #95010001, establishes that Perm

ittee shaIl 
determ

ine the opacity from
 the basic oxygen h

rn
ace (B

O
F

) electrostatic precipitator 
(E

SP) stack for "at least one hour on any norm
al w

ork day (i.e., M
onday through F

riday) 
that the continuous opacity m

onitor on the B
O

F E
SP stack has an outage that exceeds 

tw
o consecutive hours and is still dow

n" [em
phasis added]. T

he perm
it should adjust the 

lanbaage in this subsection to account for the fact that the B
O

F E
SP operates tw

enty four 
hours, seven da-ys a w

eek. E
very day of the w

eek, that is M
onday through Sunday, is a 

"w
ork day" so that the perm

it should determ
ine opacity from

 the B
O

F E
SP stack every 

day of the w
eek. M

oreover, neighbors of the facility are m
ore likely to be at hom

e, and 
exposed to excess em

issions, on Saturday and Sunday, m
aking m

onitoring those days of 
particular im

portance. 

8. 
su

b
section

 7.6 C
ontinuous C

asting 
a. 

C
ondition 7.6.7.b of the draft C

A
A

PP perm
it establishes an em

ission lim
itation 

of 89.50 tons/year for N
O

, em
issions from

 C
aster M

olds. H
ow

ever, the draft 
C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it fails to require any m

onitoring to determ
ine w

hether U
SS-G

C
W

 
is operating in com

pliance w
ith this lim

itation. T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it should 

be revised to require a C
E

M
S

 to dem
onstrate com

pliance w
ith this em

ission 

'17 R
egion V

II G
uidance on Periodic M

onitoring for O
pacity, A

pril 18. 1997, states "M
ethod 9 is the 

preferred visual observation m
ethod. 

T
o the extent practicable. a source should attem

pt to record daily 
opacity m

easurem
ents on each em

issions point subject to an opacity standard." 
')X R

egion V
II G

uidance on Periodic M
onitoring for O

pacity, A
pril 18. 1997, states "M

ethod 9 is the 
preferred visual obsew

ation m
ethod. T

o the extent practicable. a source should attem
pt to record daily 

opacity m
easurem

ents on each em
issions point subject to an opacity standard." 
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Method 9 are supported by EPA Region VII guidance on opacity monitoring for Title V 
. 97 

pennlts. 

f. Opacity 
Condition 7.5.3-l.f of the draft CAAPP pennit, pursuant to 35 lAC 212.316( t), 
establishes an opacity limit of 20 percent for any fugitive particulate matter emissions not 
already subject to an emission limitation in other specitied regulations. However, the 
draft CAAPP pennit fails to require any monitoring to determine whether USS-GCW is 
operating in compliance with this limitation. The draft CAAPP pennit should be revised 
to require daily opacity monitoring to demonstrate compliance with condition 7.4.3-I.c in 
accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9. Daily observations using EPA 
Method 9 are supported by EPA Region VII guidance on opacity monitoring for Title V 

. 98 
pennlts. 

g. Recordkeeping and Reporting 
The draft CAAPP pennit should be revised to require USS-GCW to comply with the 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements of 35 lAC 212.316(g), which the draft CAAPP 
pennit fails to address, despite making applicable other provisions from within 35 lAC 
212.316. 

h. ESP - Opacity - Daily Monitoring 
Condition 7.5.7-I(c), pursuant to pennit #95010001, establishes that Pennittee shall 
detennine the opacity from the basic oxygen furnace (BOF) electrostatic precipitator 
(ESP) stack for "at least one hour on any nonnal work day (i.e., Monday through Friday) 
that the continuous opacity monitor on the BOF ESP stack has an outage that exceeds 
two consecutive hours and is still down" [emphasis added]. The pennit should adjust the 
language in this subsection to account for the fact that the BOF ESP operates twenty four 
hours, seven days a week. Every day of the week, that is Monday through Sunday, is a 
"work day" so that the pennit should detennine opacity from the BOF ESP stack every 
day of the week. Moreover, neighbors of the facility are more likely to be at home, and 
exposed to excess emissions, on Saturday and Sunday, making monitoring those days of 
particular importance. 

8. Subsection 7.6 Continuous Casting 
a. Condition 7.6.7.b of the draft CAAPP pennit establishes an emission limitation 

of 89.50 tons/year for NOx emissions from Caster Molds. However, the draft 
CAAPP pennit fails to require any monitoring to detennine whether USS-GCW 
is operating in compliance with this limitation. The draft CAAPP pennit should 
be revised to require a CEMS to demonstrate compliance with this emission 

'n Region VII Guidance on Periodic Monitoring for Opacity, April 18. I 997, ~tates "Method 9 is the 
preferred visual observation method. To the extent practicable. a ~ource should attempt to record daily 
opacity measurements on each emissions point subject to an opacity standard." 
'IH Region VII Guidance on Periodic Monitoring for Opacity, April 18 , 1997. states "Method 9 is the 
preferred visual observation method. To the extent practicable, a source should attempt to record daily 
opacity measurements on each emissions point subject to an opacity standard," 
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lim
itation, according to one of the applicable m

ethods (M
ethod 7, 7A

, 7B
, 7C

, 
7D

 or 7E
) specified in 40 C

FR
 Part 60, A

ppendix A
.~

" 
b, 

C
onditions 7.6.7.a-e of the draft C

M
P

P
 perm

it establish em
ission lim

itations 
(tonslyear) for P

M
ln em

issions for certain processes (see below
), A

lthough 
condition 7.6,S

.a.ii states that -
 if U

S
S

-G
eW

 elects to undertake m
onitoring -

 it 
should em

ploy the m
ethods specified in 35 IA

C
 2 12.108. H

ow
ever, the draft 

C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it unacceptably fails to require U
SS-G

C
W

 to undertake any such 
m

onitoring, or to specify how
 frequently any such testing shall take place. T

he 
draA

 C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it thus fails to require periodic m
onitoring sufficient to yield 

reliable data from
 the relevant tim

e period that are representative of the source's 
com

pliance w
ith the 

D
raft E

PA
 guidance supports the use of periodic 

stack testing to ensure com
pliance w

ith em
issions lim

it~
.'~

%
e draft C

A
A

P
P

 
perm

it should be revised to require U
SS-G

C
W

 to conduct an annual stack test 
for P

M
lo em

issions to determ
ine U

SS-G
C

W
's com

pliance w
ith the follow

ing 
em

ission lim
its: 

i. 
D

eslagging S
tation and M

aterial H
andling S

tation (see 7.6.7.a): P
M

lo 
em

issions m
ust not exceed 6.35 T

onsN
r. 

ii. 
C

aster M
olds (see 7.6.7.b): P

M
lo em

issions m
ust not exceed 10.74 

T
onsN

r. 
iii. 

C
asters S

pray C
ham

bers (see 7.6.7.c): P
M

lo em
issions m

ust not exceed 
15.25 T

onsN
r. 

iv. 
S

lab C
ut-off (see 7.6.7.d): P

M
lo em

issions m
ust not exceed 12.71 

T
onsN

r. 
v. 

S
lab R

ipping (see 7.6.7.e): P
M

lo em
issions m

ust not exceed 12.92 
T

ons/Y
r. 

c. 
C

ondition 7.6.3-1 .b.ii of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it establishes a 5 percent opacity 
lim

itation for "continuous caster spray cham
bers or continuous casting 

operations". C
ondition 7.6.8.a.iii M

h
e

r specifies that -
 in the event that U

SS- 
G

C
W

 elects to conduct opacity m
onitoring -

 all opacity readings "shall be 
conducted in accordance w

ith the observation procedures established in 40 G
FR

 
Part 60, A

ppendix A
, M

ethod 9." H
ow

ever, the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it fails to 
require U

SS-G
C

W
 to undertake opacity m

onitoring to determ
ine com

pliance 
w

ith this em
ission lim

itation, or to state how
 frequently such m

onitoring shall 
take place. T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should be revised to require opacity 
testing sufficient to yield reliable data from

 the relevant tim
e period that are 

99 A
 sim

ilar testing requirem
ent already exists in a draft T

itle V
 operating perm

it for a different U
.S. Steel 

facility. U
.S. Steel C

lairton W
orks, A

llegheny C
ounty, PA

; proposed June 10,2005 at 52,66, 80, 94. 
A

ttached hereto at E
xhibit 20. 

I" 
C

ondition 7.6.81a) ("T
esting R

equirem
ents") of the draft C

A
A

PP perm
it establishes that "

@
on

 the 
Illinois E

PA
 or U

SE
P'4 request, the Perm

ittee shall conduct testing of the affected slab reheat furnaces" 
[em

phasis added]. In effect, then. the draft C
A

M
P

 perm
it does not im

pose on the Perm
ittee any regular 

testing or m
onitoring requirem

ents w
hich the Perm

ittee m
ust undertake on its ow

n. T
he burden of 
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onstration for purposes of the periodic m
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ents of T
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 is a sotli-ce 
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"" E

xhibit 14 at Sections 4.4,4.5 and 5.10. 
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limitation, according to one of the applicable methods (Method 7, 7A, 78, 7C, 
70 or 7E) specified in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A. 99 

b. Conditions 7.6.7.a-e of the draft CAAPP permit establish emission limitations 
(tons/year) for PM IO emissions for certain processes (see below). Although 
condition 7.6.8.a.ii states that - ifUSS-GCW elects to undertake monitoring - it 
should employ the methods specitied in 35 lAC 212.108. However, the draft 
CAAPP permit unacceptably fails to require USS-GCW to undertake any such 
monitoring, or to specify how frequently any such testing shall take place. The 
draft CAAPP permit thus fails to require periodic monitoring sufficient to yield 
reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source's 
compliance with the permit. 100 Draft EPA guidance supports the use of periodic 
stack testing to ensure compliance with emissions limits. 101 The draft CAAPP 
permit should be revised to require USS-GCW to conduct an annual stack test 
for PM IO emissions to determine USS-GCW's compliance with the following 
emission limits: 

1. Deslagging Station and Material Handling Station (see 7.6.7.a): PMIO 
emissions must not exceed 6.35 TonsNr. 

II. Caster Molds (see 7.6.7.b): PMIO emissions must not exceed 10.74 
TonsNr. 

111. Casters Spray Chambers (see 7.6.7.c): PM IO emissions must not exceed 
15.25 TonsNr. 

IV . Slab Cut-off (see 7.6.7.d): PMIO emissions must not exceed 12.71 
TonsNr. 

v. Slab Ripping (see 7.6.7.e): PMIO emissions must not exceed 12.92 
Tons/Yr. 

c. Condition 7.6.3-l.b.ii of the draft CAAPP permit establishes a 5 percent opacity 
limitation for "continuous caster spray chambers or continuous casting 
operations". Condition 7.6.8.a.iii further specifies that - in the event that USS­
GCW elects to conduct opacity monitoring - all opacity readings "shall be 
conducted in accordance with the observation procedures established in 40 CFR 
Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9." However, the draft CAAPP permit fails to 
require USS-GCW to undertake opacity monitoring to determine compliance 
with this emission limitation, or to state how frequently such monitoring shall 
take place. The draft CAAPP permit should be revised to require opacity 
testing sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are 

99 A similar testing requirement already exists in a draft Title V operating permit for a different U.S. Steel 
facility. U.S. Steel Clairton Works, Allegheny County, PA; proposed June 10,2005 at 52, 66,80,94. 
Attached hereto at Exhibit 20. 
100 Condition 7 .6.8(a) ("Testing Requirements") of the draft CAAPP permit establishes that "Upon the 
Illinois EPA or USEPA request, the Permittee shall conduct testing of the affected slab reheat furnaces" 
[emphasis added] . In effect, then, the draft CAAPP permit does not impose on the Permittee any regular 
testing or monitoring requirements which the Permittee must undertake on its own. The burden of 
compliance demonstration for purposes of the periodic monitoring requirements of Title V is a source 
responsibility. 
101 Exhibit 14 at Sections 4.4,4.5 and 5.10. 
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C
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the Illinois E
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A
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SE
P

A
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SS-G
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 shall conduct testing of the affected slab 

reheat furnaces" [em
phasis added]. In effect, then, the draft C

A
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P
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it does not 
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pose any regular testing requirem

ents and thus fails to require periodic m
onitoring 

sufficient to yield reliable data from
 the relevant tim
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ecordkeeping 
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A
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he coke oven gas (C
O
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) heat input 
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O
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A
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SS-G
C
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 to keep a "m
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I!" See U
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ental Protection A

gency, R
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criodic .bfoni~or.ing,fi,v 
O

pacity, A
pr. 18, 1997 at 3. A
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xhibit 15. 

103 N
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40 C
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ppendix A
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P
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ethod 1

0
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R

 part 5 1, A
ppendix M

; (2) M
ethod 20 IA
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FR
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ppendix M
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FR
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ppendix A
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itle V
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ondition 7.7.8(b) appears to subject 
the em

ission lim
it in 7.7.3-1 to a narrow

er testing requirem
ent than does C

ondition 7.7.8(c). 
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representative of the source's compliance with the pem1it, achievable through 
the installation, certification, operation, and monitoring of a COMS. Where 
operation ofa COMS is technically non-feasible (e.g. roof vents that exceed the 
practical path length of the opacity monitor) 102, compliance demonstration 
should be achieved through daily visual emissions testing accordin¥ to the 
observation procedures in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9. OJ 

9. Subsection 7.7 Hot Strip Mill: 

a. Lack of Required Monitoring 
Condition 7.7.3-1 of the draft CAAPP permit, pursuant to 35 lAC 212.45S(b)(10), 
establishes an emission limitation for PM lo of3S.7 ngll (0.09 lbs/mmbtu) of heat input 
from the slab furnaces. Condition 7.7 .S.c states that - in the event that USS-GCW elects 
to conduct monitoring to determine its compliance with this emission limit - it shall 
follow the methods specified in 35 rAC 212.1 OS.I04 However, the draft CAAPP permit 
does not require USS-GCW to undertake such monitoring, nor does it specify how 
frequently any such monitoring should take place. Condition 7. 7.S.a provides that "Upon 
the Illinois EPA or USEPA reqllest, USS-GCW shall conduct testing of the affected slab 
reheat furnaces" [emphasis added]. In effect, then, the draft C AAPP permit does not 
impose any regular testing requirements and thus fails to require periodic monitoring 
sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the 
source's compliance with the permit. Therefore, the draft CAAPP permit should be 
revised to install and operate a PM CEMS to determine USS-GCW's compliance with 
this significant PM 10 emissions limitation. 

b. Recordkeeping 
Condition 7.7.7(b) of the draft CAAPP permit references a requirement carried over from 
Operating Permit #720S003S. The condition states: "The coke oven gas (COG) heat input 
fraction from firing COG in conjunction with natural gas (NG) shall not exceed 0.S63 
based on a maximum heat input to the 4 slab heating furnaces of 1915 million Btu per 
hour and a calculated COG particulate emission rate of 0.044 pounds of particulate per 
million BTU per hour per a stack test on A Battery stack on 3-2S-S9." It is unclear how 
USS-GCW will show compliance with the 1,915 million Btu per hour heat input 
limitation to the 4 slab heating furnaces. Condition 7.7. 10(c) of the draft CAAPP permit 
requires USS-GCW to keep a "monthly log of amount for each type offuel used" 

102 See U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 7, Regiun 7 Pulir..y on Periodic /'v/oniluring/iJl" 
Opucitv, Apr. 18 . 1997 at 3. Attached hereto at Exhibit IS. 
IO~ Note that the requirement to conduct opacity readings in accordance with the observation procedures in 
40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9 already exists in Condition 7.6.8(a)(iii) of the draft CAAPP penni!. 
104 3S lAC 212.1 08(a) allows PM 10 emissions to be measured by any of three methods. at the option of Ihe 
owner or operator of the emission unit: (I) Method 201,40 CFR part SI. Appendix M; (2) Method 20IA, 
40 CFR part SI , Appendix M; and (3) Method 5, 40 CFR part 60 , Appendix A. However. condition 
7.7.8(b) of the Title V draft pem1it specifies that the the "particulate matter emission s subject to the limit 
established in Condition 7.7.3-1 shall be detennined in accordance with procedures published in 40 CFR 
Purl (j(). Appendix A, Melhods llhrough 5 [emphasis added]." Thus. Condition 7.7.8(b) appears to subject 
the emission limit in 7.7.3-1 to a narrower testing requirement than does Condition 7.7.8(c) . 
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[em
phasis added]. H
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10. Subsection 7.8 F
inishing O
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C
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A

A
P

P
 perm

it, pursuant to 40 C
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 63.1 162(a)(l), 

requires perform
ance tests to "m
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C

l m
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s at the control device inlet and 
outlet or the concentration of H
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he draft C
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P
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it further 
specifies that such tests should be "conducted by U

SS-G
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to an alternative schedule that is approved by the applicable perm
itting authority, but no 
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ow
ever, C
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establishes that the testing in 7.8.8(a)(iii) shall occur every 2.5 years. T

his fiequency of 
testing is not sufficient to assure com

pliance w
ith the term

s and conditions of the C
A

A
P

P
 

perm
it. T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should be revised to require perform
ance testing 

pursuant to 40 C
FR

 63.1 162(a)(l) on at least an annual basis. A
 m

ajor rationale for 
increasing the frequency of testing is that H

C
l is classified as a H

azardous A
ir Pollutant 

(H
A

P
) in E

PA
's N

ational E
m

issions Inventory (N
E

I) database. 

11. Subsection 7.10 B
oilers: 

a. 
C

ondition 7.10.3(c) of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it, pursuant to 35 IA
C

 2 12.207, 
establishes an hourly lim

it for PM
 em

issions caused by the sim
ultaneous 

com
bustion of m

ore than one type of fuel in a fuel com
bustion em

ission unit. 
A

lthough condition 7.10.12(a) of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it specifies that 
com

pliance w
ith the applicable standards of C

ondition 7.10.3 "shall be achieved 
by the w

ork practices, testing, m
onitoring, recordkeeping and reporting 

requirem
ents described in subsection 7.10," the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it does not 

actually require any w
ork practices, testing, m

onitoring, "'7 
recordkeeping or 

1115 In a letter dated D
ecem

ber 1 1, 1997, to Florida D
epartm

ent of E
nvironm

ental Protection, U
.S. E

P
A
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egion 4 objected to the issuance of a P
roposed Part 70 O

perating Perm
it for Florida P

ow
er g

i L
ight's 

M
anatee Plant. L

etter from
 U

.S. E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency to Florida D

epartm
ent of E
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ental 

Protection. D
ee. 1 1. 1997, irt~rilrrhlc. ut 

http: ' w
w

u~
.epa.govlregion07 programsiartdlair~title5't5metnos'fj7&11997.pdf. Attached hereto as E

xhibit 
13. In E

nclosure 1 of that letter, U
.S. E

PA
 stated that one of its reasons for objecting to the perm

it w
as that 

the perm
it did not include an hourly fuel usage recordkeeping requirem

ent to ensure com
pliance w

ith an 
hourly heat input lim

it. A
n analogous situation exists w

ith C
ondition 7.7.7(b) of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it. 

I lit, See U
.S

. E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency, N

ational E
m

issions Inventory H
azardous A

ir Pollutant 
N
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107 A
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ental nlonitoring 
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[emphasis added]. However, since these records will be used to determine compliance 
with the maximum hourly heat input limitation in Condition 7.7.7(b), the pem1it should 

. I I ' I dk" 105 contatn an lOur y tue usage recor eepmg reqUlrement. . 

c. NOx 
The permit neither mentions nor imposes emission limits, monitoring, or recordkeeping 
requirements regarding NOx emissions from the hot strip mill. The final CAAPP and/or 
Project Summary/Statement of Basis should explain this fact and either add applicable 
NOx requirements or explain why no such requirements apply to these emissions . 

10. Subsection 7.8 Finishing Operations 
Condition 7.8.8(a)(iii) of the draft C AAPP permit, pursuant to 40 CFR 63 .1162(a)( I), 
requires performance tests to "measure the HCI mass flows at the control device inlet and 
outlet or the concentration of HCI exiting the controL" The draft CAAPP permit further 
specifies that such tests should be "conducted by USS-GCW either annually or according 
to an alternative schedule that is approved by the applicable permitting authority, but no 
less frequently than every 2.5 years." However, Condition 7.8.8(b) effectively 
establishes that the testing in 7.8 .8(a)(iii) shall occur every 2.5 years. This frequency of 
testing is not sufficient to assure compliance with the terms and conditions of the CAAPP 
permit. The draft CAAPP permit should be revised to require performance testing 
pursuant to 40 CFR 63.1 1 62(a)( I) on at least an annual basis. A major rationale for 
increasing the frequency of testing is that HCI is classified as a Hazardous Air Pollutant 
(HAP) in EPA's National Emissions Inventory (NEI) database. 106 

11. Subsection 7.10 Boilers: 
a. Condition 7.1 0.3(c) of the draft CAAPP permit, pursuant to 35 lAC 212.207, 

establishes an hourly limit for PM emissions caused by the simultaneous 
combustion of more than one type of fuel in a fuel combustion emission unit. 
Although condition 7.1 0.12(a) of the draft CAAPP permit specifies that 
compliance with the applicable standards of Condition 7.10.3 "shall be achieved 
by the work practices, testing, monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements described in subsection 7. [ 0," the draft CAAPP permit does not 
actually require any work practices, testing, monitoring, 107 recordkeeping or 

10, In a letter dated December II, 1997. to Florida Department of Environmental Protection, U.S . EPA 
Region 4 objected to the issuance of a Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit for Florida Power & Light's 
Manatee Plant. Letter from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection. Dec. II. 1997. ami/ah/e a/ 
hup: '! www.epa.govlregion07!programs/artd/air/title5/t5memos/tp&II997 .pdf. Attached hereto as Exhibit 
23. In Enclosure I of that letter. U.S. EPA stated that one of its reasons for objecting to the permit was that 
the permit did not include an hourly fuel usage recordkeeping requirement to ensure compliance with an 
hourly heat input limit. An analogous situation exists with Condition 7.7.7(b) of the draft CAAPP pemlit. 
106 Sec U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National Emissions Inventory Hazardous Air Pollutant 
Names, available at http://www.epa.gov/air/datalhelp/hneihapsli.html (last visited Feb. 25, 2009). Attached 
hereto as Exhibit 24. 
1117 According to Condition 7.IO.R of the draft CAAPP permit, "No direct instrumental monitoring 
procedures and/or requirements are established for the affected boilers." 
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log Illinois E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency, C

onsfruetion P
em

it N
um

ber 95010001, P
aagraph 2 1{a)-(c), 

U
.S. Steef C

ofporation -
 G

ranite C
ity. June 25,2002, condition 22 and T

able 4. A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 
17. 
'09 See Production Increase Perm

it if95010001, Paragraph 2l(a)-(c). 
'" IIEPA

 C
onstruction P

em
it N

um
ber 95010001, U

.S. Steel C
orporation - G

ranite C
ity, June 25,2002, 

condition 2 1 .a-c. 
' 

I Plesae see co
m

en
r 5.b. for our discussion on the availability of PM

 C
E

M
S for industrial sources. 

112 Plesae see com
m

ent 5.b. for our discussion on the availability of C
O

 C
E

M
S for industrial sources. 
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reporting sunki~nt tll yidd reliable data from the relevant time period that arc 
rcplicscrllari\le of the source's compliance' with t.he pennit. In Ilarticular. the 
dn.l,tt C AAPP pennit docs not require any tests tor' isual emissions from Ihe 
atf ected hoilers descrihed in Subsection 7.10. Please note ·that a lI'ecordkeeping 
rcquirremcnt alone is not likely to ensure compliance with tbe PM limi,t.. namely 
hecause USS-GCW is pennilted to hunl Blast f.urna-ce Gas (BFG) and Fut:1 Oil 
in 4lddition to "dean" natural gas.ltI~ IIIQrhllS creating the patentia} for USS-GCW 
ro en.lilt signi ficamt PM emissions and trigger title I imit in this condition of the 
draft CAAPP permit. II!) We thcmforc request that USS-GCW insta~ 1. certify. 
operate. altd monitor u PM CEMS to detelmine cmTlpl\iance with the hourly PM 
limit in 7.!O.3.c. 111 

b. Condition 7.10.7(d)(i) of the draft CAAPP pennit states that' upon a reasonable 
reqllest/i'om 'lte.' IIIiJlois EPA, USS-OCW shall conduct performance test i[sic] 
of the affected hoilers while burning blast furnaee gases OI other nontradition~d 
fuels" [emphasis .added] . However. in order to yield reliable data from the 
relevant time period that are representative of the source's compliance with the 
permit. perfomtance tests of the affected boiil ers ought to be requi.red at a 
minimum on an annual basis. Furtbcmlore, the final CAAP,P pennit should 
outline which variables and parameters will be measured in fhe above­
referenced performance tests. 

I. For example;!, the fmal CAAPP permit must establish a resting method 
for carbon monoxide emissions from the boilers'. Condition 7. 1 O.3( e) of 
the draft CAAPP permjt, pursuant to 35 lAC 216.121, establ.ish.es a limit 
of 200 ppm for em.issions of CO from the affected boiler processes. In 
order to yield reltable data from the relevant time period tbat are 
reprt;sentative ofUSS-GCW's compliance wrth this 'limit, we request 
that the CAAPP penni,t require an annual perfonnance test to 
demonstrate cdmpli:Emce with the 200 ppm llimit. In order to yield 
reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of 
USS-GCW's compliance with th.is limit, we request that the CAAPP 
pennit require an CO COMS. 112 

c. Condition 7.1 0.9(c) of the draft CAAPP pennit requires USS-GCW to create 
monthly ~ecords pcrtai.ning to the percent lead, ash. and sulfur. ppm of halogen 
content, ppm of chromium, arsenk, lead and cadnilum, and the flash point of 
each shipment of recycled oiL However, this recordkeeping requirement is not 
sufficient to assure compliance with the tenns aod conditions of the CAAPP 
permit because the draft CAAPP permit faits to require any testing which would 

108 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, Construction Permit Number 950 10001. Paragmph 21 (a)-(c), 
U.S. Sleel Corp6ration ·- Granile City, June 25, 2002, condition 22 and Table 4. Attached hereto as Exhibil 
17. 
10'l See Production Increase Permit #9501000 I. Paragraph 21 (a)-(c). 
110 IEPA Construction Permit Number 9501000 L, U.S. Sleel CorporaliolT - Granite City. June 25, 2002. 
condition 21.a-c. 
III Plesae see comment S.b. for our discussion on the availability of PM CEMS for indwtrial .'~ources. 
112 PJesae see comment 5.b. for our discu~~ion on the availabililY of CO CEMS for industrial sources. 
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yield reliable data. T
he tinal C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it ought to specify the testing 

m
ethod(s) that L

S
S

-G
C

W
 shall use to produce the records required by 

C
onditictn 7.10.9(c). 

d. 
C

ondition 7.10.9(d) of the drafl C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it also requires L
S

S
-G

C
W

 to 
create m

onthly records pertaining to the percent lead, percent ash, and percent 
sulfur, and the tlash point of each shipm

ent of Interm
ediate L

ight O
il. 

H
ow

ever, this recordkeeping requirem
ent is not sufficient to assure com

pliance 
w

ith the term
s and conditions of the C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it because the draft C

A
A

P
P

 
perm

it fails to require any testing w
hich w

ould yield reliable data. T
he tinal 

C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it ought to specify the testing m
ethod(s) that U

SS-G
C

W
 shall use 

to produce the records required by C
ondition 7.10.9(d). 

12. Subsection 7.1 1 Internal C
om

bustion E
ngines 

a. 
In section 7.1 1 the perm

it applies a P
M

IO
 em

ission lim
it to com

bustion engines 
but fails to require any m

onitoring of particulate em
issions from

 com
bustion 

engines. C
ondition 7.1 1.3(c) specifies a lim

it of .O
l gr/scf on P

M
lo

 em
issions 

from
 any process unit but the perm

it does not provide m
onitoring sufficient to 

yield reliable data representative of com
pliance w

ith this lim
it. A

s an 
instantaneous lim

it is specified it is recom
m

ended that a C
E

M
S

 for particulate 
m

atter be required to m
onitor em

issions in order to dem
onstrate com

pliance. If a 
C

E
M

S
 is used then the necessary record keeping and reporting requirem

ents to 
dem

onstrate com
pliance are contained in conditions 7.1 1.1 O

(e)(iv) and 
7.1 1.1 1 (a)(iii), respectively. If, how

ever, it is show
n that less frequent 

m
onitoring is sufficient to dem

onstrate com
pliance then record keeping 

requirem
ents m

ust be specified since condition 7.1 1.1 O
(e)(iv) only applies to 

C
E

M
S

 and C
PM

S. 
b. 

T
he perm

it applies em
ission lim

its for PM
, C

O
, N

O
x, and SO

2 to the em
ergency 

generator in condition 7.1 1.7(b) but lacks m
onitoring sufficient to dem

onstrate 
com

pliance for all of the listed pollutants except C
O

. A
 stack test for each 

pollutant should be required once every 5 years to establish em
ission factors 

from
 the em

ergency generator. Since the generator is only used for em
ergency 

situations, this w
ill provide adequate data for com

pliance w
ith the hourly and 

annual em
ission lim

its. 
c. 

C
ondition 7.1 1.6(a) sets param

eter lim
itations for catalyst inlet tem

perature and 
pressure drop across the catalyst. M

onitoring, record keeping, and reporting 
requirem

ents sufficient to yield reliable data to represent com
pliance w

ith these 
conditions of the perm

it are absent. C
ondition 7.1 1.9(b) states: "If the Perm

ittee 
is required to install a continuous param

eter m
onitoring system

 (C
P

M
S

) as 
specified in T

able 5 o
f.. . subpart (Z

Z
Z

Z
 of 40 C

FR
 part 63), the Perm

ittee 
shall install, operate, and m

aintain each C
P

M
S

 according to the requirem
ents in 

40 C
FR

 63.8." W
hile som

e portions of T
able 5 address catalyst tem

perature and 
pressure drop the perm

it does not m
ake it clear w

hat m
onitoring system

s, if any, 
are required to m

onitor these param
eters in order to dem

onstrate com
pliance. 

S
om

e m
ethods of dem

onstrating com
pliance in T

able 5 of subpart Z
Z

Z
Z

, w
hich 

gives requirem
ents to dem

onstrate initial com
pliance, require C

P
M

S
 to 
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yield reliable data. The final C AAPP permit ought to specify the testing 
methodes) that USS-GCW shall use to produce the records required by 
Condition 7. 10.9(c). 

d. Condition 7.1 0.9(d) of the draft CAAPP permit also requires USS-GCW to 
create monthly records pertaining to the percent lead, percent ash, and percent 
sulfur, and the tlash point of each shipment of Intermediate Light Oil. 
However, this recordkeeping requirement is not sufficient to assure compliance 
with the terms and conditions of the CAAPP permit because the draft CAAPP 
pennit fails to require any testing which would yield reliable data. n1e tinal 
CAAPP permit ought to specify the testing methodes) that USS-GCW shall use 
to produce the records required by Condition 7.1 0.9(d). 

12. Subsection 7.11 Internal Combustion Engines 
a. In section 7.1 I the permit applies a PMIO emission limit to combustion engines 

but fails to require any monitoring of particulate emissions from combustion 
engines. Condition 7. \ \.3(c) specifies a limit of.OI grlscfon PMt o emissions 
from any process unit but the pennit does not provide monitoring sufticient to 
yield reliable data representative of compliance with this limit. As an 
instantaneous limit is specified it is recommended that a CEMS for particulate 
matter be required to monitor emissions in order to demonstrate compliance. If a 
CEMS is used then the necessary record keeping and reporting requirements to 
demonstrate compliance are contained in conditions 7.\1.1 O(e)(iv) and 
7. I 1. 11 (a)(iii), respectively. If, however, it is shown that less frequent 
monitoring is sufficient to demonstrate compliance then record keeping 
requirements must be specified since condition 7.11.1 O(e)(iv) only applies to 
CEMS and CPMS. 

b. The permit applies emission limits for PM, CO, NOx, and S02 to the emergency 
generator in condition 7.1 I .7(b) but lacks monitoring sufficient to demonstrate 
compliance for all of the listed pollutants except CO. A stack test for each 
pollutant should be required once every 5 years to establish emission factors 
from the emergency generator. Since the generator is only used for emergency 
situations, this will provide adequate data for compliance with the hourly and 
annual emission limits. 

c. Condition 7. I 1.6(a) sets parameter limitations for catalyst inlet temperature and 
pressure drop across the catalyst. Monitoring, record keeping, and reporting 
requirements sufficient to yield reliable data to represent compliance with these 
conditions of the permit are absent. Condition 7. 11. 9(b) states: "If the Permittee 
is required to install a continuous parameter monitoring system (CPMS) as 
specified in Table 5 of . .. subpart (ZZZZ of 40 CFR part 63), the Permittee 
shall install, operate, and maintain each CPMS according to the requirements in 
40 CFR 63.8." While some portions of Table 5 address catalyst temperature and 
pressure drop the permit does not make it clear what monitoring systems, if any, 
are required to monitor these parameters in order to demonstrate compliance. 
Some methods of demonstrating compliance in Table 5 of subpart ZZZZ, which 
gives requirements to demonstrate initial compliance, require CPMS to 
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"ct~ntinunusly monitor operating param
etm

 approved by tltu A
dm

inistrator (if 
any)." Som

e m
ethods rq

u
irc

 the "recording of appro\xrl operating param
eters 

(if any) during the initial perft~m
ance test." T

able 6 o
f the sam

e subpart lists 
requitm

ents for m
u1 tiple rnetIlods of dem

onstrating continuous cotnpl ionce 
w

ith em
ission lim

itations. Som
e of tlrese m

ethods rq
u

ire "collecting the 
approved :dr.lpw

atin_r pnram
ctcr (if any) data.. . ." T

he perm
itting nuttlority. 

thcrcforc. m
ust specify the panm

ctcrs to be continuous1 y m
oni tortd. 

periodicaI1 y m
onitored. and m

easured during p
d

i~
rm

~
m

ce 
tests. N

ot addressing 
this issue causes conditions 7. I I .fi{a) and 7.1 1.9Ih) to becom

e unenforceable, 
T

ftc perm
it d

~ou
ld

 specify these param
eters in

 order to contain m
onitoring 

su f'ficicnt to represent com
pliance w

ith the perm
it. 

13. S
ubsection 7.12 G

aso
lin

e Storage and D
ispensing 

Section 7
. I2 lack

 necessary m
anitoring, record keeping, and reporting to assure 

com
pliance w

ith 35 !A
C

 2 19.30 I. C
ondition 7.12.3(b)(i I) gives an hourly 

m
issio

n
 lim

it o
f X lbhr but the perm

it does not specify any m
onitoring 

sufficient to yield selinble data representative of cam
pliance 

r perm
it, 

Section 7.12.12 of tlie perm
it states that "com

pliance w
ith a

 
s 7.12.3(b) 

is considered to be assured by the use of subm
erged loading pipe and vapor 

balance system
..,". The use of the subm

ergd loading pipe and vapor balance 
system

 are not sufficient to dem
onstrate com

pliance w
ith the em

ission lim
it as 

neither of them
 m

easure em
issions, 35 LA

C
 2 19.302p

) and fc) state that 
em

issions in excess of 8 Ib
A

r are acceptable if "a vapor recovery system
 w

hich 
adsorbs and/or condenses at least 85 percent of the total uncontrolled organic 
m

aterial that w
ould otherw

ise be em
itted to the atm

osphw
e; or, any other air 

pollution control equipm
ent approved by the A

gency and approved by the 
U

S EPA
 as a SIP revision capable of reducing by 85 percent or m

ore the 
uncontm

lled organic m
aterial that w

ould be otherw
ise em

ittl 
atnosphere"is used. If the use of the subm

erged loading pip 
tpor balance 

system
 do exem

pt the source from lim
iting em

ission to below
 8
 lbihr by 

absorbing and condensing 85 percent of m
aterials that w

ould otherw
ise be 

em
issions then that should be noted in the perm

it and condition 7.12.3(b)(ii) 
should be put in section 7.12.4, 

as it w
ould no longer apply. If &

e exem
ption in 

35 TAC 219,302@
) and (c) does not apply then the pw

m
it should specify 

periodic m
onitoring sufficient to dem

onstrate com
pliance. 

w
ith thc 

m
dition 

d
 to the 

le
 and vi 
.
 
.
.
 
. 

V
. 

R
ecordkeeping and R

ep
od

n
g R

equirem
ents M

ust B
e Supplem

ented in 
C

onjunction w
ith A

dditional M
onitoring R

equirem
ents. 

C
oncom

itant w
ith the need to add the m

onitoring requirem
ents described above are 

parallel needs to specify recordkeeping and m
onitoring requirem

ents so that IE
PA

, 
U

SE
PA

, and the public can have access to the m
onitoring data to confirm

 U
SS-G

C
W

's 
com

pliance status. W
hile m

onitoring data know
n only to U

SS-C
G

W
 can in

fam
 the 

com
pany" operations and facilitate its e&

rts to attain and m
aintain com

pliance, the T
itle 

V
iC

A
A

PP perm
it is also d

e
sig

d
 to facilibte com

pliance and enforcem
ent by the federal 
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"I.lontinuousiy monitor (lp~rat'fng paranlelers apprlwed by Ihe Admirtj~trator (if 
any): ' Soru~ mt!lhotis require tl,e "n:cord~ng of appr:on:d npL'fnting parameters 
(if any) daring the initial pcrti.mnancc test." Table (, ufth~ same subp.,rt Iisls 
requirements .tl)r multipl~ methods of demonstrating continuous compliance 
with cluissi{m 1~ ,fI1i,;uions. Some ofthese metlll1ds fL'quir.e "collecting the 
approved opcrati.ug paramdcr (j f any) datu ... ,'. Tl1e pennitting authority, 
thcretorc. rlllllsi specify IIle parameters to be continuous'ly morutort.'<i. 
periodil.;al\ly monitored. and measured during pertQriTl1.mce It.'Sis. Not addressing 
this issue causeln;onditidns 7.11.6(a) and 7.1 L9(b) to become unenforceable. 
The pt..'l1nit should specify 'these parameters in order to conla,in monitoring 
sutl1cicnt to represent complianCe! with the pennit. 

13. Subsection 7.12 'Gasoline Storage and Dispensing 
Section 7.12 lacks necessary monitoring, record keeping, and reporting to assure 
compliance with 3S lAC 219.301. Condition 7.12.3(b)(ii) gives an hourly 
emission <limit of 8 Ib/hr but the pennit docs not specify any monitoring 
sufficient to yield n~liable auta represent.ative of comp\~ance with the pennit. 
Section 7.12.12 of the pennit states that "com'pliance with conditions 7 .11 .3(b) 
is considered to be assured by the use of submerged loading pipe and vapor 
balance system ... ". The use of the submerged toading pipe and vapor balance 
system are not sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the emission limit as 
neither of them measure emissions. 35 lAC 219.302(b} and (c) state that 
emissions in excess of 8 Ibslhr are acceptable if Ita vapor recovery system which 
adsorbs andlor.condenses at least 85 percent of the total uncontroned organic 
material\ that wou~d otherwise be emitted to the atmosphere~; or, an.y other air 
pollution control equipment approved by the Agency and approved by the 
US EP A as a SIP revision capable of reducing by 85 percent or more the 
uncontTOHed organic materiall that would be otherwise emitted to the 
atmosphere" is used. If the us~ of the submerged loading pipe and vapor balance 
system do exempt the source from limiting emission to below 8 Ib/hr by 
absorbing and cond.ensing 85 percel~t of materials that would otherwise be 
emissions then that should be noted in ,the pennit and conditioD 7 .12.3(b )(ii) 
should be pot in section 7.12.4, as it would no longer appty. If the exemption in 
35 lAC 219.302(b) and (c) does not apply then the permit should specify 
periodic monitoring sufficient to demonstrate complitance. 

V. Recordke,eping and Reporting Reqilirements Must Be Supplemented in 
Conjunction with Additional Monito'ring Requirements. 

Concomitant with the need to add the monitoring requirements described above are 
parallel needs to speci fy record keeping and monitoring requirements so that IEP A, 
USEPA, and the public can have access to the moniltoring data to confi1nn USS~GCW's 

compliance status. While monitoring data known only to USS-GCW can infann the 
company's operations and facilitate its efforts to attain and maintain compliance. the Title 
V/CAAPP permit is also designed to facilitate compliance and enforcement by the federal 
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and state gokem
m

ent and the public. ilccordingly, w
hen IE

PA
 ret ises the draft C

A
A

P
P

 
to include the additional, required, periodic m

onitc~ring as described abote, IE
PA

 should 
also re\ ise the draft C

A
A

P
P

 to require U
SS-G

C
W

 to m
aintain records and report the 

results of its m
onitoring activities sufficient to determ

ine U
SS-G

C
C

V
's com

pliance status. 

V
I. 

T
he D

raft C
A

A
P

P
 P

erm
it U

nlaw
fully L

acks A
 C

om
pliance Schedule to 

R
em

edy C
urrent \'iolations 

W
here a facility is not in com

pliance w
ith applicable requirem

ents at the tim
e of T

itle 
V

K
A

A
P

P
 perm

it issuance, federal and state law
 require that the T

itle V
 application 

include a com
pliance plan including a com

pliance schedule, and that the perm
it w

hen 
issue include a com

pliance schedule. ' '' 
A

ll C
A

A
PP perm

its shall contain em
ission lim

itations and standards and . . . 
schedtiles~for achieving conzpliatzce at the earliest reasonable date, w

hich are or 
w

ill be required to accom
plish the purposes and provisions of this A

ct and to 
assure com

pliance w
ith all applicable requirem

ents.' '" 
T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 fails to include an adm

ittedly-required com
pliance schedule, and fails 

to address several areas of apparent additional violations requiring com
pliance schedules. 

a. 
T

he D
raft C

A
A

P
P

 P
erm

it U
nacceptably Includes a "P

laceholder" for a 
R

equired C
om

pliance Schedule R
ather than the C

om
pliance Schedule 

Itself. 

B
eginning in 2005, IE

PA
 filed a series of three com

plaints against U
SS-G

C
W

 for 
air pollution violations at this facility. In D

ecem
ber 2007, the parties filed and the 

C
O

U
~

 
approved a C

onsent O
rder settling the litigation.li5 T

he C
onsent O

rder 
required U

SS-G
C

W
 to subm

it, am
ong other things, a detailed com

pliance 
schedule regarding the blast oxygen furnace operations by M

arch 3 1, 2008, and to 
im

plem
ent the com

pliance schedule by June 30,2008.'  h
e
 C

onsent O
rder 

also highlighted the inadequacy of the existing m
onitoring regim

e at U
SS-G

C
W

.) 
N

either the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it nor the Project Sum
m

ary addresses U
SS-G

C
W

's 
efforts to com

ply w
ith the num

erous requirem
ents and deadlines in the C

onsent 
O

rder, m
any of w

hich requirem
ents overlap w

ith conditions in the draft C
A

A
PP. 

T
he revised C

A
A

PP and/or Project Sum
m

ary/Statem
ent of B

asis should do so. 

'' 
42 U

.S.C
. 3 7661b(b)(l): 42 U

.S.C
. $ 7661c(a); 40 C

.F.R
. 3 70,5(c)(X

)(iii)(C
); and 40 C

.F.R
. $ 

70. 6(c)(3). 
I I4 415 IL

L
. CO

M
P

. ST
A

T
. 5'39,5(7)(a)(em

phasis added). 
"' Consent O

rder 05-C
H

-750. People of the State of Illinois, ex rel., L
isa M

adigan v. U
.S. Steel 

C
orporation, Inc. D

ec. 18. 2007, C
ircuit C

ourt of the T
hird Judicial C

ircuit, M
adison C

ounty. Illinois. 
A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 5. 

"
"
 C

onsent O
rder 05-C

H
-750, People of the State of Illinois. ex rel., L

isa M
adigan v. U

.S. Steel 
C

orporation, Inc. D
ec. 18, 2007. C

ircuit C
ourt of the T

hird Judicial C
ircuit, M

adison C
ounty, Illinois. S

ee 
paragraphs D

.3.d. and e. A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 5. 
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and state government and the pUblic. Accordingly, when IEPA revises the draft C AAPP 
to include the additional , required, periodic monitoring as described above, IEPA should 
also revise the draft CAAPP to require USS-GCW to maintain records and report the 
results of its monitoring activities sufficient to detennine USS-GCW's compliance status. 

VI. The Draft CAAPP Permit Unlawfully Lacks A Compliance Schedule to 
Remedy Current Violations 

Where a facility is not in compliance with applicable requirements at the time of Title 
ViC AAPP pennit issuance, federal and state law require that the Title V application 
include a compliance plan including a compliance schedule, and that the pennit when 
issue include a compliance schedule. 113 

Ail C AAPP pennits shall contain emission limitations and standards and .. . 
schedules/or achieving compliance at the earliest reasonable date, which are or 
will be required to accomplish the purposes and provisions of this Act and to 
assure compliance with all applicable requirements. I 14 

The draft CAAPP fails to include an admittedly-required compliance schedule, and fails 
to address several areas of apparent additional violations requiring compliance schedules. 

a. The Draft CAAPP Permit Unacceptably Includes a "Placeholder" for a 
Required Compliance Schedule Rather than the Compliance Schedule 
Itself. 

BehTinning in 2005, IEPA filed a series of three complaints against USS-GCW for 
air pollution violations at this facility. In December 2007, the parties filed and the 
court approved a Consent Order settling the litigation. I 15 The Consent Order 
required USS-GCW to submit, among other things, a detailed compliance 
schedule regarding the blast oxygen furnace operations by March 31, 2008, and to 
implement the compliance schedule by June 30,2008. 116 (The Consent Order 
also highlighted the inadequacy of the existing monitoring regime at USS-GCW.) 
Neither the draft C AAPP pennit nor the Project Summary addresses USS-GCW's 
efforts to comply with the numerous requirements and deadlines in the Consent 
Order, many of which requirements overlap with conditions in the draft C AAPP . 
The revised CAAPP and/or Project Summary/Statement of Basis should do so. 

11.\ 42 U.s.c. * 7Mlb(b)(I): 42 U.s.c. * 7Mlc(a); 40 C.F.R. * 70.5(c)(S)(iii)(C); and 40 C.F.R. * 
70.o(c)(3) . 
114 415 ILL. COMPo STAT. 5139.5(7)(a)(emphasis added) . 
11 5 Consent Order 05-CH-750. People of the State of liIinois, ex reI., lisa Madigan V. U.S. Steel 
Corporation, Inc. Dec . IS . 2007, Circuit Court of the Third Judicial Circuit, Madison Co unty, Illinois. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit 5. 
116 Consent Order 05-CH-750. People of the State of Illinois. ex reI.. Lisa Madigan V. U.S . Steel 
Corporation, Inc. Dec.IS . 2007. Circuit Court of the Third Judicial Circuit, Madison County. Illinois. See 
paragraphs D.3 .d. and e . Attached hereto as Exhibit 5. 
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itted an acceptable com

pliance plan to satisfy 
the ?ifarch 3 I. 2008 deadline, and accordingly could not have satisfied the June 
30, 2008 deadline for im

plem
enting the phantom
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One glaring aspect of non-compliance. however. is acknowledged in the draft 
C AAPP: USS-GCW had not submitted an acceptable compliance plan to satisfy 
the March 31, 2008 deadline, and accordingly could not have satisfied the June 
30,2008 deadline for implementing the phantom plan. Section 7.5 . 14 of the draft 
C AAPP explains as tollows (emphasis added): 

The Permittee was sent Violation Notice A-2007-00009 by the Illinois 
EPA for violations related to the affected BOF shop. The violation notice 
alleged exceedances of the 20% opacity limit on uncaptured emissions 
from openings in the building housing the BOF shop. (Sections 9(a) and 
9(b) of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, 35 II\, Adm . Code 
212l.446(c) and condition 8 of operating permit 950 I 00 I) . The violations 
were referred to the Office of the Illinois Attorney General by the Illinois 
EPA. The violations were resolved via consent order 05- CH-750, which 
was entered on December 18, 2007 in the Circuit Court for the Third 
Judicial Circuit, Madison County, [\linois. This consent order required 
U.S. Steel to submit a compliance schedule for incorporation into this 
pennit. As of the date of issuance of this permit drafi, an acceptable 
compliance schedule that would demonstrate compliance with the above 
referenced violations has yet to be submitted. 

TEPA explained at the public hearing on the draft CAAPP that USS-GCW had 
submitted a prorosed compliance schedule but JEPA rejected it as 
unacceptable. I I However, rather than waiting to issue the draft CAAPP until it 
had an acceptable compliance schedule to include, TEPA issued the public an 
IOU. Condition 5. \3 of the draft CAAPP - USS-GCW states, in full: 

Placeholder for compliance schedule to be ordered by the Third Judicial 
Circuit in People o.fthe State of111inois v. United States Steel Corporation, 
Madison County Circuit Court, 05-CH-750. 

This does not satisfy the requirements of Title V/CAAPP. The absence of a 
compliance schedule in the draft CAAPP permit prevents public participation as 
required by the CAA: 

A copy of each permit application, compliance plan (includin~ the 
schedule olcompliance) ... shall be available to the public. I 8 

11 7 llIinois Environmental Protection Agency, Transcript of Pllhlic Heuring and Comment Period/or Draft 
ClAPP Permits (or u.s. Steel, Dec. 2. 200R at 50. Attached hereto as Exhibit 21. 
II~ 42 U.S.c. * 700 I bee). Note that this provision has an exception for confidential information: "ff an 
applicant or permittee is required to submit information entitled to protection from disclosure under section 
7414( c) of this title, the applicant or permittee may submit such information separately. The requirements 
of section 7414(c) of this title shall apply to such iniomlation. " However, this exception does not apply to 
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Illinois law echoes the federal requirement: 

The Agency shall issue a CAAPP permit, permit modification, or permit 
renewal ifall of the following conditions are met. .. The applicant has 
submitted with its complete application an approvable compliance plan, 
including a schedule/or achieving compliance, consistent with subsection 
5 of this Section and applicable regulations.,,119 

The Agency shall make available to the public all documents submitted by 
the applicant to the Agency, including each C AAPP application, 
compliance plan (including the schedule of compliance), and emissions or 
compliance monitoring report, with the exception of information entitled 
to contidential treatment pursuant to Section 7 of this Act. 120 

If IEPA includes a compliance schedule in the final CAAPP, without issuing a 
revised draft on which the public can comment, the public will be deprived of an 
opportunity to comment on a critical aspect of this permit. Therefore, IEPA 
should issue a revised draft CAAPP with an "acceptable compliance schedule" for 
public comment before issuing a final or proposed final CAAPP. 121 

b. The Draft CAAPP and Related Materials Suggest Other [nstances of 
Current Noncompliance. 

1. Apparent Violations of Emission Limits 
As set forth in section IV.C.4 above, documents filed by USS-GCW to IEPA 
suggest that the facility is violating its NOx emission limit in 35 lAC 217.141. 
IEP A should investigate this and include a compliance schedule in a revised 
CAAPP if appropriate. 

2. Failure to Prepare SSM Plans 
Neither the draft CAAPP nor the Project Summary provides information 
regarding the various Startup Shutdown and Malfunction Plans required of USS­
GCW by each of the MACT standards to which it is subject, even though these 
plans would appear to playa significant role in the potential impact of the facility 
on the community. In response to questions asked at the public hearing on the 
draft CAAPP, [EPA stated that USS-GCW has submitted SSM Plans required 

USS-GCW's compliance plan because it will not contain trade secrets; the purpose of7414(c) is to protect 
companies from disclosing trade secreL,> in public documents. 42 U.s.c. ~ 7414(c). 
II') 415 ILL. COMPo STAT. 5139.5, Section 10(a)(ii) (2005) (emphasis added). 
120 415 ILL. COMPo STAT. 5139.5, Section 5(q) (emphasis added). 
121 [EPA stated at the public hearing that when USS-GCW submits an approvable compliance schedule, it 
will be inserted into USS-GCW's revised draft CAAPP permit and submitted to the public for comment. 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, Transcript of Pulllie Heoring and Comment Period/i)}' Dra/i 
CAAPP Permits/i))' Us. Steel, Dec. 2, 2008 at 51. Attached hereto as Exhibit 21 
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under two of the MACT standards, but has not submitted to [EPA any SSM Plans 
required under the following MACT standards: Coke Oven Batteries (40 CFR 
Part 63, Subpart L); Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (40 CFR Part 63, 
Subpart ZZZZ); and Steel Pickling - HCI Process (40 CFR Part 63, Subpart 
CCC).122 The regulations require USS-GCW to have prepared, and to be 
operating under, these SSM plans. I f they do are not, then that is a violation of the 
MACT regulations, Neither the draft C AAPP nor the Project Summary provide 
sufficient infomlation to enable the public to determine whether USS-GCW is in 
compliance with this important requirement - or even whether [EPA knows 
whether USS-GCW is in compliance. We request that IEPA investigate this, if 
appropriate, and clarify the status of USS-GCW's compliance with all of its SSM 
Plan obligations in a revised draft or final C AAPP. 

VII. The Draft Permit Unlawfully Exempts Emissions During Startup, Shutdown, 
and Malfunctions From Emission Limits. 

Numerous provisions in the permit purport to exempt USS-GCW from otherwise­
applicable emission limits during periods of startup, shutdown, and/or malfunction 
(SSM). Some provisions do this expressly,l23 Other provisions do this by incorporating 
by reference EPA's regulations at 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart A, several subsections of 
which purport to exempt SSM emissions from otherwise-ap~Jicable MACT-based 
emission limits, 40 CFR §§ 63.6(e)( I )(i), (f)( I), and (h)(l ),1 4 Some provisions rely on 
SSM exemptions under the EPA's regulations in 40 CFR Part 63, while others rely on 
SSM exemptions under fIlinois law. 

None of these SSM exemptions is lawful, and they must be removed from the draft 
CAAPP. In December 2008, the federal appeals court with jurisdiction over EPA's Clean 
Air Act regulations invalidated EPA's regulations exempting SSM emissions from 
MACT limits, Sierra Club \'. EPA, 551 F.3d 1019 (D.C. Cir. 2008). The court held that 
the SSM exemption was inconsistent with the plain language of the Clean Air Act. The 
court therefore vacated the standards, effectively wiping them off the books as if they 
never ex isted. 125 

Under the vacated regulations, EPA required sources during SSM events to comply only 
with a "general duty" standard, that is, to minimize emissions to the greatest extent 

122 Ex. I , response to question number I. 
12.1 See. e.g. , the folJowing sections of the draft CAAPP: 7.2.5-3.a,i; 7.2.5-3.b.vi: 7.2.5-4; 7.3.5; 7.4.5-2.b.i; 
7.4.5-2.c; 7.5.5-2.b; 7.6.5.a; 7.7.5; 7.IO.3.g and h; and 7.Il.o.b,i. 
124 See, e.g .. the following sections of the draft C AAPP: 7.2.3.d.ii: 7.2.3.e.ii. In addition, sections 7.4.3.d, 
7.5.3. 7.8.3 .t'. and 7.8.5 state that specified operations at the facility are subject to two MACT standards, 40 
CFR Part 63 Subparts FFFFF and CCc. which in tum incorporate by reference the SSM exemptions in 40 
CFR Part 03 Subpart A. 
125 See EI1I'ironmcnia/ Dc/i'l1sc v. EPA, 489 F.3d 1320. 1325 (D.C. Cir. 2007) (while remanded regulations 
remain in elfect, vacated regulations do not); Campanale & Sons, Inc. I'. E\'Un.\", 311 F.3d 109, 127 (I st Cir. 
2002). 
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FR
 Part 63, 

Subpart A
, w

ith respect to the coke oven operations and coke oven battery 
operations also governed by 40 C

FR
 Part 63 Subparts L and C

C
C

C
C

. 40 C
FR

 
Part 63 Subpart A

 contains the SSM
 exem

ptions invalidated in Sitrr-a C
lilb v. 

E
P

,4,55 1 F.3d 101 9 (D
.C

. C
ir. 2008); 

Section 7.2.5-3.a.i, w
hich purports to exem

pt U
SS-G

C
W

 from
 com

plying w
ith 

the M
A

C
T

 em
ission lim

its in 40 C
FR

 Part 63 Subpart C
C

C
C

C
; 

Section 7.2.5-3.b.vi, w
hich purports to exem

pt U
SS-G

C
W

 from
 com

plying w
ith 

the M
A

C
T

 em
ission lim

its in 40 C
FR

 Part 63 Subpart L; 
Section 7.11.6.b.i, w

hich purports to exem
pt U

SS-G
C

W
 from

 com
plying w

ith the 
M

A
C

T
 em

ission lim
its in 40 C

FR
 Part 63 Subpart Z

Z
Z

Z
; 

A
lthough the S

S
M

 exem
ption provision incorporated by reference in the 

Integrated Iron and Steel M
anufacturing Facilities M

A
C

T
 is not expressly quoted 

or cited in the draft C
A

A
PP, the draft perm

it (sections 7.4.3.d and 7.5.3) states 
that the facility's blast furnace process and basic oxygen furnaces are subject to 
40 C

FR
 Part 63 Subpart FFFFF, Integrated Iron and Steel M

anufacturing 
Facilities," and Subpart FFFFF contains an express S

S
M

 exem
ption. 40 C

F
R

 $6 
63.7810(a) and 63.7835ib). In addition, draft C

A
A

P
P

 section 7.5.5-2 could be 
read to im

plicitly exem
pt S

S
M

 em
issions from

 otherw
ise-applicable lim

its; 
A

lthough the S
S

M
 exem

ption provision incorporated by reference in the Steel 
Pickling -

 H
C

I Process Facilities M
A

C
T

 is not expressly quoted or cited in the 
draft C

A
A

PP. the draft perm
it (sections 7.8.3.f and 7.8.5) states that the facility's 

H
C

1 pickling line is subject to 40 C
FR

 Part 63 Subpart C
C

C
, Steel Pickling -

 H
C

1 
Process Facilities and H

ydrochloric A
cid R

egeneration Plants. Subpart C
C

C
 

incorporates by reference the SSM
 exem

ptions in 64 63.6(e)(l)(i) and (f)(l) that 
w

ere vacated by the D
.C

. C
ircuit decision cited above. 40 C

FR
 6 63.1 155(c) and 

T
able 1 to Subpart C

C
C

 of Part 63. 

Sim
ilarly, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 provisions that rely on Illinois law
 to exem

pt U
SS-G

C
W

 
from

 em
issions lim

its established under state law
 m

ust also be revised to elim
inate that 
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possible. Sierra CllIb I'. EPA, slIpra, 551 F.3d at 1022, citing 70 Fed. Reg. 43,992,43 ,993 
(.July 29,2(05). The court ruled that the general duty standard is not an emission limit 
and does not satisfy the requirement that hazardous air pollutant emissions be limited by 
MACT standards. 

Because the general duty is the only standard that applies during SSM events -
and accordingly no section 112 standard governs these events - the SSM 
exemption violates the CAA's requirement that some section 112 standard apply 
continuously. 

Sierra Club \'. EPA, SlIpra, 551 F.3d at 1028. 

Accordingly, the following provisions in the draft CAAPP that would exempt USS­
GCW's emissions from MACT standards during SSM events must be revised in the final 
pennit as a direct result of this court decision, to make clear that emissions during startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction are not exempt from otherwise-applicable emission limits: 

• Sections 7.2.3.d.ii and 7.2.3.e.ii, which incorporate by reference 40 CFR Part 63, 
Subpart A, with respect to the coke oven operations and coke oven battery 
operations also governed by 40 CFR Part 63 Subparts Land CCCCc. 40 CFR 
Part 63 Subpart A contains the SSM exemptions invalidated in Sierra Club v. 
EPA, 551 F.3d 10 19 (D.C. Cir. 2008); 

• Section 7.2.5-3.a.i, which purports to exempt USS-GCW from complying with 
the MACT emission limits in 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart CCCCC; 

• Section 7.2.5-3.b.vi, which purports to exempt USS-GCW from complying with 
the MACT emission limits in 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart L; 

• Section 7.ll.6.b.i, which purports to exempt USS-GCW from complying with the 
MACT emission limits in 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ; 

• Although the SSM exemption provision incorporated by reference in the 
Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing Facilities MACT is not expressly quoted 
or cited in the draft CAAPP, the draft pennit (sections 7.4 .3.d and 7.5.3) states 
that the facility's blast furnace process and basic oxygen furnaces are subject to 
40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF, Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing 
Facilities," and Subpart FFFFF contains an express SSM exemption. 40 CFR ~~ 
63 .7810(a) and 63 .7835(b). In addition, draft CAAPP section 7.5.5-2 could be 
read to implicitly exempt SSM emissions from otherwise-applicable limits; 

• Although the SSM exemption provision incorporated by reference in the Steel 
Pickling - HCI Process Facilities MACT is not expressly quoted or cited in the 
draft CAAPP, the draft pennit (sections 7.8.3 .f and 7.8.5) states that the facility's 
HCI pickling line is subject to 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart CCC, Steel Pickling - HCI 
Process Facilities and Hydrochloric Acid Regeneration Plants. Subpart CCC 
incorporates by reference the SSM exemptions in ~§ 63.6(e)( I )(i) and (f)( I) that 
were vacated by the D.C. Circuit decision cited above. 40 CFR § 63.1155(c) and 
Table I to Subpart CCC of Part 63. 

Similarly, the draft CAAPP provisions that rely on Illinois law to exempt USS-GCW 
from emissions limits established under state law must also be revised to eliminate that 
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exem
ption. C

iting 35 IA
C

 2O
I.149, 35 1A

C
 201.161 ,'" and 35 IA

C
 201 262, several 

provisions in the draft C
A

A
P

P
 authorize U

SS-G
C

G
r to violate em

ission lim
its during 

S
S

M
 events under specified circum

stances. See, e.g., drafi C
A

A
P

P
 sections 7.2.5-4 (coke 

oven batteries shutdow
n and m

alfunction), 7.3.5 (by-product recovery plant shutdow
n 

and m
alfunction), 7.4.5-2.b.i (blast hrnace process shutdow

n and m
alfunction), 7.4.5-2.c 

(blast hrnace process startup), 7.5.5-2.b (basic oxygen furnace shutdow
n and 

m
alfunction), 7.6.5.a (continuous casting operations shutdow

n and m
alfunction), 7.7.5 

(slab reheat furnaces startup). 7.10.3.g (boilers startup), 7.10.3.h.i (boilers shutdow
n and 

m
alhnction). T

he Illinois S
S

M
 exem

ption is com
parable to the E

PA
's "general duty" 

standard in that it does not im
pose any specific em

ission lim
its but instead directs sources 

to use best efforts to m
inim

ize excess em
issions. 35 IA

C
 201 262. B

ecause Illinois law
 

directs IE
PA

 to issue C
A

A
P

P
 perm

its "consistent w
ith the [federal] C

lean A
ir A

ct," 41 5 
IL

C
S 5/39.5(3)(a), and because the Illinois S

S
M

 exem
ption violates the C

lean A
ir A

ct by 
authorizing S

S
M

 em
issions not subject to em

ission lim
its, S

ierra C
itrb v. E

PA
, 55 1 F.3d 

101 9 (D
.C

. C
ir. 2008),"' 

IE
PA

 m
ust rem

ove all references to the Illinois SSM
 exem

ption 
from

 the draft C
A

A
P

 before issuing it in final form
. 

V
III. 

T
he D

raft P
erm

it U
nlaw

fully F
ails to Include C

om
pliance A

ssurance 
M

onitoring R
equirem

ents. 

E
PA

 regulations require certain T
itle V

 facilities to develop a com
pliance assurance 

m
onitoring ("C

A
M

") 
plan, according to detailed regulations set forth in the regulations, 

and to subm
it the plan to IE

PA
 for review

 and approval. 40 C
FR

 Part 64. 

T
he project sum

m
ary for the U

SS-G
C

W
 perm

it states that the C
A

M
 rules do not yet 

apply to U
S

S
-C

C
W

 because a C
A

A
P

P
 application w

as subm
itted prior to A

pril 20, 1998, 
the trigger date in the E

PA
 regulations. 40 C

FR
 $ 64.5. T

his ignores the perm
it 

application history in this case. 

'"' 
W

e question w
hether the reference to 35 IA

C
 20 1.16 1 w

as intended to be 35 IA
C

 20 1.261. 
177 S

ee also M
ichig~

in Dept (if E
n~

~
ironm

ental 
Q

ucrlity v. B
ro~rnc>

r, 
230 F.3d 18 1 (6Ih C

ir. 2000); E
PA

, 
A

pproval and Prom
ulgation of Im

plem
entation Plans; R

evisions to the N
evada State Im

plem
entation Plan: 

E
xcess E

m
issions Provisions, 71 Fed. R

eg. 75690 (D
ee. 18.2006) ("W

e view
 all excursions above S

IP
 

em
ission lim

its as violations because the purpose of S
IP

 lim
its are to protect the N

A
A

Q
S, and thus. any 

em
issions above such lim

its m
ay cause or contribute to violations of the N

A
A

Q
S.. .. M

oreover, S
IP

S
 m

ust 
include enforceable em

ission lim
itations (see C

A
A

 section 1 10(a)(2)(A
)). and C

ongress intended such 
lim

itations to be continuous in nature. S
ee the detinition of "em

ission lim
itation" in C

A
A

 section 302(k). 
A

llow
ing the D

irector to exem
pt from

 enforcem
ent incidents during w

hich em
issions exceed the underlying 

em
issions lim

itation m
eans that none of the em

ission lin~
itations in the S

IP
 otherw

ise subject to 
enforcem

ent under State law
 and the C

lean A
ir A

ct are truly continuous in nature but rather m
ay be 

discontinued for indefinite periods by the D
irector." 71 Fed. R

eg. at 75693): In re T
a

llm
a

~
~

g
~

~
 

G
enerating 

Stlition, PSD
 A

ppeal N
o. 02- 12. 2003 W

L
 2 15004 14 (E

nv.A
pp.B

d. 2003) ("B
A

C
T

 requirem
ents cannot be 

w
aived or otherw

ise ignored during periods of startup and shutdow
n. E

PA
 has issued three guidance 

docum
ents over the years clearly expressing the A

gency's long-standing position that autom
atic exem

ptions 
for excess em

issions (i.e.. em
issions in excess of B

A
C

T
 or other perm

it lim
its) during startup and shutdow

n 
periods cannot be reconciled w

ith the directives of the C
A

A
.") 
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exemption. Citing 35 lAC 201.149, 35 lAC 20 I. 161,126 and 35 lAC 201.262, several 
provisions in the draft CAAPP authorize USS-GCW to violate emission limits during 
SSM events under specified circumstances. See, e.g., draft CAAPP sections 7.2.5-4 (coke 
oven batteries shutdown and malfunction), 7.3.5 (by-product recovery plant shutdown 
and malfunction) , 7.4.5-2.b.i (blast furnace process shutdown and malfunction), 7.4.5-2.c 
(blast furnace process startup), 7.5.5-2 .b (basic oxygen furnace shutdown and 
malfunction), 7.6.5 .a (continuous casting operations shutdown and malfunction), 7.7.5 
(slab reheat furnaces startup), 7.1 0.3.g (boilers startup), 7.1 0.3.h.i (boilers shutdown and 
malfunction). The Tllinois SSM exemption is comparable to the EPA's "general duty" 
standard in that it does not impose any specific emission limits but instead directs sources 
to use best efforts to minimize excess emissions. 35 lAC 201.262. Because Illinois law 
directs IEPA to issue C AAPP pennits "consistent with the [federal] Clean Air Act," 415 
ILCS 5/39.5(3 )(a), and because the Illinois SSM exemption violates the Clean Air Act by 
authorizing SSM emissions not subject to emission limits, Sierra Club v. EPA, 551 F.3d 
1019 (D.C. Cir. 2008),127 I EPA must remove all references to the Illinois SSM exemption 
from the draft CAAP before issuing it in final fonn. 

VIII. The Draft Permit Unlawfully Fails to Include Compliance Assurance 
Monitoring Requirements. 

EPA regulations require certain Title V facilities to develop a compliance assurance 
monitoring ("C AM") plan, according to detailed regulations set forth in the regulations, 
and to submit the plan to IEPA for review and approval. 40 CFR Part 64. 

The project summary for the USS-GCW pennit states that the CAM rules do not yet 
apply to USS-GCW because a CAAPP application was submitted prior to April 20, 1998, 
the trigger date in the EPA regulations. 40 CFR § 64.5. This ignores the pennit 
application history in this case. 

126 We question whether the reference to 35 lAC 20 I. I 6 I was intended to be 35 lAC 201.261. 
127 See also Michigan Dept of Em'ironmental Qllali(v v. Browner, 230 F.3d 181 (6'h Cir. 2000); EPA, 
Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Revisions to the Nevada State Implementation Plan: 
Excess Emissions Provisions, 71 Fed. Reg. 75690 (Dec. 18,2006) ("We view all excursions above SIP 
emission limits as violations because the purpose of SIP limit .. are to protect the NAAQS, and thus. any 
emissions above such limits may cause or contribute to violations of the NAAQS .. .. Moreover, SIPs must 
include enforceable emission limitations (see C AA section II O(a)(2)( A». and Congress intended such 
limitations to be continuous in nature. See the detinition of "emission limitation" in CAA section 302(k). 
Allowing the Director to exempt from enforcement incidents during which emissions exceed the underlying 
emissions limitation means that none of the emission limitations in the SIP otherwise subject to 
enforcement under State law and the Clean Air Act are truly continuous in nature but rather may be 
discontinued for indefinite periods by the Director." 71 Fed. Reg. at 75693); In re Tallmadge Generating 
Station , PSD Appeal No. 02-12, 2003 WL 21500414 (Env.App.Bd. 2003) ("BACT requirements cannot be 
waived or otherwise ignored during periods of startup and shutdown. EPA has issued three guidance 
document" over the years clearly expressing the Agency's long-standing position that automatic exemptions 
for excess emissions (i.e., emissions in excess of BACT or other permit limits) during startup and shutdown 
periods cannot be reconciled with the directives of the CAA") 
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A
 C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it application \sas subnlitted for the G

ranite C
ity W

orks in 1996, but no 
perm

it w
as ever issued pursuant to that application. T

he 1996 application cannot be 
considered the application for the draft U

.S. Steel Perm
it that w

as public noticed in 2008. 
S

ee 41 5 IL
C

S 5 '39.5-5G
) ("T

he A
gency shall issue or deny the C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it w

ithin 18 
m

onths after the date of receipt of the com
plete C

A
A

PP application.. .. W
here the 

A
gency does not take final action on the perm

it w
ithin the required tim

e period.. . the 
failure to act shall be treated as a final perm

it action.. .."). 

O
n M

ay 29, 2007, U
.S. Steel subm

itted a different C
A

A
PP application, w

hich it 
designated as the "Initial A

pplication" for the facility on the cover sheet provided by 
IE

PA
. S

ee attached E
xhibit 27. T

he drafl C
A

A
PP perm

it published by IE
PA

 in O
ctober 

2008 w
as drafted in response to this 2007 application, w

hich w
as filed m

ore than nine 
full years after the trigger date for inclusion of the C

A
M

 rules. 

T
he tw

o applications them
selves are also substantially different. A

s a prelim
inary m

atter, 
ow

nership and m
anagem

ent of the facility changed hands: N
ational Steel C

orporation, 
w

hich ow
ned the G

ranite C
ity W

orks, w
ent bankrupt in 2002 and w

as bought as a going 
concern by U

.S. Steel in 2003. N
ational Steel subm

itted the original C
A

A
P

P
 application, 

w
hich w

as ultim
ately ignored, and U

.S. Steel subm
itted the second. 

M
ore significantly, U

.S. Steel's 2007 application includes a num
ber of plans designed to 

ensure future M
A

C
T

 com
pliance, including site-specific m

onitoring plans, startup, 
shutdow

n and m
alfunction plans, operation and m

aintenance plans for the entire 
"integrated iron and steel m

anufacturing facilities." 
T

here is also a site-specific soaking 
w

ork practice plan for U
S

S
-G

C
W

's coke ovens, encom
passing the pushing, quenching 

and battery stacks operations. T
o place the difference in gross perspective, 68 pages of 

the 128-page-long 2007 application contained M
A

C
T

 com
pliance plans. 

N
ot one of 

these plans w
as included in the 1996 N

ational Steel application. 

T
he eleven years elapsing betw

een the tw
o application subm

issions should also be 
highlighted. 

H
ad IE

PA
 tim

ely issued a C
A

A
PP perm

it in response to the 1996 
application, G

ranite C
ity W

orks w
ould have subm

itted its (at least) first renew
al 

application, since C
A

A
P

P
 pennits are only valid "for fixed term

s of 5 years.. .." 4 15 
IL

C
S Y

39.5-3(b). G
iven the 1996 application date, the earliest a renew

al perm
it w

ould 
have been issued is 200 1, three years after the date the C

A
M

 rules w
ere triggered. 40 

C
FR

 $5 64.2,64.5. G
ifting the G

ranite C
ity W

orks w
ith an additional 5-year pass on the 

C
A

M
 rules w

ould contrast startlingly w
ith Illinois's interest: the facility is the prim

ary 
cause of air pollution in an area that is nonattainm

ent for ozone and P
M

lo. T
he C

A
M

 
rules are designed to m

ore et'fectively m
onitor this pollution and ultim

ately lead to its 
abatem

ent. 

T
hus, both the facts underlying the perm

it and the law
 governing the process require that 

the C
A

M
 rules be included in any current C

A
A

PP perm
it for the U

.S. Steel-G
ranite C

ity 
W

orks. 
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A CAAPP permit application was submitted for the Granite City Works in 1996, but no 
permit was ever issued pursuant to that application. The 1996 application cannot be 
considered the application for the draft U.S. Steel Permit that was public noticed in 2008. 
See 415 ILCS 5/39.5-5(j) ("The Agency shall issue or deny the C AAPP permit within 18 
months aftt:r the date of receipt of the complete C AAPP application .... Wht:re the 
Agency does not take tinal action on the pelmit within the required time period ... the 
failure to act shall be treated as a tinal permit action .... "). 

On May 29,2007, U.S. Steel submitted a different CAAPP application, which it 
designated as the "Initial Application" for the facility on the cover sheet provided by 
IEPA. See attached Exhibit 27. The draft CAAPP permit published by IEPA in October 
2008 was drafted in response to this 2007 application, which was filed more than nine 
full years after the trigger date for inclusion of the CAM rules. 

The two applications themselves are also substantially different. As a preliminary matter, 
ownership and management of the facility changed hands: National Steel Corporation, 
which owned the Granite City Works, went bankrupt in 2002 and was bought as a going 
concern by U.S. Steel in 2003. National Steel submitted the original CAAPP application, 
which was ultimately ignored, and U.S. Steel submitted the second. 

More significantly, U.S. Steel's 2007 application includes a number of plans designed to 
ensure future MACT compliance, including site-specific monitoring plans, startup, 
shutdown and malfunction plans, operation and maintenance plans for the entire 
"integrated iron and steel manufacturing facilities." There is also a site-specific soaking 
work practice plan for USS-GCW's coke ovens, encompassing the pushing, quenching 
and battery stacks operations. To place the difference in gross perspective, 68 pages of 
the I 28-page-long 2007 application contained MACT compliance plans. Not one of 
these plans was included in the 1996 National Steel application. 

The eleven years elapsing between the two application submissions should also be 
highlighted. Had IEPA timely issued a CAAPP pennit in response to the 1996 
application, Granite City Works would have submitted its (at least) first renewal 
application, since CAAPP pennits are only valid "for fixed tenns of 5 years .... " 415 
ILCS 5/3 9.5-3(b). Given the 1996 application date, the earliest a renewal permit would 
have been issued is 200 I, three years after the date the CAM rules were triggered. 40 
CFR §§ 64.2, 64.5. Gifting the Granite City Works with an additional 5-year pass on the 
CAM rules would contrast startlingly with Illinois's interest : the facility is the primary 
cause of air pollution in an area that is nonattainment for ozone and PM 10. The CAM 
rules are designed to more effectively monitor this pollution and ultimately lead to its 
abatement. 

Thus, both the facts underlying the pennit and the law governing the process require that 
the CAM rules be included in any current CAAPP pennit for the U.S. Steel-Granite City 
Works. 
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EX. 
T

he D
raft P

erm
it F

ails to Inform
 the P

ublic A
bout F

ine P
articulate M

atter 
E

rnissions from
 the F

acility. 

T
he St. L

ouis m
etm

politan area, including M
etro E

ast, Illinois, is nonattainm
ent for fine 

particulate m
atter (P

M
2 d). PM

: 
f; pollution is exceptionally harm

ful to public health. In 
revising the N

ational A
m

bient A
ir Q

uality S
tandards for PM

- j in 2006, the E
PA

 stated: 

T
he nature of the effects that have been reported to be associated w

ith fine 
particle 

exposures 
including 

prem
ature 

m
ortality. 

aggravation 
of 

respiratory and cardiovascular disease (as indicated by increased hospital 
adm

issions and em
ergency departm

ent visits), changes in lung function 
and increased respiratory sym

ptom
s, as w

ell as new
 evidence for m

ore 
subtle 

indicators 
of 

cardiovascular 
health ... Sensitive 

or 
vulnerable 

subpopulations that appear to be at greater risk to such effects, including 
individuals w

ith pre-existing heart and lung diseases, older adults, and 
children.. .C

onclusions, based on the m
agnitude of these subpopulations 

and 
risks 

identified 
in 

health 
studies, 

that 
exposure 

to 
am

bient 
fine 

particles can have substantial public health im
pacts."" 

Scientists have repeatedly linked PM
2.3 pollution to increased rates of m

ortality and 
m

~
rb

id
ity

."~
 

T
hese findings suggest that reductions in sustained air pollution exposure 

w
ill im

prove life expectancy. "" 
U

SS-G
C

W
 is not only located in an air quality control region designated nonattainm

ent 
for fine particulate m

atter (pM
2,j),13' its em

issions are a principal contributor to that 
unhealthy status.13' A

nd not only is the facility a principal source of excessive PM
zs 

concentrations in the region, but it is likely causing additional m
onitors to report 

7 1 Fed. R
eg. 6 1 144,6 1 152 (O

ct. 17,2006). 
129 C

. A
rden P

ope 111 et al., F
ine-P

urticiclute A
ir P

olllition und Life E
.xpectnncy in the U

nitedStrztes, 360 
N

E
W

 EN
G

L
. J. M

E
D

. 376, 376 (2009). A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 34. 
"" Ihid 
131 In 2008, E

PA
 designated the region nonattainm

ent for not only the annual standard but also for the 
2006-revised 24-hour standard. U

.S. E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency. A

rm
 D

esignutions, fbr 2006 23- 
H

otir F
inc P

urticle (P
hi? i) Stunrfc~srik, Finrri D

csigrzutions C
om

parison, 
http:! www.epa.gov~pmdesignationsi2006standardsdocuments2008- 

12-22i'tinaltable.htm
 (last visited Jan. 

28, 2009). A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 35. 
'" 

Illinois E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency. T

echnical Support D
ocum

ent for the R
ecom

m
ended 

N
onattainm

ent B
oundaries in Illinois for the 24-H

our PM
2 N

ational A
m

bient Plir Q
uality Standard, D

ec. 
18 2007. at 23, available at http:; w

w
w

.epa.state.il.us public-notices,2007 pm
25- 

standardsreco~nm
endatiotls.pdf. A

ttached hereto as E
x. 2. 
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IX. The Draft Permit Fails to Inform the Public About Fine Particulate Matter 
Emissions from the Facility. 

The St. Louis metropolitan area, including Metro East, Illinois, is nonattainment for tine 
particulate matter (PM25)' PM~5 pollution is exceptionally hannful to public health. In 
revising the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM25 in 2006, the EPA stated: 

The nature of the effects that have been reported to be associated with fine 
particle exposures including premature mortality, aggravation of 
respiratory and cardiovascular disease (as indicated by increased hospital 
admissions and emergency department visits), changes in lung function 
and increased respiratory symptoms, as well as new evidence for more 
subtle indicators of cardiovascular health ... Sensitive or vulnerable 
subpopulations that appear to be at greater risk to such effects, including 
individuals with pre-existing heart and lung diseases, older adults, and 
children . .. Conclusions, based on the magnitude of these subpopulations 
and risks identified in health studies, that exposure to ambient fine 
particles can have substantial public health impacts. 128 

Scientists have repeatedly linked PM2.S pollution to increased rates of mortality and 
morbidity. 129 These findings suggest that reductions in sustained air pollution exposure 

'11 . I·ft 130 WI . Improve I e expectancy. 

USS-GCW is not only located in an air quality control region designated nonattainment 
for fine particulate matter (PM2S ),131 its emissions are a principal contributor to that 
unhealthy status. 132 And not only is the facility a principal source of excessive PM2.S 

concentrations in the region, but it is likely causing additional monitors to report 

128 71 Fed. Reg. 61144, 61152 (Oct. 17,2006). 
1~9 C. Arden Pope 111 et aI., Fine-Particlllate Air Pollution and Life Expectan(:v in the United States, 360 
NEW ENGL. J. MED. 376, 376 (2009). Attached hereto a<; Exhibit 34. 
LlO Ibid. 

U 1 In 2008, EP A designated the region nonallainment for not only the annual standard but also for the 
2006-revised 24-hour standard. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Area Designations/or ::006 24-
Hour Fine Particle (PM.'5) Standards, Final DC'.lignation.l' Comparison, 
hllp:/!www.epa.gov/pmdesignationsi2006standards/documents!2008-12-22!finaltable.htm (last visited Jan. 
28, 2009). Attached hereto as Exhibit 35. 
111 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency. Technical Support Document for the Recommended 
Nonattainment Boundaries in Illinois for the 24-Hour PM25 National Ambient Air Quality Standard, Dec. 
182007, at 23, available at hllp:/iwww.epa.state.il.usipublic-notices.2007ipm25-

standards/recommendations.pdf. Attached hereto as Ex. 2. 
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violations ofP
M

2 5."' 
P

hlz 5 aincentrations in the vicinity of the U
SS-G

C
W

 facility are 
expected to exceed national health-based standards t'or at least another decade."" 

N
etertheless, there w

as no m
ention in the C

A
A

P
P

 application, the draft C
A

A
P

P
, or the 

Project Sum
m

ary that U
SS-C

C
W

 actually em
its any -

 let alone substantial quantities of - 
- PM

z 5. T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 indicates that the region is nonattainm
ent for PM

2 5, but m
akes 

no m
ention of the facility's em

issions of that pollutant. 

PM
2 5 has been a "regulated pollutant" since 1997, w

hen E
PA

 tirst set N
ational A

m
bient 

A
ir Q

uality Standards for PM
2 5. Federal and state law

 require that T
itle V

iC
A

A
PP 

applicants include inform
ation about their em

issions of all regulated pollutants in their 
applications. T

he federal regulations, 40 C
FR

 70.5(c)(3)(i), states that each application 
m

ust describe: 

A
ll em

issions of pollutants for w
hich the source is m

ajor, and all 
em

issions of regulated air pollutants. A
 perm

it application shall 
describe all em

issions of regulated air pollutants em
itted from

 any 
em

issions unit, except w
here such units are exem

pted under this 
paragraph (c) of this section. 

T
he Illinois regulations contain sim

ilar language. Specifically, 35 IA
C

 270.403 defines 
the perm

it application requirem
ents for specific em

issions units: 

A
 C

A
A

P
P

 application shall contain the follow
ing for each em

ission unit, 
for each m

ode of operation for w
hich a perm

it is being sought: 
... 

e) T
he m

axim
um

 em
ission rates for each regulated air pollutant and 

air pollutant for w
hich the source is m

ajor in tons-per-year, pounds-per- 
hour (unless em

issions are not norm
ally calculated in pounds-per-hour) 

and in such other term
s that are necessary to establish the applicability of 

requirem
ents and com

pliance w
ith the applicable lim

itations and 
standards, and consistent w

ith the applicable standard reference test 
m

ethods. [. . .] 

A
B

C
 understands that there are presently no lim

its on U
SS-G

C
W

's em
issions of 

PM
2 j. H

ow
ever, there can be no arbw

m
ent that (1) PM

2 5 is a regulated pollutant, 
being subject to a N

A
A

Q
S and (2) U

SS-C
C

W
 em

its PM
2 5. O

ne critical function 
of the T

itle V
/C

A
A

P
P

 program
 is to inform

 the public of a facility's em
issions 

and pollution control requirem
ents. It is arguably even m

ore im
portant for an 

'" "B
ased on w

ind patterns on high days and the proxim
ity of the plant to nearby m

onitors, it is logicai to 
conclude that em

issions com
ing from

 U
.S. Steel are contributing to the 24-hour P

M
2 

violations at the tw
o 

nearby m
onitors." S

ee E
xhibit 2 attached hereto. 

I3
4

 IE
PA

, Illinois 
-
 A

ir Issues U
pdate (O

ct. 2008). p. 17: "M
odeling show

s M
etro-E

ast G
ranite C

ity area 
probiem

 persistent out to 20 18." A
vailable at http: 

W
L

+-w
.ladco.org 

reports ivorkshops, 2008 0cti)ber 15- 
I6 2008.Presentations;Illinnis.pdf:, 

attached hereto as E
x. 39. 
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violations of Pi\h5. 1J3 PM25 concentrations in the vicinity of the USS-GCW facility are 
expected to exceed national health-based standards for at least another decade. 134 

Nevertheless, there was no mention in the CAAPP application, the drat! CAAPP, or the 
Project Summary that USS-GCW actually emits any -let alone substantial quantities of -
- PM25. The draft C AAP P indicates that the region is nonattainment for PM:u, but makes 
no mention of the facility'S emissions of that pollutant. 

PM25 has been a "regulated pollutant" since 1997, when EPA tirst set National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for PM2. 5. Federal and state law require that Title V/CAAPP 
applicants include infonnation about their emissions of all regulated pollutants in their 
applications. The federal regulations, 40 CFR 70.5(c)(3)(i), states that each application 
must describe: 

All emissions of pollutants for which the source is major, and all 
emissions of regulated air pollutants. A permit application shall 
describe all emissions of regulated air pollutants emitted from any 
emissions unit, except where such units are exempted under this 
paragraph (c) of this section. 

The Illinois regulations contain similar language. Specifically, 35 lAC 270.403 defines 
the pennit application requirements for specific emissions units: 

A CAAPP application shall contain the following for each emission unit, 
for each mode of operation for which a pennit is being sought: 

e) The maximum emission rates for each regulated air pollutant and 
air pollutant for which the source is major in tons-per-year, pounds-per­
hour (unless emissions are not nonnally calculated in pounds-per-hour) 
and in such other tenns that are necessary to establish the applicability of 
requirements and compliance with the applicable limitations and 
standards, and consistent with the applicable standard reference test 
methods. [ ... ] 

ABC understands that there are presently no limits on USS-GCW's emissions of 
PM:!.5. However, there can be no argument that (I) PM25 is a regulated pollutant , 
being subject to a NAAQS and (2) USS-GCW emits PM:u. One critical function 
of the Title V/CAAPP program is to infonn the public ofa facility's emissions 
and pollution control requirements. It is arguably even more important for an 

I.l.l "Based on wind pattems on high days and the proximity of the plant to nearby monitors , it is logical to 
conclude that emissions coming from U.S . Steel are contributing to the 24-hour PM!; violations at the two 
nearby monitors." See Exhibit 2 attached hereto. 
1.14 [EPA, lIlinois - Air Issues Update (Oct. 2008). p. 17: " Modeling shows Metro-East Granite City area 
problem persistent out to 2018." Available at http: //w\vw.ladco .orgirep0rls, workshopsi200Ri()ctober_. 15-
16_ 2008 i Presentations![llinois.pdf; attached hereto as Ex. 49. 
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affected com
m

unity to know
 that a large em

itting facility em
its substantial 

am
ounts of a ham

ful pollutant and is N
O

T
 subject to any em

ission lim
its for such 

em
issions. 

T
he drafi C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it and/or Project Sum

m
ary should be revised to indicate 

clearly the extent and sources of U
SS-G

C
C

V
's PM

2 5 em
issions and provide an 

explanation of the absence of any em
ission lim

its regarding those em
issions. 

X. 
N

um
erous P

rovisions of the D
raft P

erm
it L

ack P
ractical E

nforceability. 

A
 T

itle V
 perm

it m
ust not only contain all applicable requirem

ents; it m
ust be suf'ficiently 

clear and specific to ensure that those requirem
ents are enforceable as a practical m

atter. 
A

s quoted recently by the E
PA

 A
dm

inistrator, the requirem
ent of "practical 

enforceability" can be described as follow
s: 

A
 perm

it is enforceable as a practical m
atter (or practically enforceable) if perm

it 
conditions establish a clear legal obligation for the source [and] allow

 com
pliance 

to be verified. 
Providing the source w

ith clear inform
ation goes beyond 

identifying the applicable requirem
ent. It is also im

portant that perm
it conditions 

be unam
biguous and do not contain language w

hich m
ay intentionally or 

unintentionally prevent enforcem
ent. 

E
PA

 R
egion 9 T

itle V
 Perm

it R
eview

 G
uidelines, Sept. 9, 1999, p. 111-46, as quoted in In 

the M
atter of'h4idw

~cst Generation, L
C

C
, F

isk G
enerating Station, Petition num

ber V
- 

2004-1 ; C
A

A
PP N

o. 9509008 I, D
ecision of then-A

cting E
PA

 A
dm

inistrator Stephen 
Johnson (M

arch 25,2005), 2005 E
PA

 C
A

A
 T

itle V
 L

E
X

IS 4; In the M
atter of'M

idw
~

est 
G

eneration, L
C

C
, Joliet G

enerating Station, Petition num
ber V

-2004-3; C
A

A
P

P
 N

o. 
95090046, D

ecision of then-A
cting E

PA
 A

dm
inistrator Stephen Johnson (June 24, 2005), 

2005 E
PA

 C
A

A
 T

itle V
 L

E
X

IS 12; In the M
atter of M

idw
est G

eneration, L
C

C
, 

R
om

eo~
~

ille 
G

enerating Station, Petition num
ber V

-2004-4; C
A

A
P

P
 N

o. 95090080, 
D

ecision of then-A
cting E

PA
 A

dm
inistrator Stephen Johnson (June 24, 2005), 2005 E

PA
 

C
A

A
 T

itle V
 L

E
X

IS 13. 

T
o achieve ability to enforce com

pliance, a T
itle V

 m
ust accurately describe operational 

requirem
ents and lim

itations on em
issions for a facility, including any alternative 

processes that the perm
itting S

tate has selected. See 40 C
FR

 $9 70.6(a)(l)(iii), 
70.6(a)(3). In addition and w

here it is necessary to enforcem
ent, a T

itle V
 perm

it m
ust 

include m
onitoring and related recordkeeping and reporting requirem

ents. 
See gcncrally 

40 C
FR

 $ 70.6(a)(3). 

T
he U

SS-G
C

W
 facility is extrem

ely com
plex. and m

any provisions of the drafi perm
it 

lack one or m
ore of these conditions necessary to practical enforceability. T

hese 
provisions m

ust be revised. 

A
. T

ypographical E
rrors 

(1) 7.5.7-1 .c.1 references the "openings B
O

F shop." 
It is unclear w

hat this m
eans. 
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affected community to know that a large emitting facility emits substantial 
amounts of a hannful pollutant and is NOT subject to any emission limits for such 
emissions. 

The draft C AAPP permit and/or Project Summary should be revised to indicate 
clearly the extent and sources of USS-GCW's PM2.5 emissions and provide an 
explanation of the absence of any emission limits regarding those emissions. 

X. Numerous Provisions of the Draft Permit Lack Practical Enforceability. 

A Title V permit must not only contain all applicable requirements; it must be sutllciently 
clear and specific to ensure that those requirements are enforceable as a practical matter. 
As quoted recently by the EPA Administrator, the requirement of "practical 
enforceability" can be described as follows: 

A permit is enforceable as a practical matter (or practically enforceable) if permit 
conditions establish a clear legal obligation for the source [and] allow compliance 
to be verified. Providing the source with clear information goes beyond 
identifying the applicable requirement. It is also important that permit conditions 
be unambiguous and do not contain language which may intentionally or 
unintentionally prevent enforcement. 

EPA Region 9 Title V Pennit Review Guidelines, Sept. 9, 1999, p. III-46, as quoted in In 
the Matter o.lMidwest Generation, Lee, Fisk Generating Station, Petition number v-
2004-1; CAAPP No. 95090081, Decision of then-Acting EPA Administrator Stephen 
Johnson (March 25, 2005), 2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 4; In the Matter o.lMidwest 
Generation, Lee, Joliet Generating Station, Petition number V -2004-3; CAAPP No. 
95090046, Decision of then-Acting EPA Administrator Stephen Johnson (June 24,2005), 
2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 12; In the Matter 0.[ Midwest Generation, Lee, 
Romeoville Generating Station, Petition number V -2004-4; CAAPP No. 95090080, 
Decision of then-Acting EPA Administrator Stephen Johnson (June 24,2005),2005 EPA 
CAA Title V LEXIS 13. 

To achieve ability to enforce compliance, a Title V must accurately describe operational 
requirements and limitations on emissions for a facility, including any alternative 
processes that the permitting State has selected. See 40 CFR §§ 70.6(a)( I )(iii), 
70.6(a)(3). In addition and where it is necessary to enforcement, a Title V pennit must 
include monitoring and related recordkeeping and reporting requirements. See generally 
40 CFR § 70.6(a)(3). 

The USS-GCW facility is extremely complex, and many provisions of the draft permit 
lack one or more of these conditions necessary to practical enforceability. These 
provisions must be revised. 

A. Typographical Errors 

(l) 7.5.7- I.c.1 references the "openings BOF shop." It is unclear what this means. 
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(2) 7.5.13 references an opacity lim
it derived from

 "35 111. A
cim

. C
ode 2 12 f.-t46(c)". 

T
his appears to be a tqpogaphical error. T

he perm
it likely should refer to 35 111. 

A
dm

. C
ode $ 2 12.446(c). 

(3) 7.10.3.c establishes an hourly PM
 lim

it pursuant to 35 IA
C

 2 12.207. H
ow

ever 
this provision sim

ply repeats the text of the Illinois regulation w
ithout 

refbrm
atting it in such a w

ay as to render the condition enforceable or even 
understandable: 

a. 
T

he condition detines param
eter "B" 

of the equation as a "constant 
determ

ined from
 the table in subsection (b)." Subsection (b) exists in the 

text of the applicable regulation, but not w
ithin the text of the perm

it 
provision. 

"B
" should thus reference the table contained in the provision 

instead. 
b. 

T
he sam

e provision also states that the "m
etric and E

nglish units to be 
used in the equation of subsection (a) of this Section are as follow

s I...]."
 

A
gain, subsection (a) exists in the text of 35 IA

C
 212.207, but not in the 

draft U
SS-G

C
W

 perm
it. T

herefore, 7.10.3.c should not include m
ention 

of "subsection (a)." 
(4) 7.10.3.d.iii reproduces a table of units found in 35 IA

C
 2 14.42 1 (d) and states that 

the units are tbr use in "the equation of subsection (a)." 
Subsection (a) exists in 

the text of 35 IA
C

 2 12.207, but not in the draft U
SS-G

C
W

 perm
it. T

he above- 
referenced equation sim

ply appears w
ithin the text of 7.10.3.d. T

here should be 
no m

ention of "subsection (a)." 
(5) 7.1 1.3.b references 35 IA

C
 2 18.301. T

his appears to be a typographical error and 
should be 35 IA

C
 2 19.301. 

(6) 7.13.3.c says that "[all1 areas treated w
ith w

ater, oils, or chem
ical dust 

suppressants shall gave the treatm
ent applied.. .." T

his w
ord "gave" should be 

"have". 
(7) 7.13.1O

.a.i~ contains a portion of the text of 35 IA
C

 8 2 12.3 16(g). It should 
contain the entire text and read: "T

he records required under 35 IA
C

 2 12.3 16 
shall be kept at the source and be available for inspection and copying by Illinois 
E

PA
 representatives during w

orking hours." 

B
. 

P
rovisions R

equiring R
ecordkeeping and R

eporting in O
rder to D

em
onstrate 

C
om

pliance 

(1 ) 7.1.13 fails to include any sort of recordkeeping or reporting requirem
ents in 

order to dem
onstrate com

pliance. T
his deficiency m

akes the perm
it 

unenforceable, as there is no other w
ay to possibly dem

onstrate com
pliance. 

(2) 5.6.3.a sets production lim
its of 3,165,000 tons of iron per year and 3,580,000 

tons of steel per year, w
hich w

ere originally established in G
C

W
's 1996 

production increase construction perm
it.'35 T

he draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it correctly 

"' IE
PA

 C
onstruction Perm

it N
um

ber 95010001. G
ranite C

ity D
ivision of N

ational Steel C
orporation, 

January 25. 1996. T
he perm

it w
as renew

ed on June 25,2002 for the U
.S. Steel C

orporation 
- G

ranite C
ity. 

A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 17. 
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(2) 7.5.14 references an opacity limit derived from "35 Ill. Adm. Code 2121.446(c)". 
This appears to be a typographical error. The pennit likely should refer to 35 III. 
Adm. Code 9 212.446(c). 

(3) 7.10.3.c establishes an hourly PM limit pursuant to 35 lAC 212.207. However 
this provision simply repeats the text of the Illinois regulation without 
refonnatting it in such a way as to render the condition enforceable or even 
understandable: 

a. The condition defines parameter "8" of the equation as a "constant 
detennined from the table in subsection (b)." Subsection (b) exists in the 
text of the applicable regulation, but not within the text of the pennit 
provision. "8" should thus reference the table contained in the provision 
instead. 

b. The same provision also states that the "metric and English units to be 
used in the equation of subsection (a) of this Section are as follows [ ... J." 
Again, subsection (a) exists in the text of 35 lAC 212.207, but not in the 
draft USS-GCW pennit. Therefore, 7.1 0.3.c should not include mention 
of "subsection (a)." 

(4) 7.1 0.3 .d.iii reproduces a table of units found in 35 lAC 214.421 (d) and states that 
the units are for use in "the equation of subsection (a)." Subsection (a) exists in 
the text of 35 lAC 212.207, but not in the draft USS-GCW penni!. The above­
referenced equation simply appears within the text of7.1O.3.d. There should be 
no mention of "subsection (a)." 

(5) 7 .11.3.b references 35 lAC 218.30 I. This appears to be a typographical error and 
should be 35 lAC 219.301. 

(6) 7.13.3.c says that "[a]ll areas treated with water, oils, or chemical dust 
suppressants shall gave the treatment applied .... " This word "gave" should be 
"have". 

(7) 7.13.10.a.iv contains a portion of the text of35 lAC 9212.316(g). It should 
contain the entire text and read: "The records required under 35 rAC 212.316 
shall be kept at the source and be available for inspection and copying by Illinois 
EPA representatives during working hours." 

B. Provisions Requiring Recordkeeping and Reporting in Order to Demonstrate 
Compliance 

(I) 7.1.13 fails to incl ude any sort of recordkeeping or reporting requirements in 
order to demonstrate compliance. This deficiency makes the pennit 
unenforceable, as there is no other way to possibly demonstrate compliance. 

(2) 5.6.3.a sets production limits of 3,165,000 tons of iron per year and 3,580,000 
tons of steel per year, which were originally established in GCW's 1996 
production increase construction pennit. 135 The draft CAAPP pennit correctly 

1'> 5 lEPA Construction Permit Number 950 1000 I, Granite City Division of National Steel Corporation, 
January 25. \99(,. The permit was renewed on June 25.2002 for the U.S. Steel Corporation - Granite City. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit 17. 
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includes these production lim
its. but fails to incorporate the essential 

recordkeeping and reporting requirem
ents in the production increase perm

it, 
w

hich are necessary to determ
ine com

pliance w
ith the set lim

its. 
Sections 32.c.i. 

-
 ii. of the perm

it outline the procedure for G
C

W
 to determ

ine com
pliance w

ith 
the production lim

its in the I996 production increase constntction perm
it. 

A
dditionally, the reporting'3h and recordkeeping"' 

requirem
ents of the production 

increase perm
it have not been included in the draft perm

it. T
hese item

s m
ust be 

included to m
ake the perm

it enforceable. 
R

eporting and recordkeeping are 
required by 30 C

F
R

 70.6(c)(l), w
hich states that all part 70 perm

its shall contain: 
"C

onsistent w
ith paragraph (a)(3) of this section, com

pliance certification, testing, 
m

onitoring, reporting and recordkeeping requirem
ents sufficient to assure 

com
pliance w

ith the term
s and conditions of the perm

it." 40 C
FR

 70.6(~
)(1). W

e 
request that conditions 32.c.i and 32.c.ii from

 the production increase perm
it be 

included in section 5.6.3 of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it and that conditions 35.a. and 
35.b. From

 the production increase perm
it be included in section 5.9 Source-W

ide 
R

ecordkeeping R
equirem

ents of the draft perm
it. 

W
e also request that condition 

40.a. of the production increase perm
it be included in section 5.10 Source-W

ide 
R

eporting R
equirem

ents of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it. 
(3) Sections 5.6.3.b.i.A

 -
 C

 set m
onthly and annual fuel usage lim

its for blast 
furnaces A

 and B
, boilers 1 -

 10 and 1 I and 12, ladle drying preheaters and blast 
furnace gas flares. T

he fuels lim
ited include natural gas, blast furnace gas (B

FG
) 

and fuel oil. T
hese lim

its are established in condition 2 1 of the production 
increase perm

it'3R
. T

he draft perm
it lacks the com

 liance m
ethod specified in 

condition 32.b. of the production increase perm
it13'. 

T
his condition m

ust be 
included in the draft perm

it to m
ake the he1 usage lim

its enforceable as required 
by C

FR
 $70.6(a)(3)(i)(B

). T
he draft C

A
A

PP perm
it also lacks any recordkeeping 

and reporting requirem
ents to ensure com

pliance w
ith the fuel usage lim

its. 
R

eporting and recordkeeping are required by 40 C
FR

 70.6(c)(l), w
hich states that 

all part 70 perm
its shall contain: "C

onsistent w
ith paragraph (a)(3) of this section, 

com
pliance certification, testing, m

onitoring, reporting and recordkeeping 
requirem

ents sufficient to assure com
pliance w

ith the term
s and conditions of the 

perm
it." 

T
he production increase perm

it does include reporting and 
recordkeeping requirem

ents in conditions 35.c and 40.b. and c. C
ondition 35.c 

m
ust be included in Section 5.9 Source-W

ide R
ecordkeeping R

equirem
ents. 

C
onditions 40.b. and c. m

ust be included in Section 5.10 Source-W
ide R

eporting 
R

equirem
ents. T

hese recordkeeping and reporting requirem
ents m

ust be included 

fih
 IE

PA
 C

onstruction Perm
it N

um
ber 95010001, U

.S. Steel C
orporation -

 G
ranite C

ity, June 25,2002, 
condition 40.a. A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 17. 
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PA

 C
onstruction Perm

it N
um

ber 95010001, U
.S. Steel C

orporation -- G
ranite C

ity, June 25, 2002. 
conditions 3.53. and 35.b. A

ttached hereto as E
xhibit 17. 

118 IE
PA

 C
onstruction Perm
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.S. Steel C

orporation -
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ranite C
ity, June 25, 2002, 

condition 2 I. A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 17. 
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ber 95010001, U
.S. Steel C

orporation -
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ranite C
ity. June 25, 2002, 

condition 32.b. A
ttached hereto as E

xhibit 17. 

Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office, Octobre 21, 2009

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Ms. Annet Godiksen, Hearing Officer 
February 27.2009 
Page 56 of 72 

includes these production limits, but fails to incorporate the essential 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements in the production increase permit, 
which are necessary to determine compliance with the set limits. Sections 32.c.i. 
- ii. of the permit outline the procedure for GCW to determine compliance with 
the production limits in the 1996 production increase construction permit. 
Additionally, the rep0l1ing'36 and recordkeeping i37 requirements of the production 
increase permit have not been included in the draft permit. These items must be 
included to make the permit enforceable. Reporting and recordkeeping are 
required by 40 CFR 70.6(c)( I), which states that all part 70 permits shall contain: 
"Consistent with paragraph (a)(3) of this section, compliance certification, testing, 
monitoring, reporting and recordkeeping requirements sut1icient to assure 
compliance with the terms and conditions of the permit." 40 CFR 70.6(c)(I). We 
request that conditions 32.c.i and 32.c.ii from the production increase permit be 
included in section 5.6.3 of the draft CAAPP permit and that conditions 35.a. and 
35.b. from the production increase permit be included in section 5.9 Source-Wide 
Recordkeeping Requirements of the draft permit. We also request that condition 
40.a. of the production increase permit be included in section 5.10 Source-Wide 
Reporting Requirements of the draft CAAPP permit. 

(3) Sections 5.6.3.b.i.A - C set monthly and annual fuel usage limits for blast 
furnaces A and B, boilers 1 - 10 and II and 12, ladle drying preheaters and blast 
furnace gas flares. The fuels limited include natural gas, blast furnace gas (BFG) 
and fuel oil. These limits are established in condition 21 of the production 
increase permit 138

. The draft permit lacks the com~liance method specified in 
condition 32.b. of the production increase permit'3 . This condition must be 
included in the draft permit to make the fuel usage limits enforceable as required 
by CFR §70.6(a)(3)(i)(B). The draft CAAPP permit also lacks any recordkeeping 
and reporting requirements to ensure compliance with the fuel usage limits. 
Reporting and recordkeeping are required by 40 CFR 70.6(c)( 1), which states that 
all part 70 permits shall contain: "Consistent with paragraph (a)(3) of this section, 
compliance certification, testing, monitoring, reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements sufficient to assure compliance with the terms and conditions of the 
permit." The production increase permit does include reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements in conditions 35.c and 40.b. and c. Condition 35.c 
must be included in Section 5.9 Source-Wide Recordkeeping Requirements. 
Conditions 40.b. and c. must be included in Section 5.10 Source-Wide Reporting 
Requirements. These recordkeeping and reporting requirements must be included 

1\(, (EPA Construction Permit Number 950 10001, U.S. Steel Corporation - Granite City, June 25.2002, 
condition 40.a. Attached hereto as Exhibit 17. 
1.17 JEPA Construction Permit Number 9501000 I, U.S. Steel Corporation -- Granite City, June 25. 2002. 
conditions 35.a. and 35.b. Attached hereto as Exhibit 17. 
lIS (EPA Construction Permit Number 95010001, U.S. Steel Corporation - Granite City. June 25, 2002, 
condition 21. Attached hereto as Exhibit 17 . 
U') IEPA Construction Permit Number 950 1000 1. U.S. Steel Corporation - Granite City, June 25. 2002, 
condition 32.b. Attached hereto as Exhibit 17. 



Illinois E
nr-ironm

ental Protection A
gency 

hls. A
nnet G

odiksen, H
earing O

ficer 
February "7

. 2009 
Page 57 of 72 

in the perm
it to ensure com

pliance tvith the fuel usage lim
its. 

W
e request that 

these conditions be added to the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it. 
(4) 5.6.3 b.ii sets annual em

ission lim
its for blast furnaces A

 and B
, boilers 1 -

 I0 and 
1 1 and It, ladle drying preheaters and blast furnace gas flares. T

hese annual 
em

ission lim
its are for PM

'PhZ
lO

, S
02. N

O
x, V

O
M

, C
O

 and lead and apply to 
com

bined annual em
issions from

 all of the listed em
issions units. T

hese lim
its 

lack enforceability because there are no recordkeeping or reporting requirem
ents 

in Section 5.9 Source-W
ide R

ecordkeeping R
equirem

ents and Section 5.10 
Source-W

ide R
eporting R

equirem
ents. to ensure com

pliance w
ith these annual 

em
ission lim

its. R
eporting and recordkeeping are required by 40 C

FR
 70.6(c)( 1 ) 

w
hich states that all part 70 perm

its shall contain: "C
onsistent w

ith paragraph 
(a)(3) of this section, com

pliance certification, testing, m
onitoring, reporting and 

recordkeeping requirem
ents sufficient to assure com

pliance w
ith the term

s and 
conditions of the perm

it." 
W

e request that the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it include 
recordkeeping and reporting in Section 5.9 Source-W

ide R
ecordkeeping 

R
equirem

ents and Section 5.10 Source-W
ide R

eporting R
equirem

ents that is 
sufficient to ensure com

pliance w
ith these annual em

ission lim
its. 

(5) T
he m

axim
um

 annual em
ission lim

its in Section 5.6.3 b.iii.A
 through C

 are 
unenforceable due to a lack of recordkeeping or reporting requirem

ents in Section 
5.9 Source-W

ide R
ecordkeeping R

equirem
ents and Section 5.10 Source-W

ide 
R

eporting R
equirem

ents. 
Such requirem

ents are necessary to ensure com
pliance 

w
ith these annual em

ission lim
its. A

ll C
A

A
P

P
 perm

its m
ust contain: "C

onsistent 
w

ith paragraph (a)(3) of this section, com
pliance certification, testing, m

onitoring, 
reporting and recordkeeping requirem

ents sufficient to assure com
pliance w

ith the 
term

s and conditions of the perm
it." 

40 C
FR

 70.6(c)(l). A
s such, the draft 

C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it should include the follow
ing: 

- 
identification of the em

ission unit 
- 

description of test m
ethods used to directly m

easure the em
issions rate 

including a description of the sam
pling train, analysis equipm

ent and 
test schedule 

- 
m

easured em
issions rate 

- 
data and detailed calculations to determ

ine em
issions, including raw

 
data sheets and records of laboratory analyses, sam

ple calculations and 
data on equipm

ent calibration. 
- 

unit specific em
issions 

- 
total em

issions 

R
equiring such records w

ould establish consistency w
ith conditions already 

established in the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it in section 5.7 b.v.E
. T

he C
A

A
PP perm

it 
should include a requirem

ent in section 5.9 that the above inform
ation be 

subm
itted to the IE

PA
 on an annual basis. W

e request that the draft C
A

A
PP 

perm
it include these recordkeeping and reporting requirem

ents in Section 5.9 
Source- W

ide R
ecordkeeping R

equirem
ents and Section 5.10 Source-W

ide 
R

eporting R
equirem

ents to ensure com
pliance w

ith these annual em
ission lim

its. 
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in the pern1it to ensure compliance with the fue! usage limits. We request that 
these conditions be added to the draft CAAPP permit. 

(4) 5.6.3 b.ii sets annual emission limits for blast furnaces A and B, boilers I - 10 and 
II and 12, ladle drying preheaters and blast furnace gas flares . These annual 
emission limits are for PM/PM 10, S02, NOx, YOM, CO and lead and apply to 
combined annual emissions from all of the listed emissions units. These limits 
lack enforceability because there are no recordkeeping or reporting requirements 
in Section 5.9 Source-Wide Recordkeeping Requirements and Section 5.10 
Source-Wide Reporting Requirements . to ensure compliance with these annual 
emission limits. Reporting and recordkeeping are required by 40 CFR 70.6(c)( I) 
which states that all part 70 permits shall contain : "Consistent with paragraph 
(a)(3) of this section, compliance certification, testing, monitoring, reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements sufficient to assure compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the pennit." We request that the draft CAAPP permit include 
recordkeeping and reporting in Section 5.9 Source-Wide Recordkeeping 
Requirements and Section 5.10 Source-Wide Reporting Requirements that is 
sufficient to ensure compliance with these annual emission limits. 

(5) The maximum annual emission limits in Section 5.6.3 b.iii.A through Care 
unenforceable due to a lack of recordkeeping or reporting requirements in Section 
5.9 Source-Wide Recordkeeping Requirements and Section 5.10 Source-Wide 
Reporting Requirements. Such requirements are necessary to ensure compliance 
with these annual emission limits . All CAAPP permits must contain: "Consistent 
with paragraph (a)(3) of this section, compliance certification, testing, monitoring, 
reporting and recordkeeping requirements sufficient to assure compliance with the 
terms and conditions of the permit." 40 CFR 70.6( c)( I) . As such, the draft 
CAAPP permit should include the following: 

identification of the emission unit 
description of test methods used to directly measure the emissions rate 
including a description of the sampling train, analysis equipment and 
test schedule 
measured emissions rate 
data and detailed calculations to determine emissions, including raw 
data sheets and records of laboratory analyses, sample calculations and 
data on equipment calibration. 
unit specific emissions 
total emissions 

Requiring such records would establish consistency with conditions already 
established in the draft CAAPP pennit in section 5.7 b.v .E. The CAAPP permit 
should include a requirement in section 5.9 that the above information be 
submitted to the IEPA on an annual basis. We request that the draft CAAPP 
permit include these recordkeeping and reporting requirements in Section 5.9 
Source-Wide Recordkeeping Requirements and Section 5. J 0 Source-Wide 
Reporting Requirements to ensure compliance with these annual emission limits. 
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(6
) 5.7.c.i.D

 should contain a reporting clause, as self-reporting is the only possible 
and practical w

ay to determ
ine com

pliance. 
(7) 7.9.4.21 states that "[ilf conditions at the facility change and the total annual 

benzene calculation show
s increase to greater than 10 M

g
'yr," then the source 

becom
es subject to Subpart FF. T

here is no w
ay for any interested party to know

 
if the facility has changed and m

et this conditions w
ithout som

e sort of reporting 
requirem

ent. 
T

his provision should include an annual reporting requirem
ent. 

C
. L

ack of C
larity as to A

pplicable Standards 

(1) 7.2.7-2 M
easurem

ent R
equirem

ents includes tw
o different m

easurem
ent 

standards, and the perm
it does not specify w

hich should be follow
ed. 7.2.7-2.a 

requires quench sam
ples are to be taken five days a w

eek and 7.2.7-2.b requires 
them

 on "at least a w
eekly basis." 

T
he provision should sim

ply require that the 
quench sam

ples be taken five days a w
eek. 

(2) 7.4.7-2.a.iv.B
. 1 states that, in order to dem

onstrate com
pliance w

ith the applicable 
opacity lim

it for a blast furnace casthouse, U
SS-G

C
W

 shall "[ulse a certified 
observer to determ

ine the opacity of em
issions according to M

ethod 9 in 
A

ppendix A
 to 40 C

FR
 Part 60." 

H
ow

ever, condition 33(b) of C
onstruction 

Perm
it #95010001 establishes that U

SS-G
C

W
 shall have "at least tw

o em
ployees 

or agents experienced in m
aking opacity readings to the extent that it is 

reasonably possible to do so, w
ho shall m

ake the opacity readings required by 
[C

onstruction Perm
it #95010001]." 

C
ondition 33(b) of C

onstruction Perm
it 

#95010001 should also appear in the final C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it. 
(3) 7.5.3-1 .a.i states that em

ission standards under one of three regulations apply to 
the basic oxygen furnace, but provides no guidance as to w

hich regulation in fact 
applies: "U

nless 35 IA
C

 212.446tc) . . .applies, em
issions from

 basic oxygen 
furnace operations . . . shall not exceed the allow

able em
ission rate specified by 35 

IA
C

 2 12.32 1 or 2 12.322, w
hichever is applicable." T

he C
A

A
P

P
 should be revised 

to specify the applicable regulation. T
his provision is not enforceable as a 

practical m
atter as w

ritten. 
(4) 7.5.3-1 .a.ii.B

 sim
ilarly references three regulations, only one of w

hich actually 
governs U

SS-G
C

W
's em

issions from
 the hot m

etal transfer, hot m
etal 

desulfurization, and ladle lancing operations. 

D
. 

Incorporation by R
eference, B

ut N
o C

lear A
ccess to the Incorporated T

exts 

(I) 7.13.3 incorporates both the P
M

lo contingency plan and fugitive dust operating 
program

 by reference, but the perm
it never alerts the public as to how

 they m
ay 

obtain copies of the plan and program
. T

his prevents those docum
ents from

 being 
easily review

ed by the public. T
he actual text of the plan and program

 need to be 
incorporated into the perm

it, and thus m
ake the perm

it provisions enforceable. 
T

his also prevents IE
PA

 and the perm
ittee from

 m
aking changes in the perm

it 
w

ithout the legally required review
 process. 
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(6) 5.7.c.i.D should contain a reporting clause, as self-repOtiing is the only possible 
and practical way to determine compliance. 

(7) 7.9.4.a states that "[i]f conditions at the facility change and the total annual 
benzene calculation shows increase to ,greater than 1 0 Mglyr," then the source 
becomes subject to Subpart FF. There is no way for any interested party to know 
if the faci lity has changed and met this conditions without some sort of reporting 
requirement. This provision should include an annual reporting requirement. 

C. Lack of Clarity as to Applicable Standards 

(I) 7.2.7-2 Measurement Requirements includes two different measurement 
standards, and the pennit does not specify which should be followed. 7.2.7-2.a 
requires quench samples are to be taken five days a week and 7.2.7-2.b requires 
them on "at least a weekly basis." The provision should simply require that the 
quench samples be taken five days a week. 

(2) 7.4.7-2.a.iv.B.I states that, in order to demonstrate compliance with the applicable 
opacity limit for a blast furnace casthouse, USS-GCW shall "[u]se a certified 
observer to detennine the opacity of emissions according to Method 9 in 
Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60." However, condition 33(b) of Construction 
Permit #9501000 I establishes that USS-GCW shall have "at least two employees 
or agents experienced in making opacity readings to the extent that it is 
reasonably possible to do so, who shall make the opacity readings required by 
[Construction Permit #95010001]." Condition 33(b) of Construction Permit 
#95010001 should also appear in the final CAAPP permit. 

(3) 7.5 .3-I.a. i states that emission standards under one of three regulations appl y to 
the basic oxygen furnace, but provides no guidance as to which regulation in fact 
applies: "Unless 35 lAC 212.446(c) ... applies, emissions from basic oxygen 
furnace operations ... shall not exceed the allowable emission rate specified by 35 
lAC 212.321 or 212.322, whichever is applicable." The CAAPP should be revised 
to specify the applicable regulation. This provision is not enforceable as a 
practical matter as written. 

(4) 7.5.3-I.a.ii.B similarly references three regulations, only one of which actually 
governs USS-GCW's emissions from the hot metal transfer, hot metal 
desulfurization, and ladle lancing operations. 

D. Incorporation by Reference, But No Clear Access to the Incorporated Texts 

( I) 7.13.3 incorporates both the PM 10 contingency plan and fugitive dust operating 
program by reference, but the permit never alerts the public as to how they may 
obtain copies of the plan and program. This prevents those documents from being 
easily reviewed by the public. The actual text of the plan and program need to be 
incorporated into the pennit, and thus make the permit provisions enforceable. 
This also prevents JEPA and the permittee from making changes in the pennit 
without the legally required review process. 



Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office, Octobre 21, 2009

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Ms. Ann~t Godiksen, Hearing Officer 
February 27,2009 
Page 59 of 72 

(2) 5.3.10 incorporates the episode action plan by reference, but the permit never 
alerts the public as to how they may actually obtain copies of this plan. This 
erects a substantial barrier to public review and enforceability. The actual text of 
the plan should be incorporated into the permit, thus making the permit provisions 
practically enforceable and also preventing changes in the permit without the 
legally required review process. 

(3) 5,3.3 a. of the draft CAAPP permit requires that USS-GCW submit a fugitive 
particulate matter operating plan to the [EPA and operate under such plan. 
Section 5.3.3,b requires USS-GCW to amend this plan from time to time in order 
to keep the operating program current. Section 5,3,3 c. outlines the operations 
that must be included in the operating plan. All three of these sections are not 
enforceable because they contain no facility specific information or requirements. 
The language only restates key requirements in 35 lAC 212,309 through 212,312. 
The draft C AAPP permit does not indicate whether or not GCW submitted the 
required fugitive particulate matter operating plan, whether it was reviewed by the 
IEPA or whether it was approved. Additionally, there is no indication that the 
operating plan, if submitted, has been updated as required by 35 lAC 212 .312. 
We request that IEPA include in Section 5.3.3.a a statement contirming that the 
initial operating plan was submitted, the title of the operating plan, the date the 
plan was submitted, any approval or disapproval of the plan by the IEP A, and the 
date of any such approval. We also request the IEPA include in Section 5.3.3 b. 
any and all amendments to the operating plan, the dates such updates were 
submitted to the IEPA, and the dates of any and all IEP A approvals or 
disapprovals of such amendments. 

(4) 5.3.4 requires that GCW submit a PMIO Contingency Measure Plan which is 
incorporated by reference. However, the draft permit does not indicate a title or 
date that the PM I 0 Contingency Plan was approved by the IEPA. Also, the draft 
permit does not state whether or not any amendments have been made to the plan 
and the dates of any such amendments. Without this information, this section of 
the draft permit is practically unenforceable. We request that section 5.3.4 
include the title of the PM I 0 Contingency Plan, the date submitted to the IEPA, 
the date of the IEPA's approval, any amendments to the plan, the dates of 
amendments submitted to the IEPA and the dates of any I EPA approval of 
amendments. 

(5) 5.3.10 requires that GCW submit an Episode Action Plan for reducing the levels 
of emissions during yellow alerts, red alerts and emergencies. However, the draft 
permit does not indicate a title or date that the Episode Action Plan was submitted 
or approved by the [EPA. Also, the draft CAAPP permit does not state whether 
any amendments have been made to the plan and the dates of any such 
amendments. Without this information, this section of the draft permit is 
practically unenforceable. We request that section 5.3.10 include the title of the 
Episode Action Plan, the date of submission to the IEP A, the date of the [EPA's 
approval, any amendments to the plan, amendment submission dates and the dates 
of any [EPA approval of amendments. 
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(6
) 7.2.5-1 requires that G

SS-G
C

C
V

 subm
it a w

ritten w
ork practice plan for soaking. 

H
ow

ever, the draft perm
it does not indicate a title or date that the S

oaking Plan 
w

as subm
itted or approved by the IE

PA
. A

lso, the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it does not 
state w

hether any am
endm

ents h
ate been m

ade to the plan and the dates of any 
such arnendm

ents. W
ithout this inform

ation, this section of the draft perm
it is 

practically unenforceable. 
Section 7.2.5- 1 should include the Soaking Plan, the 

date it w
as subm

itted to the IE
PA

, the date of the IE
PA

's approval, any 
am

endm
ents to the plan, the dates such am

endm
ents w

ere subm
itted to the IE

PA
, 

and the dates of IE
PA

's approval of such am
endm

ents. 
(7) 7.2.5-2 requires that U

SS-G
C

W
 subm

it a w
ritten w

ork practice plan to achieve 
com

pliance w
ith respect to an affected battery. 

7.2.5-2.d requires the perm
ittee to 

revise the perm
it should as per future U

SE
PA

 or IE
PA

 requirem
ents. 

H
ow

ever, 
the draft perm

it does not indicate a title or date that the w
ork practice plan w

as 
subm

itted to or approved by the IE
PA

. A
lso, the draft C

A
A

PP perm
it does not 

state w
hether any am

endm
ents have been m

ade to the plan and the dates of such 
am

endm
ents. 

W
ithout this inform

ation, this section of the draft perm
it is not 

practically enforceable. 
7.2.5-2 should include the text of the w

ork practice plan, 
the date it w

as subtnitted to the IE
PA

, the date of IE
PA

's approval, any revisions 
to the plan, the dates such revisions w

ere subm
itted to the IE

PA
, and the dates of 

any IE
PA

 approval of revisions. 
(8) 7.15.14 requires U

SS-G
C

W
 to subm

it a com
pliance schedule to dem

onstrate 
com

pliance w
ith previously referenced violations. 

H
ow

ever, as the perm
it states, 

"an acceptable com
pliance schedule that w

ould dem
onstrate com

pliance has yet 
to be subm

itted." 
W

hen one is subm
itted, it is to be incorporated into the perm

it. 
T

his effectively excludes the public fi-om
 com

m
enting on a section of the perm

it 
for w

hich the facility already has a w
ell-docum

ented history of non-com
pliance. 

T
he perm

it should include a placeholder that includes provisions allow
ing for 

future public com
m

ent. 

E
. 

L
ack of C

larity C
oncerning E

xactly W
hich U

nits to W
hich a L

im
it A

pplies 

(1) 5.3.2 a. of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it establishes that fugitive particulate m
atter 

fi-om
 any processes, including any m

aterial handling or storage activity, that is 
visible by an observer looking generally overhead at a point beyond the property 
line of the source unless the w

ind is less than 25 m
iles per hour is not allow

ed. 
H

ow
ever, this section fails to identify the processes to w

hich it applies. T
he 

potential sources of fugitive particulate m
atter w

hich could fall under this section 
of the draft perm

it include: coal handling, crushing and storage and slag handling 
and storage. W

ithout know
ing w

hich of these sources the section applies to, 
citizens cannot identify w

hether or not fugitive particulate m
atter em

issions from
 

a given source are a violation. 
T

hus, this section is unenforceable as w
ritten. 

W
e 

request that the IE
PA

 include a specific list of sources of fugitive particulate 
m

atter that are regulated under section 5.3.2 a. of the draft C
A

A
PP perm

it. 
(2) 5.3.2 b of the draft C

A
A

PP perm
it establishes that the em

ission of sm
oke or other 

particulate m
atter, w

ith an opacity greater than 30 percent, into the atm
osphere 
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(6) 7.2.5-1 requires that USS-GCW submit a written work practice plan for soaking. 
However, the draft pennit does not indicate a title or date that the Soaking Plan 
was submitted or approved by the IEPA. Also, the draft CAAPP pennit does not 
state whether any amendments have been made to the plan and the dates of any 
such amendments . Without this infonnation, this section of the draft pennit is 
practically unenforceable. Section 7.2.5-1 should include the Soaking Plan, the 
date it was submitted to the [EPA, the date of the IEPA's approval, any 
amendments to the plan, the dates such amendments were submitted to the IEPA, 
and the dates of [EP A's approval of such amendments . 

(7) 7.2.5-2 requires that USS-GCW submit a written work practice plan to achieve 
compliance with respect to an affected battery. 7.2.5-2.d requires the pennittee to 
revise the pennit should as per future USEPA or lEPA requirements. However, 
the draft pennit does not indicate a title or date that the work practice plan was 
submitted to or approved by the lEPA. Also, the draft C AAPP pennit does not 
state whether any amendments have been made to the plan and the dates of such 
amendments. Without this infonnation, this section of the draft pennit is not 
practically enforceable. 7.2.5-2 should include the text of the work practice plan, 
the date it was submitted to the lEPA, the date of lEPA 's approval, any revisions 
to the plan, the dates such revisions were submitted to the lEPA, and the dates of 
any IEPA approval of revisions. 

(8) 7.15.14 requires USS-GCW to submit a compliance schedule to demonstrate 
compliance with previously referenced violations. However, as the pennit states, 
"an acceptable compliance schedule that would demonstrate compliance has yet 
to be submitted." When one is submitted, it is to be incorporated into the pennit. 
This effectively excludes the public from commenting on a section of the pennit 
for which the facility already has a well-documented history of non-compliance. 
The pennit should include a placeholder that includes provisions allowing for 
future public comment. 

E. Lack of Clarity Concerning Exactly Which Units to Which a Limit Applies 

(I) 5.3.2 a. of the draft CAAPP pennit establishes that fugitive particulate matter 
from any processes, including any material handling or storage activity, that is 
visible by an observer looking generally overhead at a point beyond the property 
line of the source unless the wind is less than 25 miles per hour is not allowed. 
However, this section fails to identify the processes to which it applies. The 
potential sources of fugitive particulate matter which could fall under this section 
of the draft pennit include: coal handling, crushing and storage and slag handling 
and storage. Without knowing which of these sources the section applies to, 
citizens cannot identify whether or not fugitive particulate matter emissions from 
a given source are a violation. Thus, this section is unenforceable as written. We 
request that the lEPA include a specific list of sources of fugitive particulate 
matter that are regulated under section 5.3.2 a. of the draft CAAPP pennit. 

(2) 5.3.2 b of the draft CAAPP pennit establishes that the emission of smoke or other 
particulate matter, with an opacity greater than 30 percent, into the atmosphere 
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.ti-c)m
 any em

issions unit other than those em
issio11 units subject to the 

requirem
ents of 35 IA

C
 2 12.132 is not allotiied. T

his section fails to identify the 
em

ission units to w
hich it applies. T

hus, the opacity lim
it is not enforceable. T

he 
num

ber of potential em
ission units in the enorm

ous U
S

S
-C

C
W

 facility that could 
fall w

ithin the purview
 of this section is staggering, and citizens cannot possibly 

identify the applicable units w
ithout further guidance by IE

PA
. 

W
e request that 

the IE
PA

 include a specific list of units that em
it particulate m

atter and that are 
regulated by the 30 percent opacity lim

it under section 5.3.2 b of the draft C
A

A
PP 

perm
it. 

(3) 5.3.2 c.i.v of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it establishes an opacity lim
it of 20 percent 

for any em
issions unit that has not been assigned a particulate m

atter, PM
 10 or 

fugitive particulate m
atter em

issions lim
itations "elsew

here in this section or in 
Subparts R

 or S of this  art.""^) It is unclear to w
hat "Subparts R

 or S" refer.; this 
m

ust be clarified in the final perm
it. 

It is im
possible to identify the em

ission units 
to w

hich this provision applies. T
hus, the opacity lim

it is not enforceable as 
required. 

A
s noted above, the num

ber of potential em
ission units in U

SS-G
C

W
 is 

enorm
ous. W

ithout m
ore inform

ation, citizens cannot identify w
hether the 

opacity from
 a given source is a violation. 

W
e request that the IE

PA
 include a 

specific list of units that are regulated under this 20 percent opacity lim
it. 

(4) 5.3.2 d.i,A
. of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 perm
it sets a particulate m

atter em
ission lim

it of 
22.9 m

g/scm
 (0.01 gr/scf) from

 any process em
issions unit located at integrated 

iron and steel plants in the vicinity of G
ranite C

ity. T
his section fails to identify 

the process units to w
hich this em

ission lim
it applies. T

hus, the particulate m
atter 

em
ission lim

it is not practically enforceable. T
he potential em

ission units w
ithin 

U
SS-G

C
W

's expansive facility that could fall under this section of the draft 
perm

it are num
erous. 

C
itizens cannot identifj, w

hether or not particulate m
atter 

em
issions from

 a given source are a violation. 
W

e request that the IE
PA

 include a 
list of specific units that em

it particulate m
atter that are regulated by the 

particulate m
atter lim

it under section 5.3.2 d.i.A
. of the draft perm

it. 
(5) 5.3.2 d.i.C

 of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it sets a P
M

lo em
issions lim

it of 32.35 ng/J 
(0.075 lbs/m

m
btu) of heat input from

 the burning of coke oven gas at all em
ission 

units, other than coke oven com
bustion stacks, at steel plants in the vicinity of 

G
ranite C

ity. T
his section fails to identify em

ission units to w
hich the P

M
,,, lim

it 
applies. T

hus, the P
M

lo
 lim

it is not practically enfbrceable. T
he potential 

em
ission units w

ithin U
SS-G

C
W

's expansive facility are quite num
erous and 

include, at a m
inim

um
, the blast furnaces, ladle preheater, slab reheat furnaces 

and boilers. C
itizens cannot practically identify w

hether P
M

l0 em
issions fiom

 a 
given source are a violation. 

W
e request that [E

PA
 specifically identify the 

em
issions units to w

hich this PM
Io em

ission lim
it applies. 

'30 Section 5.3.2 c.iv. states "E
m

issions L
im

itation for A
ll O

ther E
m

ission U
nits. U

nless an em
ission unit 

has been assigned a particulate m
atter. PM

IO
, or fugitive particulate m

atter em
issions litnitation elsekvhere 

in this Section or in Subparts R
 or S of this Part. no person shall cause or allow

 fugitive particulate m
atter 

em
issions from

 any em
ission unit to exceed an opacity of 20 percent [35 IA

C
 2 12.3 16(t)J. 

Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office, Octobre 21, 2009

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Ms. Annet Godikscn. Hearing Otlicer 
February :'7. :'009 
Page 61 of72 

from any emissions unit other than those emission units subject to the 
requirements of 35 lAC 2 I 2. 122 is not allowed. This section fails to identify the 
emission units to which it applies. Thus, the opacity limit is not entorceable. The 
number of potential emission units in the enonnous USS-GCW facility that could 
fall within the purview of this section is staggering, and citizens cannot possibly 
identify the applicable units without fUl1her guidance by IEPA. We request that 
the IEPA include a specific list of units that emit pm1iculate matter and that are 
regulated by the 30 percent opacity limit under section 5.3.2 b of the draft CAAPP 
pennit. 

(3) 5.3.2 c.i.v of the draft CAAPP pennit establishes an opacity limit of20 percent 
for any emissions unit that has not been assigned a particulate matter, PM I 0 or 
fugitive particulate matter emissions limitations "elsewhere in this section or in 
Subparts. R or S of this Part:,I~O It is unclear to what "Subparts R or S" refer.; this 
must be clarified in the final pennit. It is impossible to identify the emission units 
to which this provision applies. Thus, the opacity limit is not enforceable as 
required. As noted above, the number of potential emission units in USS-GCW is 
enonnous. Without more infonnation, citizens cannot identify whether the 
opacity from a given source is a violation. We request that the IEPA include a 
specific list of units that are regulated under this 20 percent opacity limit. 

(4) 5.3.2 d.i.A. of the draft CAAPP pennit sets a particulate matter emission limit of 
22.9 mglscm (0.01 gr/scf) from any process emissions unit located at integrated 
iron and steel plants in the vicinity of Granite City. This section fai Is to identify 
the process units to which this emission limit applies. Thus, the particulate matter 
emission limit is not practically enforceable. The potential emission units within 
USS-GCW's expansive facility that could fall under this section of the draft 
pennit are numerous. Citizens cannot identify whether or not particulate matter 
emissions from a given source are a violation. We request that the IEPA include a 
list of specific units that emit particulate matter that are rebJUlated by the 
particulate matter limit under section 5.3.2 d.i.A. of the draft pennit. 

(5) 5.3.2 d.i.C of the draft CAAPP pennit sets a PM10 emissions limit of32.35 ngll 
(0.075 Ibs/mmbtu) of heat input from the burning of coke oven gas at all emission 
units, other than coke oven combustion stacks, at steel plants in the vicinity of 
Granite City. This section fails to identify emission units to which the PM IO limit 
applies. Thus, the PM w limit is not practically enforceable. The potential 
emission units within USS-GCW's expansive facility are quite numerous and 
include, at a minimum, the blast furnaces. ladle preheater. slab reheat furnaces 
and boilers. Citizens cannot practically identify whether PM10 emissions from a 
given source are a violation. We request that [EPA specifically identify the 
emissions units to which this PM 10 emission limit applies. 

14() Section 5.3.2 c.iv. states '"Emissions Limitation for All Other Emission Units. Unless an emission unit 
has been assigned a particulate matter. PM I O. or fugitive particulate matter emissions limitation elsewhere 
in this Section or in Subparts R or S of this Part. no person shall cause or allow fugitive particulate matter 
emissions from any emission unit to exceed an opacity of 20 percent [35 lAC 212.316(OJ. 
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(63 5.3.2 d.i.D
 rrf the dm

fl C
A

A
P

P
 pcrm

it sets s
 PM

lo anissic~n lim
it of 38.7 ng'J 

(0.09 Ihs,m
m

btu) of Ileal input for the d:lb h
m

oces at steel plants in the vicinity 
of G

m
nitc C

ity. T
his section fails to identify em

issions units to
 w

hich the PM
 1 O 

lim
it applies. T

hus. the P
M

fu
 lim

it is not cntilrccshle ns required. P
resum

ably it 
npplics to

 the sEoh rc 
ititul in Section 7.7 S

lab R
eheat 

Furnaces. since thost 
:cs at the tbcility. W

e request that 
IE

PA
 spccitically id

m
t~ty the slab ~

~
I
I
F
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C
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$1-4 as the m

ission
s units to

 
w

hich the PM
tf) m

ission
 lim

it applies. 
(7) 5.3.2 d.i.E

 of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it sets a P
M

1(l m
ission

 lim
it of 2.1 5 ng/J 

(0.005 1h:m
rnbtu) of heat input fm

rn the steel w
orks boilers located at the steel 

m
aking facilities :st steel plants in

 tht 
t of G

ranite C
ity. T

his section fails 
to specifically identify boilers to n41i 

M
jn lim

it applies. T
hus. the PM

ln 
lim

it is not enforceable as rer--'--" 
'rrcsum

ably it applies to bailers #I - l0 and 
h

ile
e

 #I I and #12 i 
tion 7. I0

 since these are the only existing 
boilers nt the fhcility. 

it IEPA
 specifically identify boiler #I-lO

 and 
B

oilm
s #I I and $12 as the em

rsslons units to w
hich the P

M
ro

 em
ission Iim

it 
applies. 

(83 5.3.2 d.i.F of the draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it establishes a P
M

ln
 m

ission
 lim

it of 27.24 
k

g
h

 (60 Ibs/hr) and 0.1 125 kg/M
g (0.225 ib

n
) of total steel in process 

w
hichever 1 im

it is m
ore stringent for the total of all basic oxygen furnace 

processes described in 35 IA
C

 2 12.446(a) of Subpart R
 and m

easured at the R
O

F 
stack located at steel plants ir 

inity of G
ranite C

ity. T
he draft perm

it fails 
to identify specifically w

hich 
rygen furnace process com

bined m
ust 

com
ply w

ith this P
M
 10 lim

it 
. . .-..- ut such a list, the PM

 I0
 em

ission lim
it is not 

enforceable. C
itizens can o

n
ly speculate w

hich processes are in included. W
e 

request that IEPA
 indude a list of specific basic oxygen h

m
ace process w

hich 
m

ust com
ply w

ith this PM
 t 0
 emissions lim

it. 
(9) 7.1.3.e 

fails to state tl 
ts to w

hich the 20%
 opacity lim

it applies, 
W

ithout specifying a 
:m

issions units, the perm
it is prnctieally 

unenforceable. 

!
 vicinit; 

ch the P 
n
 - - -. - -

 - 

F, 
L

ack of C
larity C

oncerning the T
im

ing ur F
requency of a R

equired A
ction 

(1) 5.52 calls for visval inspections of air pollution control equipm
ent, but fails30 

specify the frequency w
ith w

hich it should take place or a reporting requirem
ent 

that allow
s the public determ

ine w
hether the perm

ittee has perform
ed the 

inspection, 5,Sa should include both a frequency and reporting requirem
ent. 

(2) 5.8.i says that the perm
ittee "shall" install, operate, and m

aintain a continuous 
m

onitoring system
 to m

easure and record the HIS content, but fails to provide a 
date by w

hich the perm
ittee m

ust take that action, w
hich effectively allow

s the 
pernittee to delay the requirem

ent indefinitely. 5.8.i should contain a date by 
w

hich the perm
ittee m

ust com
ply w

ith the requirem
ent, 

(3) 72.3-2.a.i., 7.2.3-3.a, and 7.2.3-4.8 all require a "one pass observation" w
ithout 

specifying w
hen or how

 often such a pass m
ust take place, T

he provisions 
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(6) 5.3.2 d.i.O of the tJrafi C AAPP pt!nni.t sets a PM III emission IliJnit of .38. 7 n.g/J 
(O.Oq lhs/l1uuhtu') of heat inpu~ for the slab furnaces a~ steel plants in the vicioity 
of Granite City. ll1is seclion t~l'ils to idenlit}· cmis~ilms units tll which the PM I 0 
limit app.lies. Thus. the PM w limit is 110t ent'.lf{;eable a.s required. Presumahly it 
appllies 10 the slah rehea't furnaces,;; 1-4 identiHed in Section 7.7 SIi,lb Reheat' 
Furnaces. £incc those arc the only slnb t"umaccs at the tacility. We n .. 'qu~st Ihat 
IEPA spccitica}l1y ident ify the slab rcheat furnaces #1-4 as the emissions units 10 

which the PM III emission limit applies. 
(7) 5.3.2 d.i.E llf the draft C AAPP pennit sets a PM III emissioo Iilnit of 2.15 nglJ 

(0.005 Ibimmbtu) of heal input from the steel works boilers located at the steel 
making facilitjes at sf,eel plants in Ihe vicinity of Granite City. This section fajJs 
to' specifically identify boilers ,to which the PMw limit applies. Thus, the PM 10 

Iim~tis Dot enforceable as required. Presumably it a,ppljes to boilers # I-I 0 and 
bojlers #11 and #12 identified in Sect·ion 7.W since these are the only existing 
boilers at the faciJity. We request that lEP A sped tically identi fy boiler # 1-10 and 
Boilers # II and # 12 as the emissions units to which the PM I() ,emission limit 
applies. 

(8) 5.3.2 d.i.F of the draft CAAPP pem11t establishes a PMI/l emission limit of 27.24 
kg/lrr (60 lbslhr) and 0.1\25 kglMg (0.225 JbslT) (11' total steet in process 
whichever J imit is more stringent for the total of all basic oxygen furnace 
processes described in 35 lAC 212.446(a) of Subpart R 'and measured at the BOF 
stack located at steel I~Ian.ls in the vicinity ofGrailite City. The draft ,pennit tails 
to identify specifically which basic oxygen furnace process combined must 
comply with this PMIO limit. Without suctta list, the PM I 0 emission limit is n0t 
enforceable. Citizens can only s'peculate which processes are in induded. We 
request that (EPA include a: list ofspeciflc basic oxygen fumac,e process which 
must comply with this PM 10 emissions limit. 

(9) 7.1.3.e tajls to state the emi.ssiofls units to which the 20% opacity limit applies. 
Without specifying a list of the such emissions units, the pennit is practically 
unen forceab Ie. 

F. Lack of Clarity Concerning the Timio'g or Frequency of a Required Action 

(1) 5.5.a calls for visual inspections of air pollution contTOI equipment, but fails ·to 
specify the rrequency with which it should take place or a reporting requirement 
that allows lthe public dete,rmine wbether the pcrmiuee has pertonned the 
inspection. 5.5a should include both a frequency and reporting requirement. 

(2) 5.8,i says that the pemlittee "shall" instaU. operate, and maintain a continuous 
monitoring system to measure and record the H2S content. but fails to provide a 
date by wh.ich the permittee must take that action, which effectively allows the 
pcnnittee to delay ,the requirement indefinitely. 5.8.i should contain a date by 
which the pennittec must comply with the requirement. 

(3) 7.2.3-2.a.i., 7.2.3-3.a, and 7.2.3-4.3 all require a "one pass observation" without 
specifying when or how often such a pass must take place. The provisions 
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should, at 3
 m

inim
um

, list the li-equency w
ith w

hich such obsen ations shall take 
place. O

therw
ise, there is absolutely no basis for practical enforceability. 

(3
) 7.1.7 and 7.2.10.a.i.B

 use "per perm
it cycle" as a tem

poral unit to m
easure the 

eeyuency \~
ith

 which the perm
ittee m

ust com
ply w

ith a specific requirem
ent in 

order to be in com
pliance. T

his presents a problem
 in that no such perm

it cycle 
has been created in this case. T

his C
A

A
PP perm

it w
ill be the first ever issued to 

the C
JSS-G

C
W

 and is com
ing eleven years after the first application w

as 
subm

itted for the facility. 
In the interests of enforceability and clarity, IE

PA
 

should rephrase these requirem
ents in term

s of five years, the m
axim

um
 am

ount 
of tim

e for w
hich a perm

it m
ay rem

ain valid. 

C
. V

agueness as a B
ar to E

nforceability 

Perm
it conditions m

ust contain sufficient detail to ensure that the source clearly 
understands its obligations and how

 com
pliance w

ith these requirem
ents w

ill be 
evaluated. V

ague standards result from
 provisions that are so unspecific that they render 

com
pliance to be com

pleted w
ithin the arbitrary discretion of the perm

ittee. 
T

here are a 
num

ber of these provisions in the perm
it: 

(1) 5.9.3.c allow
s the operator to keep w

ritten records "as m
ay be needed for 

com
pliance." 

H
ere, U

SS-G
C

W
 m

ay keep records entirely at its disposal, w
hich 

renders the requirem
ent com

pletely practically unenforceable. 
(2) 5.12.1 .b allow

s U
SS-G

C
W

 to calculate em
issions using "other generally accepted 

engineering calculations." 
U

SS-G
C

W
 can thus calculate em

issions in an infinite 
w

ays, presum
ably so long as it could later produce an "expert" in w

hen its 
practices w

ere challenged. T
his potential scenario results from

 too random
 of a 

standard. T
he provisions should either list the acceptable w

ays to calculate 
em

issions, adding a catch-all provision that allow
s it to update or further restrict 

these w
ays during the 5-year perm

it period or state m
ore specific criteria by 

w
hich the public and perm

ittee can determ
ine w

hether a calculation is "generally 
accepted." 

(3) 7.2.5-3(b)(i) and 7.4.5- 1 .a requires the perm
ittee to operate em

ission units and 
associated pollution control equipm

ent "in a m
anner consistent w

ith good air 
pollution control practice." 

T
his provision should reference som

e standard of 
good air pollution control practices. A

s w
ith the previous provision discussed, it 

allow
s sets no enforceable standard by w

hich to judge U
SS-G

C
W

. 
(4) A

ny standard that is based on "m
anufacturer's specifications" or "m

anufacturer's 
instructions" is practically unenforceable, as the infonnation contained therein is 
not included in the perm

it, is not necessarily readily available to the public, and is 
subject to change at the m

anufacturer's w
ill. T

he E
PA

 A
dm

inistrator has held 
that IE

PA
 m

ust "provid[e] inform
ation on w

here the applicable specifications can 
be located" w

hen they use such term
s in C

A
A

P
P

 perm
its. In thc M

atter qf 0
n

.y
~
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cntal Scniccs, Petition num
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-2005-1; C

A
A

P
P

 N
o. 163 12 1 A

A
P, 

D
ecision of then-acting A

dm
inistrator, Stephen Johnson (February 1. 2006), 2006 
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should, at a minimum, list the frequency with which such observations shall take 
place. Otherwise, there is absolutely no basis for practical enforceability. 

(4) 7.1.7 and 7.2.1 O.a.i.B use " per permit cycle" as a temporal unit to measure the 
frequency with which the permittee must comply with a specific requirement in 
order to be in compliance. This presents a problem in that no such permit cycle 
has been created in this case. This C AAPP permit will be the first ever issued to 
the USS-GCW and is coming eleven years after the first application was 
submitted for the facility . In the interests of entorceability and clarity, IEPA 
should rephrase these requirements in terms of five years, the maximum amount 
of time for which a permit may remain valid. 

G. Vagueness as a Bar to Enforceability 

Permit conditions must contain sufficient detail to ensure that the source clearly 
understands its obligations and how compliance with these requirements will be 
evaluated. Vague standards result from provisions that are so unspecific that they render 
compliance to be completed within the arbitrary discretion of the pennittee. There are a 
number of these provisions in the permit: 

(I) 5.9.3.c allows the operator to keep written records "as may be needed for 
compliance." Here, USS-GCW may keep records entirely at its disposal, which 
renders the requirement completely practically unenforceable. 

(2) 5.12.l.b allows USS-GCW to calculate emissions using "other generally accepted 
engineering calculations." USS-GCW can thus calculate emissions in an infinite 
ways, presumably so long as it could later produce an "expert" in when its 
practices were challenged. This potential scenario results from too random of a 
standard. The provisions should either list the acceptable ways to calculate 
emissions, adding a catch-all provision that allows it to update or further restrict 
these ways during the 5-year permit period or state more specific criteria by 
which the public and permittee can determine whether a calculation is "generally 
accepted. " 

(3) 7.2.5-3(b)(i) and 7.4.5-I.a requires the permittee to operate emission units and 
associated pollution control equipment "in a manner consistent with good air 
pollution control practice." This provision should reference some standard of 
good air pollution control practices. As with the previous provision discussed, it 
allows sets no enforceable standard by which to judge USS-GCW. 

(4) Any standard that is based on "manufacturer's specifications" or "manufacturer's 
instructions" is practically unenforceable, as the intormation contained therein is 
not included in the permit, is not necessarily readily available to the public, and is 
subject to change at the manufacturer's will. The EPA Administrator has held 
that IEPA must "provid[e] information on where the applicable specifications can 
be located" when they use such terms in C AAPP permits. In the Maller olOnyx 
Environmental Sen'ices, Petition number V -2005-1; CAAPP No. 163121 AAP, 
Decision of then-acting Administrator, Stephen Johnson (February I, 2006), 2006 
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E
PA

 C
A

A
 T

itle V
 L

E
X

IS 4. A
s such, the follow

ing sections should be am
ended 

to include such infom
ation in order to ensure practical enhrceability: 

a. 
7.3.1O

.b.ii 
b. 

7.4.5-1 .b.ii 
c. 

7.4.9.b.vi.D
 

d. 
7.5.5-1 .b.ii 

e. 
7.5.8.b.i.D

 
f. 

7.8.6.b.ii.B
 

g. 
7.8.10.c 

h. 
7.10.3.g.iii 

(5) A
 num

ber of provisions provide standards that m
ake require the perm

ittee to take 
som

e action that is "norm
al." 

T
his standard is so vague that it is practically 

unenforceable: 
"norm

al" is a com
pletely subjective and discretionary term

. 
U

SE
PA

 has agreed before that such a standard is unenforceable in C
A

A
P

P
 

perm
its and that "IE

PA
 m

ust m
ake clear either in the perm

it or statem
ent of basis 

w
hat constitutes 'norm

al' operating conditions for purposes of this test." 
In the 

M
utter of'O

n~vx En~~ironnztvztul 
Services, Petition num

ber V
-3005- I ; C

A
A

P
P

 N
o. 

163 12 I A
A

P, D
ecision of then-acting A

dm
inistrator, Stephen Johnson (February 

1, 2006), 2006 E
PA

 C
A

A
 T

itle V
 L

E
X

IS 4. T
he unenforceable "norm

al" 
standard appears a num

ber of places in the draft C
A

A
P

P
 Perm

it. T
he follow

ing 
provisions need to be m

ore specific so as to ensure practical enforceability: 
a. 

7.2.3-7.b.i 
b. 

7.2.3-8.a.i 
c. 

7.2.7-3.a.ii.B
 

d. 
7.2.7-3.b.iv.A

 
e. 

7.2.7-3.b.v.A
.1 

f 
7.2.7-3.b.v.B

. 1 
g. 

7.2.7-3.b.v.C
.1 

h. 
7.2.10.a.v.A

 
i. 

7.4.9.a.iii.A
 

j. 
7.4.11 .c.i.A

 
k. 

7.4.1 1 .c.i.B
 

1. 
7.5.7-2.a.v.A

 
m

. 7.5.8.a.iv.A
 

n. 
7.7.10.g.A

. 1 
o. 

7.7.10.g.A
.2 

p. 
7.8.1 1 .b.ii.D

 
q. 

7.8.1 1 .b.iii.B
 

r. 
7.10.9.e.i.A

 
s. 

7.13.3.c 
t. 

7.13.5.a.i.C
 

(6) 7.7.5.a allow
s the perm

ittee to act w
ith "all reasonable efforts." 

T
his standard is 

com
pletely subjective and places the regulated action entirely w

ithin the 
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EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 4. As such, the following sections should be amended 
to include such infonnation in order to ensure practical enforceability: 

a. 7.3.10.b.ii 
b. 7.4.S-I.b.ii 
c. 7.4.9.b.vi.D 
d. 7.5.S-I.b.ii 
e. 7.S.8.b.i.D 
f 7.8.6.b.ii.B 
g. 7.8.10.c 
h. 7.10.3.g.iii 

(S) A number of provisions provide standards that make require the pennittee to take 
some action that is "nonnal." This standard is so vague that it is practically 
unenforceable: "nonnal" is a completely subjective and discretionary tenn. 
USEPA has agreed before that such a standard is unenforceable in CAAPP 
pennits and that "I EPA must make clear either in the pennit or statement of basis 
what constitutes' nonnal' operating conditions for purposes of this test." In the 
Matter o.lOnyx Environmental Services, Petition number V -200S-1; CAAPP No. 
163121 AAP, Decision of then-acting Administrator, Stephen Johnson (February 
I, 2006), 2006 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 4. The unenforceable "nonnal" 
standard appears a number of places in the draft CAAPP Pennit. The following 
provisions need to be more specific so as to ensure practical enforceability: 

a. 7.2.3-7.b.i 
b. 7.2 .3-8.a.i 
c. 7.2.7-3.a.ii.B 
d. 7.2.7-3.b.iv.A 
e. 7.2.7-3.b.v.A.I 
f. 7.2.7-3.b.v.B . I 
g. 7.2.7-3.b.v.C.1 
h. 7.2.1 O.a. v.A 
I. 7.4.9.a.iii.A 
J. 7.4.ll.c.i.A 
k. 7.4.ll.c.i.B 
I. 7.S.7-2.a .v.A 
m. 7.S.8.a.iv.A 
n. 7.7.10.g.A.I 
o. 7.7.10.g.A.2 
p. 7.8.11 .b.ii .D 
q. 7.8.11.b.iii.B 
r. 7.10.9.e.i.A 
s. 7.13.3.c 
t. 7.13.S.a.i.C 

(6) 7.7.S.a allows the pennittee to act with "al1 reasonable efforts." This standard is 
completely subjective and places the regulated action entirely within the 
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unfettered discretion of the perm
ittee. 

T
his standard is patently arbitrary and thus 

unenkrceable. 
(7) 7.8. I2.b.iii perm

its the perm
ittee to correct m

alfunctions "as soon as practicable 
afier their occurrence." 

C
t'ithout, at a m

inim
um

, defining "practicable," the 
perm

ittee could extend the lenb.th of operating m
alfunctioning equipm

ent 
indefinitety. T

his standard is unenforceable for lack of definition. 
(8) 7.12.b.iii calls for the perm

ittee to m
aintain gauges and other testing devices "in 

proper w
orking order." 

T
his is im

possible to enforce cvithout som
e sort of 

standard that describes the variance of "w
orking order" to be tolerated. 

In 2005 the U
SE

PA
 outlined specific term

s as unenforceable as a practical m
atter in In 

the iZIartcr o
f'fifid

~
~

vst 
G

encm
tion, LC

'C
, bV

aukcgan G
crtem

titlg Station.'" 
T

he specified 
term

s are unenforceable because the "perm
it fails to explain or define" them

.'3"pecified 
undefined term

s deem
ed unenforceable as a practical m

atter include "operating 
param

eters" and 'reasonable steps."'J3 B
oth of these t

m
s

 are used in num
erous 

provisions of the U
SS-G

C
W

 draft C
A

A
P

P
 perm

it, as detailed below
. 

A
ccording to the U

SE
PA

, "[tlhe perm
it is not clear about w

hat operational conditions and 
operating param

eters the perm
ittee m

ust be m
onitoring at a m

inim
um

 and, therefore, the 
term

 is practically unenf~
rceable.'"'~

 The follow
ing provisions of the U

SS-G
C

W
 

provisions contain the undefined and thus unenforceable term
 "operating param

eters:" 
(1) 5. I0.3.a.i~

 
(2) 7.3.1 1 .b.iv.B

 
(3) 7.3.11 .b.v.B

 
(4) 7.5.9.b.iv.A

 
(5) 7.5.9.b.iv.B

 
(6) 7.7.5.b.ii, 
(7) 7.8.6.c 
(8) 7.8.10.b 
(9) 7.8.1 1 .b.ii.D

 
(10) 7.8.11 .b.iii.B

 
(I 1) 7.10.3.g.iii.B

 
( 12) 8.6.2.c. 

T
he E

PA
 A

dm
inistrator expressed a sim

ilar objection to the use of the term
 "reasonable 

steps: "B
ecause neither the S

IP
 nor [the perm

it section] species criteria to determ
ine w

hat 
constitutes 'reasonable steps' . . . the condition is practicably unenforceable.'"" 

T
he draft 

I" 
2005 E

PA
 C

A
A

 T
itle V

 I-E
X

IS 14. 
I" 

Id. at *27. 
'" 

Id. at *27, *29. 
'" 

id. at *27. 
I" 

Id. at *30. Sc~c also In the M
atter of M

idw
est G

eneration, L
C

C
, Joliet G

enerating Station, 1005 E
P.4 

C
A

A
 T

itle V
 1-EX

IS I?. 
*59 ("[B

]ecause the perm
it condition does not specify criteria, consistent w

ith the 
SIP. to detennine w

hether a unit can be 'reasonably' repaired or w
hat constitutes 'reasonable' steps during 

m
alfunction or breakdow

n, the condition is practicably unenforceable. U
.S. E

PA
 grants the petition on this 

Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office, Octobre 21, 2009

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Ms. Annet Godiksen, Hearing Officer 
February 27 , 2009 
Page 05 of72 

unfettered discretion of the pennittee, This standard is patently arbitrary and thus 
unen forceab I e. 

(7) 7.8.12.b.iii pennits the pennittee to correct malfunctions "as soon as practicable 
after their occurrence." Without, at a minimum, defining "practicable," the 
pennittee could extend the len!:,rth of operating malfunctioning equipment 
indetinitely. This standard is unenforceable for lack of definition. 

(8) 7.12.b.iii calls for the pennittee to maintain gauges and other testing devices "in 
proper working order." This is impossible to enforce without some sort of 
standard that describes the variance of "working order" to be tolerated. 

In 200S the USEPA outlined specific tenns as unenforceable as a practical matter in In 
the Maffer ofMidl'.·cst Generation. Lee. Waukcgan Generating Station.I.t1 The specified 
tenns are unenforceable because the "permit fails to explain or define" them. '42 Specified 
undefined terms deemed unenforceable as a practical matter include "operating 
parameters" and "reasonable steps. ,,143 Both of these tenns are used in numerous 
provisions of the USS-GCW draft CAAPP permit, as detailed below. 

According to the USEPA, "[t]he pennit is not clear about what operational conditions and 
operating parameters the permittee must be monitoring at a minimum and, therefore, the 
term is practically unenforceable." 144 The following provisions of the USS-GCW 
provisions contain the undefined and thus unenforceable tenn "operating parameters:" 

(I) S.10.3.a.iv 
(2) 7.3.11.b.iv.B 
(3) 7.3.II.b.v.B 
(4) 7.S.9.b.iv.A 
(S) 7.S.9.b.iv.B 
(6) 7.7.S.b.ii, 
(7) 7.8.6.c 
(8) 7.8.1 O.b 
(9) 7.8.II.b.ii.D 
(10) 7.8.11.b.iii.B 
(II) 7.IOJ.g.iii.B 
(12) 8.6.2.c. 

The EPA Administrator expressed a similar objection to the use of the term "reasonable 
steps: "Because neither the SIP nor [the pennit section] species criteria to detennine what 
constitutes 'reasonable steps' ... the condition is practicably unenforceable.,,145 The draft 

141 2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 14. 
141 Ill. at *27. 
14 .1 Id. at *27, *29. 
144 1d. at *27. 

145 Ill. at +]0. See (//.1'0 In the Malter of Midwest Generation, LCC, Joliet Generating Station, 2005 EPA 
CAA Title V LEXIS 12. *59 ("[B]ecause the permit condition does not specify aiteria, consistent with the 
SIP, to detennine whether a unit can be 'reasonably' repaired or what constitutes 'reasonable' steps during 
malfunction or breakdown, the condition is practicably unenforceable . U.S. EPA grants the petition on this 



Illi~
~

o
is 
E

nvironm
ental Pm

tection A
gency 

M
s. A

nnet G
ndiksen. H

earing O
fE

cer 
February 27,7009 
Page 66 of 72 

C
A

A
P

P
 pennit for U

SS-G
C

W
 only contains this term

 at condition 9.10.2.a.i~
: "D

uring 
the period of the em

ergency the Perm
ittee took a1 1 rc3asoncrblc steps to m

in
im

i~
e levels of 

em
issions that exceeded the em

ission lim
itations, standards, or regulations in this 

perm
it." T

his term
 is undefined in the draA

 perm
it and is therefore practicably 

unenforceable as contained in 9.10.Z
.a.i~. 

W
. L

ack of C
larity R

egarding M
A

C
T

 R
equirem

ents. 

T
he draft C

A
A

P
P

 recites that the U
SS-G

C
W

 facility (w
ithout the cogeneration plant and 

new
 coke plant w

hich are uncier construction and inappropriately excluded from
 this 

perm
it and perm

it package) is subject to five M
A

C
T

 standards -
 40 C

FR
 Part 63 

Subparts L (coke oven batteries), C
C

C
C

C
 (coke oven operations, including pushing and 

quenching), Z
Z

Z
Z

 (reciprocating internal com
bustion engines), FFFFF (integrated iron 

and steel), and C
C

C
 (steel pickling -

 H
C

l process). S
ee, e.g., draft C

A
A

PP section 5.3.8. 
T

he follow
ing perm

it sections state that the facility "shall develop and im
plem

ent" a 
startup shutdow

n and m
alfunction plan in accordance w

ith the governing M
A

C
T

 
standard: draft C

A
A

P
P

 sections 7.2.5-3.a.ii (for coke oven operations subject to Subpart 
C

C
C

C
C

) and 7.2.5-3.b.ii (for coke oven batteries subject to Subpart L). T
he follow

ing 
perm

it sections state that the facility shall "develop" 
-
 rather than "develop and 

im
plem

ent" -
 an S

S
M

 plan in accordance w
ith the governing M

A
C

T
 standard: draft 

C
A

A
P

P
 sections 7.4.5-2.a (for blast furnace operations subject to Subpart FFFFF), 7.5.5- 

2.21 (for basic oxygen furnace operations subject to Subpart FFFFF), and 7.8.12.b.ii.A
 

(H
C

l pickling operations subject to Subpart C
C

C
). 

N
o deadlines are specified, even though the governing M

A
C

T
 standards have been in 

effect for som
e tim

e and such plans should already be developed and in place. N
either the 

draA
 C

A
A

PP nor the Project Sum
m

ary provides any inform
ation regarding the status of 

U
SS-G

C
W

's startup shutdow
n and m

alfunction plans. A
t the public hearing, w

e inquired 
as to the status of the plans. IE

PA
 subsequently indicated that U

SS-G
C

W
 had subm

itted 
to the A

gency S
S

M
 plans for the coke oven operations and integrated iron and steel 

M
A

C
T

 regulations, but had not subm
itted SSM

 plans for the coke oven battery, 
reciprocating internal com

bustion engine, or steel pickling-H
C

1 process M
A

C
T

 
regulations.'" 

A
lthough the regulations do not currently require that such plans be 

subm
itted to IE

PA
, they should already be in existence and in operation. H

ow
ever, the 

draft C
A

A
PP states, in prospective language, that U

SS-G
C

W
 shall develop (and 

im
plem

ent) them
. T

here is no indication w
hether the SSM

 plans that U
SS-G

C
W

 

issue. IE
PA

 m
ust rem

ove 'reasonably' and 'reasonable' from
 sections 7.2.3(b)(ii), 7.3.3(b)(ii), and 

7.4.3(b)(ii), define the term
s, or provide criteria to determ

ine 'reasonably' and 'reasonable,' and revise the 
condition to be consistent w

ith the provisions of the underlying applicable requirem
ent."): In the M

atter of 
M

idw
est G

eneration, L
C

C
, R

om
eoville G

enerating Station, 2005 E
PA

 C
A

A
 T

itle V
 L

E
X

IS 13, *54-55; In 
the M

atter of M
idw

est G
eneration. L

C
C

. Fisk G
enerating Station. 7005 E

PA
 C

A
A

 T
itle V

 L
E

X
IS 4, *44- 

45. In the M
atter of M

idw
est G

eneration. L
C

C
, C

raw
ford G

enerating Station. 7005 E
PA

 C
A

A
 'Pitle V

 
[.E

X
IS 5, *4 1-12. 

i 46 fllinois E
nvironm

ental Protection A
gency. Q

ur~stions Pcnding,fi.om
 C

:S. Stcrl Titkc C
'P

~ihlic tjC
'(~ritl'q, 

Jan. 15.7009, at 1 (provided to IE
C

 by IE
PA

). A
ttached here to as E

xhibit 
1. 
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CAAPP penni! for USS-GCW only contains this tern1 at condition 9.1 0.2.a.iv: "During 
the period of the emergency the Pennittee took all reasonable steps to minimize levels of 
emissions that exceeded the emission limitations, standards, or regulations in this 
pelmit." This tenn is undefined in the draft pennit and is therefore practicably 
unenforceable as contained in 9.1 O.2 .a.iv. 

H. Lack of Clarity Regarding MACT Requirements. 

The draft CAAPP recites that the USS-GCW facility (without the cogeneration plant and 
new coke plant which are under construction and inappropriately excluded from this 
pennit and pennit package) is subject to five MACT standards - 40 CFR Part 63 
Subparts L (coke oven batteries), CCCCC (coke oven operations, including pushing and 
quenching), ZZZZ (reciprocating internal combustion engines), FFFFF (integrated iron 
and steel), and CCC (steel pickling - HCl process). See, e.g., draft CAAPP section 5.3.8. 
The following pennit sections state that the facility "shall develop and implement" a 
startup shutdown and malfunction plan in accordance with the governing MACT 
standard: draft CAAPP sections 7.2.5-3.a.ii (for coke oven operations subject to Subpart 
CCCCC) and 7.2.5-3.b.ii (tor coke oven batteries subject to Subpart L) . The following 
pennit sections state that the facility shall "develop" - rather than "develop and 
implement" - an SSM plan in accordance with the governing MACT standard: draft 
CAAPP sections 7.4.5-2.a (for blast furnace operations subject to Subpart FFFFF), 7.5.5-
2.a (tor basic oxygen furnace operations subject to Subpart FFFFF), and 7.8.12.b.ii.A 
(HCI pickling operations subject to Subpart CCC). 

No deadlines are specified, even though the governing MACT standards have been in 
effect for some time and such plans should already be developed and in place. Neither the 
draft CAAPP nor the Project Summary provides any infonnation regarding the status of 
USS-GCW's startup shutdown and malfunction plans. At the public hearing, we inquired 
as to the status of the plans. IEPA subsequently indicated that USS-GCW had submitted 
to the Agency SSM plans for the coke oven operations and integrated iron and steel 
MACT regulations, but had not submitted SSM plans for the coke oven battery, 
reciprocating internal combustion engine, or steel pickling-HC) process MACT 
regulations. 146 Although the regulations do not currently require that such plans be 
submitted to IEPA, they should already be in existence and in operation. However, the 
draft CAAPP states, in prospective language, that USS-GCW shall develop (and 
implement) them. There is no indication whether the SSM plans that USS-GCW 

issue. IEPA must remove 'reasonably' and 'reasonable' from sections 7.2.3(b)(ii). 7.3 .3(b)(ii), and 
7.4.3(b}(ii), define the terms. or provide criteria to detem1ine ' reasonably' and 'reasonable,' and revise the 
condition to be consistent with the provisions of the underlying applicable requirement."); In the Malter of 
Midwest Generation, LCC, Romeoville Generating Station, 2005 EPA CAA Title V LEX1S 13, *54-55; In 
the Matter of Midwest Generation. LCC , Fisk Generating Station, 2005 EPA C AA Title V LEXIS 4, *44-
45. In the Maller of Midwest Generation, LCe, Crawford Generating Station, 2005 EPA CAA Title V 
LEXIS 5, *41-42. 
1~6 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, Questions P£!nding/i'om L/' 5. Steel Tit/e V Pllhiic Hcuring , 
Jan. 15,2009, at I (provided to IEC by IEPA). Attached here to a.~ Exhibit 1. 
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subm
itted to IE

PX
 w

ere determ
ined to satisfy the S

S
M

 plan require~nents in the lLlA
C

T 
rcgulatic-)ns, and if not w

hether IE
PA

 set any deadlines tirr preparing acceptable plans. 
N

or is there any indication w
hether U

SS-G
C

W
 m

ust prepare the non-subm
itted SSM

 
plans, if they do not otherw

ise exist, by any particular deadlines, or tthether they need 
only be prepared at som

e indefinite tim
e in the unlim

ited future. 

Finally, although the draft C
A

A
P

P
 contains an SSM

 exem
ption for em

issions from
 the 

engine for the #4 coke oven gas booster pum
p (see above), w

hich is subject to em
ission 

lim
its under 40 C

FR
 Part 63 Subpart Z

Z
Z

Z
, and the M

A
C

T
 regulations require SSM

 
plans h

r
 at least som

e of the internal com
bustion engines subject to it, 40 C

FR
 3 63.6665 

and T
able 8 to Subpart Z

Z
Z

Z
 of Part 63, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 does not require U
SS-G

C
W

 to 
develop an S

S
M

 plan for the engine subject to the Subpart Z
Z

Z
Z

 M
A

C
T

. 

Finally, although the draft C
A

A
P

P
 contains an SSM

 exem
ption for em

issions from
 the 

engine for the #4 coke oven gas booster pum
p (see above), w

hich is subject to em
ission 

lim
its under 40 C

FR
 Part 63 Subpart Z

Z
Z

Z
, and the M

A
C

T
 regulations require S

S
M

 
plans for at least som

e of the internal com
bustion engines subject to it, 40 C

F
R

 
63.6665 

and T
able 8 to Subpart Z

Z
Z

Z
 of Part 63, the draft C

A
A

P
P

 does not require U
SS-G

C
W

 to 
develop an S

S
M

 plan for the engine subject to the Subpart Z
Z

Z
Z

 M
A

C
T

. 

X
I. 

T
he D

raft P
erm

it F
ails to Support Som

e C
onclusions as to Insignificant 

A
ctivities 

1. T
h

e D
raft C

A
A

P
P

 L
acks Supporting C

alculations for Identifying T
anks 

#306-310,800 and 815 as Insignificant A
ctivities. 

C
ondition 3.1.1 g. of the draft C

A
A

P
P

 pennit lists tanks #306-3 10, #800 and #8 15 as 
insigniticant activities. T

he 1996 G
C

W
 C

A
A

PP application lists tanks #306-3 10, 800 
and 8 15 as holding hydrochloric acid or liquids w

ith sim
ilar properties'J7. H

ydrochloric 
acid is listed as a hazardous air pollutant. 

T
herefore, in order to qualify as an 

insignificant activity, G
C

W
 m

ust dem
onstrate that each tank has H

A
P em

issions less than 
0.1 lbsihour as established in 35 IA

C
 201.2 1 1 (a)(2). T

he G
C

W
 application provided no 

justification or supporting calculations for listing these tanks as insibaificant activities as 
required under 35 IA

C
 20 1.2 1 1 (b). T

herefore, w
e request that the IE

PA
 rem

ove these 
tanks from

 section 3.1. I (g) of the draff perm
it. 

2. T
he D

raft C
A

A
P

P
 L

acks Supporting C
alculations for Identifying V

O
M

 
E

m
issions from

 Scale P
its as Insignificant A

ctivities. 

1-17 1996 G
C

W
 T

itle V
 C

A
A

P
P

 A
pplication V

olurne V
II. T

ab Ci, 297-C
A

A
P

P
 Finishing Insignificant 

A
ctivities, E

xhibit 297-2. 
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submitted to [EPA were determined to satisfy the SSM plan requirements in the MACT 
regulations, and ifnot whether lEPA set any deadlines for preparing acceptable plans. 
Nor is there any indication whether USS-GCW must prepare the non-submitted SSM 
plans, if they do not otherwise exist. by any particular deadlines, or whether they need 
only be prepared at some inddinite time in the unlimited future . 

Finally, although the draft C AAPP contains an SSM exemption for emissions from the 
engine tor the #4 coke oven gas booster pump (see above), which is subject to emission 
limits under 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ, and the MACT rq,rulations require SSM 
plans for at least some of the internal combustion engines subject to it, 40 CFR § 63 .6665 
and Table 8 to Subpart ZZZZ of Part 63, the draft C AAPP does not require USS-GCW to 
develop an SSM plan for the engine subject to the Subpart ZZZZ MACT. 

Finally, although the draft CAAPP contains an SSM exemption for emissions from the 
engine for the #4 coke oven gas booster pump (see above), which is subject to emission 
limits under 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ, and the MACT regulations require SSM 
plans for at least some of the internal combustion engines subject to it, 40 CFR § 63.6665 
and Table 8 to Subpart ZZZZ of Part 63, the draft C AAPP does not require USS-GCW to 
develop an SSM plan for the engine subject to the Subpart ZZZZ MACT. 

XI. The Draft Permit Fails to Support Some Conclusions as to Insignificant 
Activities 

l. The Draft CAAPP Lacks Supporting Calculations for Identifying Tanks 
#306-310,800 and 815 as I nsignificant Activities. 

Condition 3.1.1 g. of the draft C AAPP pennit lists tanks #306-310, #800 and #815 as 
insigniticant activities . The 1996 GCW CAAPP application lists tanks #306-310,800 
and 815 as holding hydrochloric acid or liquids with similar properties l47

. Hydrochloric 
acid is listed as a hazardous air pollutant. Therefore, in order to qualify as an 
insignificant activity, GCW must demonstrate that each tank has HAP emissions less than 
0.1 JbsJhour as established in 35 lAC 201.211(a)(2). The GCW application provided no 
justification or supporting calculations tor listing these tanks as insignificant activities as 
required under 35 lAC 201.211(b). Therefore, we request that the lEPA remove these 
tanks from section 3.1.I(g) of the draft pennit. 

2. The Draft CAAPP Lacks Supporting Calculations for Identifying YOM 
Emissions from Scale Pits as Insignificant Activities. 

147 1996 GCW Title V CAAPP Application Volume VII , Tab G, 297-C AAPP Finishing Insignificant 
Activities. Exhibit 297-2. 
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Condition J.I.! g of the draft C AAPP permit lists Scale Pits as an insignificant activity. 
The 1996 GCW CAAPP application \4 , claims that YOM emissions from the scale pits 
are insignificant pursuant to 35 lAC 201.211 (a)( I) . However. the application does not 
provide any calculations to support the claim that hourly YOM emission are less than 1.0 
pounds. The application merely claims that the oil used in this process has a low vapor 
pressure. The vapor pressure of the oil is not provided. The description of the adivity 
fails to meet the requirements of 35 lAC 201.211 (b) which requires among other 
inf()mlation that the facility provide "the emissions of regulated air pollutants in Iblhr and 

/ ,,\4'1 d' h b h· h .. d' d . d"\~O W tonsl yr an 't e means y w IC emissions were etermme or estimate '. . e 
request that the IEPA remove the scale pits from the list of insignificant activities in 
section 3.1.1 g. of the draft pennit. 

XII. The Project Summary Does Not Satisfy Title V/CAAPP Requirements. 

ll1e CAA and the corresponding Illinois statute require the publication of a statement of 
basis, known as a project summary in Illinois,lsl with each draft Title V permit. The 
federal requirement is found in 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(a)(5): "The permitting authority shall 
provide a statement that sets forth the legal and tactual basis for the draft permit 
conditions (including references to the applicable statutory or regulatory provisions). The 
permitting authority shall send this statement to EPA and to any other person who 
requests it." And Illinois code echoes the federal requirement in 415 ILCS 5/39.5(8)(b): 
"The Agency shall prepare a draft ... permit and a statement that sets forth the legal and 
factual basis for the draft .. . permit conditions, including references to the applicable 
statutory or regulatory provisions. The Agency shall provide this statement to any person 
who requests it." 

The USEPA has released several guidance documents explaining that the statement of 
basis should not just summarize the permit but "should contain information not found in 
the permit, which explains the decisions made by the permitting authority in developing 
the permit and allow[] review of those decisions by USEPA and the public.',IS2 The 
USEPA has also stated: 

[The statement of basis] should highlight elements that EPA and the 
public would find important to review. Rather than restating the pennit, it 
should list anything that deviates from simply a straight recitation of 

14X 1996 GCW Title V CAAPP Application Volume VII. TabG. 297-CAAPP Finishing Insigniticant 
Activities, Exhibit 297-2. 
149 35 lAC 201.211(b)(3) 
150 35 lAC 201.211(b)(4) 
151 U.S. Environmental Protection Agenl:y, Ri'l'ie\l' olJ!linois ' Title V Opaating Permit Program, August 
2004, Final report released Oct. 30, 200fi at 7 (citing Consolidated Edison Company (l1-2001-0R), Sept. 30, 
2003 , 39-45). Attached here to as Exhibit 16 . 
152 U.s. Environmental Protection Agency, R{'\ 'iew o(J!linois' Title V Op('J"ating PC/71Iit Program. August 
2004, Final report released Oct. 30, 200fi at 7 (citing Consolidated Edison Company (11-2001-08). Sept. 30, 
l003, 39-45). Attached here to as Exhibit 1 fi . 
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Page 69 of 72 

requirements ... and provide the pennitting authOlity, the public , and 
EPA with a record of the applicability and technical issues surrounding the 
. f' h . 1 '3 Issuance 0 t e pennlt. .. 

In its 2004 review of IEPA Title V pelmitting program, the USEPA found that [EPA 
published pennits were consistently deficient: 

Project summaries do not adequately discuss the decision-making that 
went into the development of the Title V pennit. Specific information 
required, but not present, in [EPA project summaries includes: the 
rationale for any non-applicability determinations present in the permit; 
the basis for review of the faci lity's compliance status; the rationale for 
periodic monitoring provisions (or lack thereof) established in the permit; 
and an explanation of any Title I actions taken in the Title V pennit. 154 

In 2008 the IEPA ignored the USEPA's 2006 guidance when it published the draft 
CAAPP pennit and project summary for USS-GCW. Noncompliance with the project 
summary guidance is especially concerning due to USS-GCW's highly complex facility 
and its high pollutant rates in the midst of a residential community, The public should 
have the opportunity to review the facility's project summary so as to learn about the 
facility's permit development, compliance requirements, and deviations from pennit 
provIsions, 

The draft project summary for USS-GCW is flawed in the following ways and requires 
remedy to avoid causing pennit deficiencies: 155 

15.1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Review o/"fllinois' Title V Operating Pcrmit Program, August 
2004, Final report released Oct. 30, 2006 at 7 (citing Consolidated Edison Company (1£-2001-08), Sept. 30, 
2003,39-45). Attached here to as Exhibit 16. 
154 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, RC\'iew of lIIinois' Title V Operating Permit Program, August 
2004, Final report released Oct. 30, 2006 at 7 (citing Consolidated Edison Company (11-2001-08), Sept. 30, 
2003,39-45). Attached here to as Exhibit 16. 
155 In the Matter of Midwest Generation. LCe, Waukegan Generating Station, 2005 EPA CAA Title V 
LEX IS 14, at *21-22 (holding that "the permitting authority's lailure to adequately explain its permitting 
decisions in the statement of basis or elsewhere in the permit record is such a serious flaw that the adequacy 
of the permit itself is in question" and requiring the IEPA to reopen and renotice the permit "with a 
statement of basis that describes its permitting decisions, the pem1itting authority is ensuring compliance 
with the fundamental title V procedural requirements of adequate public notice and comment required by . 
. the Act .. " as well as ensuring that the rationale for terms such as the selected monitoring method, or lack 
of monitoring, is clearly explained and documented in the pennit record."). See also In Re Port Hudson 
Operation Georgia Pacific, Petition No. 6-03-01, at pages 37-40 (May 9,2003) In Re Doe Run Company 
Buick Mill and Mine, Petition No. VII-I 999-00 I, at pages 24-25 (July 31,2002) ("Doe Run"): In Re Fort 
James Camas Mill , Petition No. X-1999-1, at page 8 (December 22.2000).; USEP A, Region 5, Letter to 
the State of Ohio from the US EPA, providing additional guidance on the content of an adequate statement 
of basis, Dec. 20, 200 I, at 1-3, amilahle at 
http://www.epa.govirgytgmj/programs/artd/air.' title5/ t5memos!sbguide. pdf (emphasizing "a [statement of 
basis J should include (1) a description of the !acility to be pem1itted; (2) a discussion of any operational 
flexibility that will be utilized; (3) the basis for applying the permit shield; (4) any regulatory applicability 
detemlinations: and (5) the rationale for the monitoring methods selected." The letter further 
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itle V
 perm
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a. Emission reports for all pollutants in 2004 and 2006 are identical, to the 
hundredth of a ton, in section V.d, on page 16 of the Project Summary. The 
Project Summary indicates the emission rates are based on USS's Annual 
Emission Reports as sent to TEPA. However, it is highly improbable that the 
emission rates in two different years would be absolutely identical for even one 
pollutant, let alone all pollutants. The TEPA should check to see whether there 
were some errors or misunderstandings in the submitted reports. At the very least, 
the project summary should provide an explanation as to why all emission limits 
correspond with the report so as to sufficiently notify the public of any problem in 
the submission of emission reports. 

b. The Initial MACT Compliance Test chart located in section V.e.i. on page 17 

lacks a date of submission to the TEPA for pickling line. Missin¥ text fails to 
indicate permit conditions as required by federal and state laws. 56 

c. The New Source Review/Title [ conditions paragraph in section VI.b. on page 18 
contains two inadequacies: 

a. It is missing text; the last sentence is incomplete. Missing text fails to 
indicate permit conditions as required by federal and state laws. IS7 

b. Second to last sentence references possible changes to pre-existing Title T 
permits without indicating which permits and what "possible" changes are 
requested or proposed in the CAAPP. This exclusion contradicts the 
USEPA 's f:,'1lidance for the Illinois Title V program, requiring that "an 
explanation of any Title T actions taken in the Title V permit" appear in the 
project summary of a Title V permit application. ls8 

d. The project summary lacks an explanation of the exclusion of emission reduction 
credits, cogeneration, and coke plant permits. 

e. The project summary fails to discuss the applicability or inapplicability of 
insignificant regulations and provisions lacking periodic monitoring standards. 
The USEPA requires IEPA published project summaries to include "the rationale 
for periodic monitoring provisions (or lack thereot) established in the permit."IS9 
However, the project summary for USS-GCW fails to indicate limits for which 
there is no monitoring and to provide explanation of why the permit lacks 
monitoring for certain provisions. Rather, the project summary simply enumerates 

recommending the following elements: I) "discussion of the monitoring and operational requirements." 2) 
"discussion of applicability and exemptions," 3) "explanation of any conditions from previously issued 
pennits that are not being translerred to the Title V pennit," 4) "discussion of streamlining requirements." 
and 5) other infonnation including an enumeration of any Title V pennits issued lor the same site and 
applicant, attainment status, pennitting history, and compliance history.). Attached hereto at Exhibit 3S. 
156 40 C.F.R. ~ 70.7(a)(5); 415 lLCS 5!39.5(S)(b). 
157 40 C.F.R. ~ 70.7(a)(5); 4151LCS 5!39.5(S)(b). 
15R U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Rel'ieH' o/Illinois' Title V Operating Permit Program, August 
2004, Final report released Oct. 30, 200n at 7 (citing Consolidated Edison Company (1l-200 I-OS), Sept. 30, 
2003,39-45). Attached here to as Exhibit 16. 
15') U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. RCl'iew oj lIIino is , Til/I! V OpcrUling Permit Program, August 
2004. Final report released Oct. 30, 200n at 7 (citing Consolidated Edison Company (11-200 I-OS), Sept. 30, 
2003,39-45). Attached here to as Exhibit In. 
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T
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the monitoring provisions in the permit despite the USEPA's guidance that 
"[r]ather than restating the pennit, [the pernlitting authority] should list anything 
that deviates from simply a straight recitation of requirements.,,'bo 

f. Description of 2005-2007 enforcement action is incomplete as it stands in section 
V.b on pages 15-17. Further, the project summary potentially confuses reviewers 
as it fails to mention the to-be-produced compliance schedule reference (see 
section V.b, pages 12-13). Per the US EPA, the project summary requires "the 
basis for review of the facility's compliance status.',161 Thus the permit should 
include details of the finalized compliance plan and until then, at the very least, 
should include a reference to the developing compliance plan. Moreover, 
federal 162 and state l63 regulations require the project summary be made available 
to the public and U SEP A has stated that the statement of basis "should highlight 
elements that EPA and the public would find important to review.',I64 The public 
would definitely be interested in reviewing an enforcement action against USS­
GCW. 

g. The project summary provides a summary of key requirements of applicable 
regulations for coal handling (7.1) but not for coke production. This is concerning 
because coke production is a bigger source of harmful emissions than coal 
handling. The project summary just contains a listing of source of requirements; 
however, even that is incomplete as it omits the Battery B permit. Further, it does 
not explain how applicable regulations apply and to what activities they apply or 
do not apply. The Battery B permit omission fails to fulfill the USEPA's 
recommendation that all permits issued to the same site and applicant be 
enumerated in the project summary. 165 

.~espec.t~,lly/~ubrnitted} .. 
(V) u y > ~!! /rf!vft!!-p~> 

Maxine 1. Lipeles, J.D., Director 
Peter W. Goode, B.S., P.E., Clinic Environmental Engineer 
Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic 
Washington University School of Law 
One Brookings Drive - Campus Box 1120 

1(,1) U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, R('1'iew of Illinois' Title V Operating Permit Program. August 
2004, Final report released Oct. 30,2006 at 7 (citing Consolidated Edison Company (1I-2001-0S), Sept. 30, 
2003.39-45). Attached here to as Exhibit 16. 
161 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Rl'\'iew ofIllinoi.\·' Title V Operating Penn it Program. August 
2004. Final report released Oct. 30. 2006 at 7 (citing Consolidated Edison Company (11-200 I-OS). Sept. 30, 
2003,39-45) . Attached here to as Exhibit 16. 
162 40 C.F.R. * 70.7(a)(S). 
11>1 415 ILCS SI39.5(S)(b). 
1M U.S. Emironmental Protection Agency, Redell' u{l/Iinois' Title V Operating Permit Program, August 
2004, Final report released Oct. 30,2006 at 7 (citing Consolidated Edison Company (II-2001-0S), Sept. 30, 
2003.39-45). Attached here to as Exhibit 16. 
11>5 Letter to the State of Ohio from the USEP A, Region 5. providing additional guidance on the content of 
an adequate statement of basis, Dec. 20, 2001, at 3, a\'(lilahle at 
http: //www.epa.govlrgytgmj/programs/artd/air/titleSl tSmemos/sbguide.pdf. 
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PETITION TO OBJECT TO TITLE V PERMIT 
FOR U.S. STEEL CORPORATION’S GRANITE CITY WORKS 

 
Pursuant to § 505(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7661d(b)(2), and 40 C.F.R. § 70.8(d), the 
American Bottom Conservancy (ABC), through undersigned representatives at the Interdisciplinary 
Environmental Clinic at the Washington University School of Law (IEC), hereby petitions the 
Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to object to the Title V - 
Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) Permit for U.S. Steel Corporation’s Granite City Works (USS-
GCW) in Granite City, Illinois (Permit No. 96030056).  The permit was issued by the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) on September 3, 2009.  A copy of the permit is provided as 
Exhibit 1 on the accompanying CD, which contains all the exhibits to this Petition. 
 
Petitioner respectfully requests the Administrator to object to the permit because it is not in compliance 
with numerous requirements of the Clean Air Act.  A comprehensive review and objection by USEPA is 
especially vital in this case because the facility is the greatest source of air pollution in an environmental 
justice area that USEPA recently concluded had the highest cancer rate in the nation.  Moreover, the 
facility has been out of compliance with air pollution requirements for at least the last 12 calendar 
quarters, with forty-five violations still not under enforceable schedules of compliance. 
 
INTRODUCTION  

 
USS-GCW first applied in March 1996 for a CAAPP/Title V permit, which IEPA determined was 
complete in May 1996. 1  The IEPA published a draft permit for USS-GCW in 2003, but took no further 
action on that draft. As a result, IEPA did not meet the statutory deadline for final action on the 1996 
permit application.2  
 
USS-GCW submitted a new permit application in 2007.  In response, IEPA published a new draft 
CAAPP permit and Project Summary for public comment in October 2008.3 A public hearing regarding 
the new draft permit occurred on December 2, 2008, after which IEPA provided follow-up answers in 

                                                            
1 All references to CAAPP permitting encompass both federal and Illinois state regulations regarding Title V and 
CAAPP permits. The Illinois CAAPP requires adherence not only to state law and regulations regarding CAAPP 
permits, but also to the federal Clean Air Act Title V program, 42 U.S.C. §§7661 - 7661f and 40 C.F.R. Part 70, due 
to the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution and Illinois state statutory provision requiring permit provisions to 
comply with the Clean Air Act: “The [Illinois Environmental Protection] Agency shall issue CAAPP permits under 
this Section consistent with the Clean Air Act and regulations promulgated thereunder and this Act and regulations 
promulgated thereunder.” 415 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/39.5(3)(a). Furthermore, the Illinois statute requires air pollution 
operating permits to “[i]ncorporate and identify all applicable emissions monitoring and analysis procedures or test 
methods required under the Clean Air Act, regulations promulgated thereunder, this Act, and applicable Board 
regulations, including any procedures and methods promulgated by USEPA pursuant to Section 504(b) or Section 
114(a)(3) of the Clean Air Act.” Id. at 5/39.5(7(d)). 
2 415 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/39.5(j) (2005) (“The Agency shall issue or deny the CAAPP permit within 18 months after 
the date of receipt of the complete CAAPP application . . . . Where the Agency does not take final action on the 
permit within the required time period . . . the failure to act shall be treated as a final permit action.”).   
3 Draft CAAPP Permit, U.S. Steel Corporation Granite City Works (IEPA, Oct. 6, 2008) (Exhibit 2); Project 
Summary for the Draft Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP), U.S. Steel Corporation/Granite City Works (IEPA, 
Oct. 15, 2008) (Exhibit 3). 
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January 2009 to questions the agency could not answer at the time of the hearing.4 Subsequently, on 
February 27, 2009, ABC submitted substantial written comments.5   

IEPA issued a Proposed CAAPP Permit on June 15, 2009,6 which was received by USEPA on June 19, 
2009.  USEPA did not respond in writing to the Proposed CAAPP Permit within the 45-day review period 
provided by Section 502(b)(1) of the Clean Air Act, which expired on August 3, 2009.  IEPA issued the 
Final CAAPP Permit for the facility, along with a response to public comments, on September 3, 2009.7  
ABC files this Petition to Object to the September 3rd Final CAAPP Permit within the 60-day period 
provided by Section 502(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act, which expires on October 2, 2009. 

 
ABC’S INTEREST IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE FACILITY 

ABC is a grassroots organization based in the Metro-East St. Louis region, with members residing and 
recreating in and around Granite City. USEPA reported that Madison County (in the Metro-East region), 
in which USS-GCW is located, has the highest population, second densest population, and highest 
percentage of urban land cover in the Metro-East region.8 ABC’s primary goal is to protect community 
members from air, water, and land pollution. This proves challenging in an air pollution nonattainment 
region for fine particulate matter (PM2.5)

9 and ground-level ozone.10  In addition, IEPA recently 
announced plans to designate Granite City as a nonattainment area for lead, due to recent revisions to the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard for lead.11     
 
USS-GCW, located in a residential community and adjacent to a state park, is the primary source of fine 
particle pollution in the region,12 and emits substantial amounts of many other pollutants that threaten 
human health and the environment. In addition, USS-GCW has a history of air pollution violations. In 
September 2005, IEPA filed an air pollution complaint against USS-GCW. After two amended 
complaints adding further violations were filed, the matter was settled in December 2007.13  However, 

                                                            
4 Questions Pending from U.S. Steel Title V Public Hearing (IEPA , Jan. 15, 2009) (Exhibit 4). 
5 Letter from Maxine I. Lipeles & Peter W. Goode, IEC, to Annet Godiksen, Hearing Officer, IEPA (Feb. 27, 2009) 
(Exhibit 5). 
6 Proposed CAAPP Permit for U.S. Steel Corporation Granite City Works (IEPA, June 15, 2009) (Exhibit 6). 
7 Title V - Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) Permit for U.S. Steel Corporation Granite City Works (IEPA, 
Sept. 3, 2009) (Exhibit 1); Responsiveness Summary for Public Questions and Comments on the CAAPP Operating 
Permit Application from U. S. Steel Corporation Granite City Works (IEPA, Sep. 3, 2009) (Exhibit 7). 
8 IEPA, Technical Support Document for the Recommended Nonattainment Boundaries in Illinois for the 24-Hour 
PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standard, Dec. 18, 2007, at 27, available at http://www.epa.state.il.us/public-
notices/2007/pm25-standards/recommendations.pdf.   
9 The USEPA designated Madison County, Illinois a PM2.5 nonattainment region on December 16, 2008.  USEPA, 
Green Book, Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Nonattainment Area/State/County Report, Dec. 16, 2008, available at 
http://www.epa.gov/oar/oaqps/greenbk/qnca.html#7040. 
10 The USEPA designated Madison County, Illinois a ground-level ozone nonattainment region on December 16, 
2008. USEPA, 8-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area/State/County Report, Dec. 16, 2008, available at 
http://www.epa.gov/oar/oaqps/greenbk/gnca.html#7040. 
11 “Recommended Lead Nonattainment Area Designations in Illinois.” IEPA Presentation to East-West Gateway Air 
Quality Advisory Committee, September 29, 2009 (Exhibit 8). 
12 USS-GCW has the highest annual mean values of PM2.5 emissions. Id. at 9, table 2. IEPA, Technical Support 
Document for the Recommended Nonattainment Boundaries in Illinois for the 24-Hour PM2.5 National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard, Dec. 18 2007, at 23, available at http://www.epa.state.il.us/public-notices/2007/pm25-
standards/recommendations.pdf. 
13 See Consent Order, Illinois ex rel Madigan v. U.S. Steel Corporation, Inc., No. 05-CH-750 (Dec. 18, 2007, Circuit 
Court, Third Judicial Circuit, Madison County, Ill.) (Exhibit 9); see also Second Supplemental Complaint, Illinois ex 
rel Madigan v. U.S. Steel Corporation, Inc., No. 05-CH-750 (Oct. 17, 2007, Circuit Court, Third Judicial Circuit, 
Madison County, Ill.) (alleging twenty-four violations) (Exhibit 10). 
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IEPA has yet to finalize a compliance schedule, and in 2009 IEPA issued two new Notices of Violation 
addressing twenty-one more violations during 2008.14  The conditions causing the violations apparently 
have not yet been remedied as USEPA identifies the facility as having been out of compliance for at least 
12 consecutive calendar quarters.15 

ABC recognizes the difficult economic circumstances currently facing the company, its employees, and 
the country at large. ABC also appreciates the importance of the plant’s jobs and payroll for its employees 
and the community. Accordingly, ABC submits these comments in the spirit of ensuring that the facility 
operates in a manner that fully complies with the law and comprehensively protects the health of its 
neighbors.  

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE BACKGROUND 

Due to the living conditions in and around Granite City, this permit must be reviewed in an environmental 
justice context. Environmental justice has been established as a key component of federal decision 
making. Under Presidential Executive Order 12898:  

 [E]ach Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by 
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations in the United States.16 

Environmental justice considerations heighten the already strong legal requirements of extensive public 
notice, meaningful statements that fully set forth the bases for permit conditions, and emissions 
monitoring requirements sufficient to ensure that USS-GCW is operating within its permit limits. Where 
the law provides for judgment in permit decisions, environmental justice considerations favor the most 
protective permit possible. Contrary to IEPA’s misguided attempt to construe our environmental justice 
concerns as an effort to seek new emissions limits for this facility,17 ABC believes that the strong 
environmental justice aspects of this community warrant that this permit should include the strongest 
possible measures to ensure compliance with existing regulations, along with well-documented rationales 
by IEPA for all compliance monitoring decisions and the most thorough review possible by USEPA of 
permit conditions.  

The population around this facility demonstrates the need for a particularly close look at this permit. Over 
95,000 people live within five miles of the facility, of whom 53.3% are minority and 25.9% live below 
the poverty level.18  The area around USS-GCW contrasts starkly with Madison County as a whole, where 
only 12.4% of the population is minority and 11.3% live below the poverty level.19  

Within five miles of the facility, the Granite City School District has 10 schools and the city of Venice 
has an elementary school and an Early Childhood Center.20 Within just one mile, the city of Madison has 

                                                            
14 USEPA, Enforcement & Compliance History Online (ECHO), at http://www.epa-echo.gov/cgi-
bin/get1cReport.cgi?tool=echo&IDNumber=1711900153 (last visited Sept. 27, 2009). 
15 Id. 
16 Exec. Order No. 12898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (Feb. 16, 1994). 
17 Responsiveness Summary at 23 (Exhibit 7). 
18 USEPA, Environmental Justice Graphic Assessment Tool (identifying the demographic profile within 5 miles of 
the USS-GCW facility) (Exhibit 11). 
19 U.S. Census Bureau, State & County Quick Facts: Madison County, IL (updated Sep. 4, 2009), available at 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/17/17119.html (Exhibit 12);  
20 http://www.venice.k12.il.us/index.php?Itemid=1; http://www.granitecityschools.org/schools/index.html. 
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five schools, which overwhelmingly serve minority and low-income students.21 Of the students attending 
Madison City schools, 94% are minority, and 80% qualify for free and reduced lunch, compared to 
Madison County schools as a whole where 23.5% of the students are minority and 28% qualify for free 
and reduced lunch.22  Moreover, Granite City’s Early Childcare Center, which serves the youngest and 
most vulnerable demographic, is directly across the street from the coal processing area for the facility’s 
coke production unit. Granite City’s hospital - Gateway Regional Medical Center - and a low-income 
public housing project - Kirkpatrick Homes - are also located within a few blocks of USS-GCW.23 

Many popular recreation facilities are also near the facility. Horseshoe Lake State Park borders the coke 
plant and is visited annually by 365,000 people. The park is used for picnicking, bird watching, soccer 
games, camping, boating, hunting, fishing, hiking, biking, nature observation, and trail-walking.  People 
also subsistence fish at the lake.24 The Madison County Transit Schoolhouse Trail goes through USS-
GCW facility grounds behind the coke plant.25  

Sadly, Madison County also is home to some of the worst air quality in the nation, and USS-GCW plays a 
major role in contributing to this poor air quality. The amount of air pollution emitted from USS-GCW is 
staggering: 1,102.81 tons per year of particulate matter (including 918.62 and 569.60 tons per year of 
PM10 and PM2.5, respectively); 16,410.52 tons per year of ozone precursors (CO, NOx, and VOCs); and 
1.33 tons per year of lead.26 The American Lung Association has given Madison County grades of “F” for 
high ozone days and 24-hour particle pollution and a “Fail” designation for annual particle pollution.27 In 
2009, Madison County was sixteenth in the American Lung Association's nationwide rankings of areas at 
risk from long-term particle pollution (annual PM2.5).

28 

The poor air quality in Madison County is especially disturbing considering the large numbers of people 
with pre-existing medical conditions that put them at a higher risk for air pollution induced health effects. 
Out of a total county population of 267,347, it is estimated that 5,666 children suffer from pediatric 
asthma; 16,898 from adult asthma; 7,071 from chronic bronchitis; 3,586 from emphysema; 75,926 from 
cardiovascular disease; and 16,402 from diabetes. Furthermore, the county has 62,322 people under the 
age of 18 and 37,242 over the age of 65, two age groups that are at a higher risk of air pollution induced 
health effects .29  

The combination of poor air quality and large numbers of at-risk individuals create serious health 
problems for the environmental justice communities surrounding USS-GCW. USEPA’s most recent 
National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) estimated the increased cancer risk due to breathing air toxics 
from outdoor sources for each census tract in the country.  The assessment concluded that Granite City 

                                                            
21 http://www.madisoncusd12.org/ 
22 National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, 2006-2007, available at http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/. 
Custom-built tables for Madison City schools (Exhibit 13) and Madison County schools (Exhibit 14).  
23 http://www.nls.gov/offices/pih/pha/contacts/states/il.cfm. 
24 http://www.dnr.state.il.us/lands/Landmgt/PARKS/R4/HORSESP.HTM.    
25 http://www.mcttrails.org/viewer.htm; http://www.trailnet.org/trail_main.php. 
26 Specifically, USS-GCW emits: 12,503.40 tons/yr of carbon monoxide; 3,676.49 tons/yr of nitrogen oxides; and 
230.63 tons/yr of volatile organic compounds.  United States Steel Corp. Granite City Works Annual Emissions 
Report, 2007 at 3 (IEPA, Mar. 28, 2008)(“2007 Annual Emissions Report”)(Exhibit 15). 
27 American Lung Association, State of the Air Report 2009, Madison County, available at 
http://www.stateoftheair.org/2009/states/illinois/madison-17119.html (Exhibit 16). 
28 American Lung Association, State of the Air Report 2009, People at Risk in 25 Counties Most Polluted by Long-
term Particle Pollution (Annual PM2.5), available at http://www.stateoftheair.org/2009/sota-
tables/People_at_Risk_in_25_Counties_Most_Polluted_Long-Term.pdf (last accessed October 1, 2009) 
29 American Lung Association, State of the Air Report 2009, Madison County (Exhibit 16). 

Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office, Octobre 21, 2009



5 
 

had the census tract with the highest cancer risk in the nation, with a risk of 1,136 in one million.30 This is 
more than 30 times higher than the national average risk of 36 in one million.31  According to NATA data, 
USS-GCW’s coke oven emissions account for 95% of the pollutant contributions responsible for this 
increased cancer risk.32  In addition, Granite City had the census tract with the eighth highest cancer risk 
in the nation, with a risk of 537 in one million.33 In this census tract, USS-GCW’s coke oven emissions 
account for 91% of the pollutant contributions responsible for the increased cancer risk.34 
 

Because of the above described demographic and health information, there is a compelling need for full 
public disclosure, detailed statements of the legal and factual bases for all permit conditions, and careful, 
extensive monitoring of USS-GCW’s air pollution emissions.  As detailed below, IEPA has failed to do 
so and has issued USS-GCW a Title V permit that does not comply with many provisions of the CAA.  
 
GROUNDS FOR OBJECTION 

The Title V program plays a critical role in enabling an industrial facility, government regulators, and the 
public to identify all requirements applicable to a facility’s air pollution emissions and to determine 
whether the facility is complying with those requirements. “One purpose of the title V program is to 
enable the source, EPA, states, and the public to better understand the applicable requirements to which 
the source is subject and whether the source is meeting them.”35  

A Title V/CAAPP permit that fulfills this objective is particularly important in this case, as USS-GCW is 
a large, complex, high-polluting facility with impacts on immediate neighbors as well as a sizeable 
metropolitan community and a history of air pollution violations. However, the permit falls far short of 
fulfilling its legal requirements and policy purposes. The permit does not adequately inform regulators 
and the community of the nature of USS-GCW’s emissions, does not identify and include all applicable 
requirements, and fails in numerous instances to require the facility to conduct monitoring sufficient to 
determine whether it is complying with its emission limitations.  

ABC’s objections to the permit, explained in the sections below, include the following:   
 
I.    The Permit Fails to Include All Applicable Permits and Permit Requirements  
II.    The Permit Fails to Provide Periodic Monitoring Sufficient to Assure Compliance 
III.    The Permit Lacks Compliance Schedules to Remedy All Current Violations 
IV.    The Permit Unlawfully Exempts Emissions During Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunctions 
V.    The Permit Fails to Include Compliance Assurance Monitoring Requirements 

                                                            
30 USEPA, National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment for 2002, “2002_NATA_US_Cancer_Risk_Tract_081409.mdb”, 
available at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata2002/tables.html (last accessed September 30, 2009).  
31 USEPA, 2002 National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment for 2002 - Fact Sheet, available at 
http://www.epa.gov/nata2002/factsheet.html (last accessed Sep. 29, 2009). 
32 USEPA, 2002 National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment, “tct_risk_il.kmz” available at 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata2002/tables.html (last accessed September 30, 2009) Screen shots of the Google 
Earth Risk Map for Census Tracts 400500 and 400300 (“Google Earth Risk Map”) (Exhibit 17). 
33 “2002_NATA_US_Cancer_Risk_Tract_081409.mdb”, available at 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata2002/tables.html (last accessed September 30, 2009). 
34 Google Earth Risk Map (Exhibit 17). 
35 In the Matter of Pouch Terminal, 2008 EPA CAA Title V Lexis *2; see also Sierra Club v. Johnson, 436 F.3d 
1269, 1260 (11th Cir. 2006):  

The intent of Title V is to consolidate into a single document (the operating permit) all of the clean 
air requirements applicable to a particular source of air pollution.” Sierra Club v. Ga. Power Co., 
443 F.3d 1346, 1348-49 (11th Cir. 2006). In this way, clarity and transparency were added to the 
regulatory process to help citizens, regulators, and polluters themselves understand which clean air 
requirements apply to a particular source of air pollution. 
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VI.    Numerous Permit Provisions Lack Practical Enforceability 
 

In short, USEPA must grant the Petition and order IEPA to modify the permit as requested herein to 
ensure compliance with the Clean Air Act and to then issue a new project summary and draft permit for 
public review and comment. 

I.   The Permit Fails to Include All Applicable Permits and Permit Requirements  
 
The purpose of the USS-GCW Title V permit is to incorporate all of the facility’s extensive air pollution 
obligations into one comprehensive document.  As explained by the courts, all CAA requirements 
relevant to the USS-GCW facility must be included in the permit: 
 

The permit is crucial to the implementation of the Act: it contains, in a single, 
comprehensive set of documents, all CAA requirements relevant to the particular 
polluting source. In a sense, a permit is a source-specific bible for Clean Air Act 
compliance.36 
 

However, the permit fails to include requirements related to two major projects currently under 
construction at the facility: the cogeneration project and the coke plant/coke conveyance system project 
(“coke plant project”).  The permits for these projects are relied upon to set air limitations in the final 
permit. Thus, the USS-GCW Title V permit must be revised to include all applicable requirements, and 
then renoticed for public comment. The following permits must be included and referenced: 
 

 Permit No. 06070022 – Emission Reduction Credits permit issued January 18, 2007 
(Attached hereto as Exhibit 18) 

 Permit No. 06070023 – Cogeneration Project permit issued January 30, 2008 (Attached 
hereto as Exhibit 19) 

 Permit No. 06070088 – Coke Conveyance System Permit issued March 13, 2008 (Attached 
hereto as Exhibit 20) 

 Permit No. 06070020 – Coke Plant Permit issued March 13, 2008 to Gateway Energy & 
Coke Company, c/o SunCoke Company (Attached hereto as Exhibit 21)37 

 
A.   Emissions Reductions Credits Are “Applicable Requirements”  

 
Both Illinois and federal law require that CAAPP/Title V permits contain “all applicable requirements.” 
415 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/39.5(7)(a); 42 USC § 7661c(a); 40 CFR § 70.6(a)(1). The statutes define 
“applicable requirements” as the requirements from all permits mandated by the federal CAA or the 
state’s SIP. This includes major source new source review (NSR) and prevention of significant 
deterioration (PSD) permits as well as minor NSR permits. 415 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/39.5(1); 40 CFR § 
70.2. 
 

                                                            
36 Commonwealth of Virginia v. Browner, 80 F.3d 869, 873 (4th Cir. 1996). 
37 The Title V permit refers to the coke plant under construction by Gateway, states that the coke plant is considered 
part of the USS-GCW single source, and further states that Gateway must apply for a separate CAAPP for the coke 
plant within 12 months after its construction is complete.  Condition 5.1.7. If the coke plant were an independent and 
new facility, it could take advantage of Illinois’ decision to allow new sources up to 12 months after they commence 
operation to apply for a CAAPP permit. 415 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/39.5(5)(x). However, because Gateway chose to 
become part of the USS-GCW single source, and took full advantage of emission reductions at USS-GCW in order 
to avoid major NSR/PSD review of all pollutants except particulate matter, Gateway must also obtain a CAAPP 
permit as part of the USS-GCW Title V package.  
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USEPA has repeatedly made clear, and recently reiterated, that “all terms and conditions in SIP-approved 
permit[s] are applicable requirements that must be incorporated into Title V permits.”38  The term “SIP-
approved permits” means: 

[P]ermits issued pursuant to major or minor new source review (NSR) or prevention of 
significant deterioration (PSD) permit programs approved into SIP’s (or promulgated 
under 40 CFR § 52.21 in States implementing the federal PSD program via delegation 
from EPA), as well as federally enforceable State operating permits (FESOP’s) issued 
pursuant to SIP-approved operating permit programs. For purposes of this discussion, the 
term “NSR” includes major nonattainment NSR, minor NSR and PSD.39 
 

Indeed, the USEPA Administrator previously admonished IEPA for failing to comply with the 
requirement to include all SIP-approved permits in the final Title V permit:  
 

IEPA must review its records to determine whether these missing operating permit 
conditions are applicable requirements (within the meaning of 40 C.F.R. § 70.2) for the 
Waukegan facility. If they are, IEPA must include the terms and conditions of the 
operating permits in the title V permit, or explain in the statement of basis how it has 
streamlined them into other requirements in Waukegan’s title V permit.40 
 

The coke plant project permits (numbers 06070088 and 06070020) for this facility were issued pursuant 
to the state’s SIP-approved NSR program for major sources and EPA-delegated PSD program. USEPA 
had already delegated administration of the PSD program to IEPA.41 Because the coke plant project 
constitutes a major source of nonattainment pollution (PM2.5) in the region, the coke plant project could 
not proceed without “offsets” of other PM2.5 emissions from the USS-GCW facility. 42 U.S.C. § 
7503(a)(1); 35 IAC 203.302 – 203.303. Accordingly, the coke plant project permits also reference the 
emission reduction credit permit (number 06070022) because it provided some of the necessary offsets.42   

In addition, IEPA permitted the coke plant project on the basis that while emissions of PM and PM10 were 
subject to PSD requirements and emissions of PM2.5 were subject to major source NSR requirements, 
other emissions were able to avoid PSD and major source NSR permitting by virtue of emission 
reductions set forth in USS-GCW’s emission reduction credit (06070022) and cogeneration permits 
(06070023).43  Because the provisions of the coke plant project permits that enable emissions to avoid 
major source PSD and NSR review are minor source permit requirements, they also must be included in 
the USS-GCW Title V permit. 

Similarly, IEPA issued the cogeneration project permit as a minor NSR permit. Absent emission 
reductions specified in the cogeneration project permit (06070023) and the emission reduction credit 

                                                            
38 Letter from Carol Rushin, Acting Regional Administrator, USEPA, Region 8, to Steven M. Pirner, Secretary, 
South Dakota Department of Environment & Natural Resources, Enclosure at p. 1 (Jan 22, 2009) (“2009 Rushin 
Letter”) (Exhibit 22) (referencing Letter from John Seitz, Director, EPA Office of Air Quality Planning & 
Standards, to Robert Hodanbosi and Charles Laggers of STAPPA/ALAPCO (May 20, 1999) (“1999 Seitz Letter”) 
(Exhibit 23)). 
39 1999 Seitz Letter, at Enclosure A, p. 1 (Exhibit 23). 
40 In the Matter of Midwest Generation, LCC, Waukegan Generating Station, Petition No. V-2004-5,  CAAPP No. 
95090047, 2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 14 (Sept. 22, 2005) at *13. The Project Summary for the draft permit 
(page 27) states that no source-wide streamlining was involved in this case (Exhibit 3). 
41 See pages 1 and 4 of both permits (Exhibits 19 & 20). 
42 See section 3.1.1 of permit 06070088 and section 3.1.3 of permit 06070020.  
43 See coke plant permit (06070020) and coke conveyance system permit (06070088) sections 2.3 and Attachments 
2. 
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permit (06070022), the project would have been a major source NSR/PSD permit. As set forth in the 
cogeneration project permit, Condition 2.2.1.a: 
 

The limits established by this permit are intended to ensure that the Cogeneration Boiler 
Project addressed in this construction permit does not constitute a major modification of 
the source pursuant to these rules (See also Condition 2.6 and Attachment 1). 

Condition 2.6.a states: “This permit relies upon the emissions decreases established by the Emission 
Reduction Projects (Construction Permit 06070022).” And Conditions 2.6.a – 2.6.d set forth emission 
reductions and limits necessary to enable the cogeneration project to avoid major NSR status.  
 
Thus, both the cogeneration and coke plant projects currently under construction at the USS-GCW facility 
rely on netting – i.e., emission reductions that USS-GCW committed to undertake in order to avoid major 
source NSR and PSD permit requirements.  For a source to rely on netting to avoid permit requirements, 
the source must be legally bound to undertake the emission reductions before it may commence 
construction.  According to the governing Illinois regulation for sources in nonattainment areas: 
 

A decrease in actual emissions is creditable to the extent that … [i]t is federally 
enforceable at and after the time that actual construction on the particular change begins. 
 

35 IAC 203.208(c)(1).  Federal PSD regulations also state that a decrease in emissions is only creditable 
if “it is enforceable at and after the time that actual construction begins.” 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(3)(vi).  
Consequently, the current construction of the cogeneration and coke plant projects could not have 
lawfully commenced unless the emission reductions relied on for the netting analysis were federally 
enforceable in the Title V permit at the commencement of construction. 
 
IEPA claims in its Responsiveness Summary that because the permit reflects only current operations and 
both the cogeneration and coke plant projects are under construction, they are exempt from the 
requirements of the CAAPP regulations. While these projects are indeed not yet operational, IEPA’s 
rationale is unlawful. Both state and federal law expressly require state that Title V permits include 
“requirements and regulations which have future effective compliance dates.” 415 ILL. COMP. STAT 
5/39.5(1) (definition of “applicable Clean Air Act requirement”); 40 CFR § 70.2 (definition of “applicable 
requirement”). USEPA recently reiterated that the term “applicable requirement” specifically extends to 
construction permits for activities not yet in operation: 
 

The definition of ‘applicable requirement’ in Part 70, as well as the explanation in the 
EPA’s 1999 letter for including PSD permit conditions in Title V permits, are not 
contingent on whether or not a PSD-permitted unit has already been constructed and is 
operating.”44 

 
Therefore, as “applicable requirements” in various permits for the many operations that constitute the 
USS-GCW single source, all of USS-GCW’s requirements must be incorporated into the Title V permit.  
This includes the emission reduction permit (06070022), the cogeneration project permit (06070023) and 
the coke conveyance system permit (06070088). Accordingly, the Title V permit must be revised, with 
appropriate public notice and opportunity to comment, to include the following emission reduction 
requirements set forth in the netting analyses for both the cogeneration and coke plant project permits:45  

                                                            
44 Rushin Letter, Enclosure at p. 2 (emphasis added) (Exhibit 22). 
45 See reductions referenced in: cogeneration project permit (06070023), Section 4.0, Attachment 1, 
Contemporaneous Decreases (referencing emission reduction projects set forth in the cogeneration permit and in the 
emission reduction credit permit (06070022); coke conveyance permit (06070088), Section 5.0, Attachment 2, 
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 Permanent shutdown of existing boilers 1-10 (permit 06070022) 
 Construction and operation of coke oven gas desulfurization system (permit 06070022) 
 Installation and operation of low NOx burners on hot strip slab furnaces 1-4 (permit 06070022)  
 Permanent shutdown of number 6 galvanizing line (permit 06070023) 
 Permanent shutdown of number 4 coke oven gas booster pump (permit 06070023) 

 
II. The Permit Fails to Provide Periodic Monitoring Sufficient to Assure Compliance 
 
Periodic monitoring acts as a cornerstone of the Title V permitting scheme. Without monitoring to 
determine a facility’s actual emissions, an emissions limit is of little value.  The purpose of periodic 
monitoring is to provide assurance that the facility is operating in compliance with applicable emission 
limitations. Information obtained through periodic monitoring regarding the facility’s actual emissions is 
useful not only to the source, but also to regulators and the public: 
 

 [The emission source] can manage the information provided from [its] title V monitoring 
to identify and respond to unusual periods of process or control device operation, taking 
necessary corrective action in a timely manner before there is a compliance issue. Data 
from title V monitoring also are important to permitting authorities and citizens for the 
purpose of assessing [the] emissions units’ compliance with the applicable 
requirements.46  

The Clean Air Act requires periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with applicable emission 
limits in Title V/CAAPP permits.47 As described by the D.C. Circuit in Sierra Club v. EPA, 536 F.3d 673 
(D.C. Cir. 2008), permitting authorities must take three steps to satisfy the monitoring requirements in 
EPA’s part 70 regulations:48 
 

1. Under 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(A), where existing regulations or underlying permits 
prescribe monitoring that is appropriate to the timeframe of the emission limit and sufficient 
to assure compliance, the permitting authority must properly incorporate that monitoring 
requirement into the title V permit.  

2. Under 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B), where there is no previously-established monitoring 
requirement to correspond to an emission limit, the permitting authority must add “periodic 
monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are 
representative of the source’s compliance with the permit.”  

3. Under 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(c)(1), where there exists a previously-established monitoring 
requirement corresponding to an emission limit, but that monitoring is not sufficient to assure 
compliance with limit, the permitting authority must supplement monitoring to assure such 
compliance.  

 
                                                                                                                                                                                                
Contemporaneous Decreases (referencing emission reduction projects set forth in the cogeneration project permit 
and in the emission reduction credit permit (06070022); and coke plant permit (06070020), Section 5.0, Attachment 
2, Contemporaneous Decreases (referencing emission reduction projects set forth in the cogeneration permit and in 
the emission reduction credit permit (06070022).  
46 USEPA, Office of Air Quality Planning Standards, Title V Monitoring Technical Reference Document, Chapter 2: 
Principles of Title V Monitoring,  at 2-xi (April 2001 draft), available at http://www.titlev.org/otherdoc-monit.htm 
(“USEPA Title V Monitoring Technical Reference Document”)  (Exhibit 24). 
47 42 U.S.C. § 7661c(c); see also 40 C.F.R. §§70.6(a)(3)(i)(A) & (B); 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(c)(1). 
48 See also In the Matter of CITGO Refining and Chemicals Company L.P., Petition No. VI-2007-01, at 7 (May 28, 
2009); In the Matter of the Premcor Refining Group, Inc., Petition No. Vi-2007-02, at 7 (May 28, 2009) (listing the 
three steps permitting authorities must take to satisfy the monitoring requirements of Title V).  
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In the past, there was some confusion as to whether permitting authorities could, must, or could not 
supplement inadequate monitoring provisions to make them sufficient to ensure compliance. That 
confusion is now behind us. In the D.C. Circuit decision cited above, the court made clear that the Clean 
Air Act expressly requires augmentation where monitoring requirements exist but are not adequate to 
ensure compliance.  

Title V requires that “[e]very one” of the permits issued by permitting authorities include 
adequate monitoring requirements. . . . Under the “[e]ach permit” mandate, state and 
local authorities must be allowed to cure these monitoring requirements before including 
them in permits. . . . We read Title V to mean that somebody must fix these inadequate 
monitoring requirements.”49  

The Illinois Environmental Protection Act both compels IEPA to meet the standards of the Clean Air Act 
and provides similar (although potentially less protective) language requiring supplemental monitoring 
where necessary to ensure compliance: 

The Agency shall include among such conditions applicable monitoring . . . that the 
Agency deems necessary to assure compliance with the Clean Air Act, the regulations 
promulgated thereunder, this Act, and applicable Board regulations.50 

In all cases where the permitting authority includes periodic monitoring requirements in a Title V permit, 
the permitting authority must also include its rationale for the selected requirements in the permit record. 
Under 40 C.F.R. §70.7(a)(5), “[t]he permitting authority shall provide a statement that sets forth the legal 
and factual basis for the draft permit conditions (including references to the applicable statutory or 
regulatory provisions).”51 Further, the permitting authority must respond to all significant comments, 
including significant comments related to the adequacy of monitoring. EPA has held that “[i]t is general 
principle of administrative law that an inherent component of any meaningful notice and opportunity for 
comment is a response by the regulatory authority to significant comments.”52 

In August 2004, USEPA Region 5 evaluated IEPA’s Title V operating permit program and found that 
IEPA permits consistently failed to meet the periodic monitoring requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 70.53 A 
significant factor contributing to the inadequacy of IEPA’s periodic monitoring requirements was IEPA’s 
failure to establish monitoring provisions (instrumental and non-instrumental measurements) in its Title V 
permits.54 Instead, IEPA relied on recordkeeping requirements designed to serve as monitoring. 
According to Region 5: 

Within the context of Illinois permits reviewed by USEPA, the practice of using record 
keeping to serve as periodic monitoring has not always been sufficient to yield reliable 
data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with 
the permit, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 70.6. USEPA has commented that, for mass 
emission limitations, control efficiency requirements, opacity limitations, or other similar 
limits, compliance cannot be directly demonstrated with a record. For this type of limit, 
for which there is potential for a violation, the permitting authority must include some 
periodic monitoring in the Title V permit.55  
 

                                                            
49 Sierra Club v. EPA, 536 F.3d at 678 (emphasis added). 
50 415 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/39.5(7)(b). 
51 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(a)(5) (emphasis added).  
52 In the Matter of Onyx Environmental Services, Petition V-2005-1 (February 1, 2006).  
53 USEPA, Region 5, Review of Illinois’ Title V Operating Permit Program, 5 (Aug. 2004) (Exhibit 25).  
54 Id.  
55 Id. at 6.  
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Another significant finding of Region 5’s evaluation of IEPA’s permitting program was that IEPA’s 
project summaries did not adequately discuss the decision making that went into the development of Title 
V permits. Specifically, Region 5 noted that IEPA’s project summaries failed to include the rationale for 
periodic monitoring provisions, or lack thereof, established in the permit.56 

The inadequacies of IEPA’s permitting program, highlighted by USEPA Region 5 in 2004, continue 
today. The USS-GCW permit contains numerous conditions that establish emissions limits but lack 
periodic monitoring requirements sufficient to assure compliance with those limits. In some instances, the 
permit violates 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B) by failing to include any periodic monitoring requirements. In 
other instances, the permit violates 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(c)(1) by relying on periodic monitoring requirements 
that are not sufficient to assure compliance with the applicable emissions limits. Both situations violate 
the Clean Air Act’s directive that “[e]ach permit issued under [title V] shall set forth . . . monitoring . . . 
requirements to assure compliance with the permit terms and conditions.”57  

As detailed below, the USS-GCW permit is yet another example of where IEPA’s use of recordkeeping in 
lieu of testing and monitoring requirements violates the conditions set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 70.6.  IEPA’s 
reliance on recordkeeping in the USS-GCW permit is particularly troublesome due to USS-GCW’s 
history of noncompliance with recordkeeping requirements in the recent past. In January 2009 and again 
in March 2009, USS-GCW received Violation Notices for violating various air statutes and regulations 
with failure to maintain records among the most frequent of the twenty-one cited violations.58 

The Project Summary for the USS-GCW draft permit also fails to meet the requirements set forth in 40 
C.F.R § 70.7(a)(5).  IEPA’s Project Summary states that the agency is required to generate a list of 
potential monitoring proposals and then choose the most appropriate monitoring method and frequency 
from that list by considering the relative merits of each possible option.59 Notably, Attachment 4 to the 
USS-GCW Project Summary claims that each emissions unit-specific section in the Project Summary has 
a section identified as “Justification for Periodic Monitoring” that “will give the basis for the type of 
periodic monitoring described in the tables.”60  This is untrue. The Project Summary has no such sections. 
The tables containing the monitoring requirements have no justifications but, instead, only conclusory 
statements about the requirements.  Region 5’s February 2009 comments regarding IEPA’s draft permit 
for USS-GCW noted this glaring lack of justification by IEPA: 

The Project Summary does not provide any justification for why particular monitoring 
requirements are sufficient. Appendix 4 of the Project Summary does detail the process 
which IEPA will use to consider the appropriate monitoring but the Project Summary 
itself does not provide any of this detail.61  

 
Moreover, in its February 27, 2009 comments to IEPA, ABC highlighted numerous instances where the 
draft permit contained inadequate monitoring requirements. In response, IEPA had the opportunity to 
correct the inadequate Project Summary and provide a clear, documented rationale for how the 
monitoring requirements were sufficient to assure compliance with the terms and conditions of the permit. 
However, IEPA failed to utilize this opportunity. Furthermore, IEPA has failed to respond to all 

                                                            
56 Id. at 7-8. 
57 42 U.S.C.§ 7661c(c).  
58 Letter from Raymond E. Pilapil, Compliance Section Bureau of Air, IEPA, to Sharon K. Owen, USS-GCW (Jan. 
29, 2009) (Exhibit 26); Letter from Raymond E. Pilapil, Compliance Section Bureau of Air, IEPA, to Richard 
Veitch, USS-GCW (Mar. 12, 2009) (Exhibit 27).  
59 Project Summary at 82 (Exhibit 3). 
60 Id. at 83. 
61 E-mail from Genevieve Damico, USEPA-Region 5, to Michael Reed & Anatoly Belogorsky, IEPA (Feb. 1, 2009) 
(Exhibit 28).  
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significant comments regarding the adequacy of monitoring contained in the USS-GCW permit.  

Accordingly, as detailed below, because the permit fails to provide periodic monitoring sufficient to 
assure compliance, IEPA must: (1) satisfy the monitoring requirements of 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.6(a)(3)(i)(A) 
& (B) and 70.6(c)(1); (2) provide a rationale for the monitoring requirements placed in the permit in 
accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(a)(5); and (3) respond to significant comments.  
 

A. Coal Handling Operations 
 
Condition 7.1.3(f) sets a PM10 emission limit of 0.01 gr/scf during any one-hour period from process 
emission units, but the permit lacks periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with the limit.  
The permit requires inspections of the control equipment and related recordkeeping, but does not require 
USS-GCW to undertake any actual monitoring of PM10 emissions from the facility’s coal handling 
operations.  The lack of adequate monitoring is particularly concerning because a testing requirement for 
PM10 emissions previously contained in the draft permit was removed before the issuance of the final 
permit.  Because the emission limit must be met on an hourly basis, the permit must be revised to require 
additional periodic monitoring, such as a Continuous Emission Monitoring System (CEMS) for PM, to 
assure compliance with the limit.   
 

B. Coke Production 
 

1. Coke Oven Charging, Leaks from Doors, Leaks from Lids, and Leaks from Offtakes 
 

Conditions 7.2.3-1(a) and (c), 7.2.3-2(a) and (b), 7.2.3-3(a) and (b), and 7.2.3-4(a) and (b) set various 
limits on visible emissions from coke oven charging and from leaks from coke oven doors, lids, and 
offtake systems.  The visible emission limits are based on state regulations and a state-issued permit for 
Coke Oven Battery B.  However, the permit lacks periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance 
with these limits.  The permit only requires daily testing of visual emissions to assure compliance with 
visible emission limits based on federal MACT regulations, not limits based on state regulations or the 
state-issued permit.  Although Condition 7.2.14 provides methods that could be used if USS-GCW 
elected to monitor for compliance with such limits, the permit does not actually require USS-GCW to do 
so.  The permit must be revised to require daily monitoring to assure compliance with Conditions 7.2.3-
1(a) and (c), 7.2.3-2(a) and (b), 7.2.3-3(a) and (b), and 7.2.3-4(a) and (b).   
 
In addition, IEPA’s rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with these conditions is unclear.  
The Responsiveness Summary states:  “Daily testing of visual emissions are required by Condition 7.2.7-
3(a) pursuant to 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart L.”62  Because none of the conditions listed above are based on 
federal MACT regulations and the visible emission limits based on federal MACT regulations are not 
equivalent to the limits based on state regulations and the state-issued permit, it is unclear what IEPA is 
implying in this statement.   
 
For example, Condition 7.2.3-3 contains three different visible emission limits for “Leaks from Lids.”  
The first is based on a state regulation and applies to “coke oven lids.”  The second is based on the state-
issued permit and applies to “charging ports or lids.”  The third is based on a federal MACT regulation 
and applies to “leaking topside port lids.”  IEPA does not explain why periodic monitoring is required for 
only one of the three visible emission limits or how compliance is assured for all three limits.  Because 
IEPA has failed to provide the required statement that sets forth the legal and factual basis (including 
accurate references to the applicable statutory and regulatory provisions) for its decision, it must provide 

                                                            
62 Responsiveness Summary, at 27 cmt. 12 (Exhibit 7). 
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additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with Conditions 7.2.3-1(a) and 
(c), 7.2.3-2(a) and (b), 7.2.3-3(a) and (b), and 7.2.3-4(a) and (b). See 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(a)(5).  
 

2. Combustion (Battery) Stack 
 

a. Condition 7.2.3-7(a)(i)  
 
Condition 7.2.3-7(a)(i) sets a PM emission limit of 110 mg/dscm (0.05 gr/dscf) for the coke oven 
combustion stacks, but the permit lacks periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with the 
limit.  The permit requires performance testing one year before the renewal date of the permit even 
though the PM limit must be met on a continuous basis.  However, a one-time test does not constitute 
periodic monitoring, nor is it “sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are 
representative of the source’s compliance with the permit.”  USEPA Region 5’s comments on the draft 
permit also questioned how PM testing once every five years is sufficient to assure compliance with a 
continuous emission limit.63   
 
In its comments on the draft permit, Petitioner ABC requested a PM CEMS to assure compliance with the 
continuous limit.  Rather than providing an explanation of the monitoring requirements, IEPA’s 
Responsiveness Summary simply identifies the testing requirements for the combustion stacks and argues 
that “CEMS are generally not required for periodic monitoring.”64  This response does not indicate how 
the monitoring requirements are sufficient to assure compliance.   

 In fact, PM CEMS are available and feasible for use on coke oven batteries.  IEPA recognizes that reality 
as the permit issued for the new coke plant currently under construction at the USS-GCW facility requires 
the use of a PM CEMS.65  In addition, PM CEMS have become commonplace in multiple industrial 
applications including utilities, pulp mills, copper smelters, and refineries.66  USEPA requires the use of 
PM CEMS in regulations as well -- 40 CFR §60.42 Subpart Da requires PM CEMS for utility boilers and 
40 CFR §63.11149(b) requires PM CEMS for copper smelters.  Accordingly, the permit must be revised 
to require additional periodic monitoring, such as a PM CEMS, to assure compliance with the limit. 
 

b. Condition 7.2.3-7(c)  
 
Condition 7.2.3-7(c) sets a non-sulfate PM emission limit of 0.03 gr/dscf for the battery stack serving 
Battery B, but the permit lacks periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with the limit.  The 
permit requires performance testing one year before the renewal date of the permit.  However, a one-time 
test for a continuous emission limit does not constitute periodic monitoring, nor is it “sufficient to yield 
reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the 
permit.”  As noted before, USEPA Region 5’s comments on the draft permit questioned how PM testing 
once every five years is sufficient to assure compliance.67 
 
In addition, the permit does not indicate how the results of the PM performance testing will be used to 
assure compliance with the non-sulfate PM emission limit.  As discussed previously, PM CEMS are 
available and feasible for use on coke oven batteries.  Because the PM limit must be met on a continuous 

                                                            
63 E-mail from Genevieve Damico at cmt. 12 (Exhibit 28). 
64 Responsiveness Summary, at 26-27 cmts. 9 & 13 (Exhibit 7). 
65 See Permit 06070020, Sec. 4.1.8-1.b (Exhibit 21). 
66 Shaw Stone & Webster, Particulate Monitoring in Wet Scrubbed Stacks: New Rules/New Opportunities, at 31-39 
(Oct. 26, 2006)(Exhibit 29). 
67 E-mail from Genevieve Damico, at cmt. 12 (Exhibit 28). 
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basis, the permit must require additional periodic monitoring, such as a PM CEMS, to assure compliance 
with the limit.   
 

3. Bypass/Bleeder Stack Flare 
 

Condition 7.2.3-8(b) sets a no visible emission limit for emissions from the bypass/bleeder stack flare, 
except for periods not to exceed a total of 5 minutes during any 2 consecutive hours.  However, the permit 
lacks periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with the limit.  While Condition 7.2.3-8(b) 
references the federal MACT regulation that specifies methods for monitoring visible emissions from 
flares, the permit does not expressly require USS-GCW to actually monitor the flares’ emissions to assure 
compliance with the limit.  USEPA’s Draft Title V Monitoring Technical Reference Document states: 
“For flares, a typical reasonable monitoring method is to verify on a daily or more frequent basis that the 
flare is operating without smoking . . . . Often, facilities employ the use of a video camera to continuously 
monitor VE from flares.”68  The permit must be revised to require additional periodic monitoring, such as 
continuous video monitoring, to assure compliance with the limit.   
 
In addition, IEPA’s rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with Condition 7.2.3-8(b) is 
inadequate.  The Responsiveness Summary states: “40 CFR 63.309(h) does not specify the frequency of 
no visible emissions observations.”69  Simply stating that the regulation does not specify a monitoring 
frequency is not an appropriate response.  Where no periodic monitoring requirements are established in 
the pre-existing applicable requirements, 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B) requires IEPA to add “periodic 
monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the 
source’s compliance with the permit.”  Thus, IEPA is required to add periodic monitoring requirements to 
the permit or provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this 
condition.   
 

C. Coke Oven Gas By-Products Recovery Plant 
 
Condition 7.3.10(a)(i) sets a no visible emission limit for the coke oven by-products flare, except for 
periods not to exceed a total of 5 minutes during any 2 consecutive hours.  However, the permit lacks 
periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with the limit.  Although the permit requires annual 
opacity readings for the flare, this frequency is inadequate to assure compliance with a limit that must be 
met continuously.  Annual monitoring is not “sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time 
period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the permit” when the permit contains a 
continuous emission limitation.  As discussed previously, daily or more frequent monitoring, including 
the use of video cameras, is reasonable to assure compliance with visible emission limits for flares.  The 
permit must be revised to require additional periodic monitoring, such as continuous video monitoring of 
flares, to assure compliance with the limit.  
 
In addition, IEPA’s rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with Condition 7.3.10(a)(i) is 
unclear.  The Responsiveness Summary states:  “Flaring events are not frequent due to the use of this 
material as a fuel.”70  However, the 2007 Annual Emissions Report for the USS-GCW facility indicates 
otherwise, listing typical operation of the coke oven by-products flare as continuous at 8,760 hours per 
year.71  To assure that the monitoring requirements are sufficient, the frequency and duration of flaring 
events must be clearly explained.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring 
requirements associated with this condition.   

                                                            
68 USEPA Title V Monitoring Technical Reference Document at 16-lviii (Exhibit 24).  
69 Responsiveness Summary, at 27 cmt. 14 (Exhibit 7). 
70 Id. at 28 cmt. 17. 
71 2007 Annual Emissions Report at 129 (Exhibit 15).  
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D. Blast Furnaces 

 
1. Control Equipment  

 
Condition 7.4.3-1(a)(ii)(A) sets a PM emission limit of 0.023 g/dscm (0.010 gr/dscf) for emissions from 
control equipment used to collect any of the emissions from the tap hole, trough, iron or slag runners, or 
iron or slag spouts.  However, the permit lacks periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with 
the limit.  The permit requires performance tests once during the term of the permit for emission units 
equipped with a baghouse.  A one-time test does not constitute periodic monitoring, nor is it “sufficient to 
yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with 
the permit.”  Again, USEPA Region 5’s comments questioned how a test every five years could be 
sufficient to assure compliance.  The permit must be revised to require at least annual performance testing 
to assure compliance with the PM emission limit. 
 
Furthermore, IEPA’s rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with Condition 7.4.3-
1(a)(ii)(A) is inadequate.  The Responsiveness Summary quotes the federal MACT regulations and then 
states: “The IEPA believes that the monitoring and testing procedures outlined in Subsection 7.4 of the 
final CAAPP and the MACT standard are sufficient enough to demonstrate continuous compliance with 
the applicable emission standards.”72  This statement references all requirements for all operations related 
to the blast furnaces and is far too general.  IEPA has not explained how the monitoring requirements are 
sufficient to assure compliance with the specific PM emission limit in Condition 7.4.3-1(a)(ii)(A).  It is 
not enough for IEPA to simply state that it believes monitoring and testing are sufficient.  Rather, IEPA 
must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.   
 

2. Opacity  
 
Condition 7.4.3-1(d)(ii) sets an opacity limit of 20 percent (6 minute average) for any secondary 
emissions that exit any opening in the casthouse or structure housing the blast furnace.  Condition 7.4.7-
2(b)(i)(C)(1) requires weekly opacity observations for uncaptured emissions from the blast furnace 
casthouse.  However, the Responsiveness Summary provides additional confusion regarding the 
monitoring requirements of the permit: “Condition 7.4.7-2(a)(ii) identifies frequency of opacity 
observations (once during each term of the Title V permit) as established by 40 CFR 63.7821(c).  The 
IEPA believes that the MACT are sufficient enough to demonstrate continuous compliance with the 
applicable emission standards.”73  It is unclear whether both opacity observation requirements apply to the 
opacity limit in Condition 7.4.3-1(d)(ii).  IEPA must provide additional information to clarify and justify 
the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.  Daily observations using EPA Method 9 are 
supported by USEPA Region 7 guidance on opacity monitoring for Title V permits.74  The permit must be 
revised to require at least daily opacity observations to assure compliance with the limit.   

3. Blast Furnace Excess Gas Flare 
 
Condition 7.4.5-4(e) sets a no visible emission limit for the blast furnace excess gas flare, but the permit 
lacks periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with the limit.  The permit requires annual 
observations of the flare and monthly inspections of the flare’s ignition system.  However, this frequency 

                                                            
72 Responsiveness Summary, at 29 cmt. 20 (Exhibit 7). 
73 Id. at 33 cmt. 35. 
74 “Method 9 is the preferred visual observation method.  To the extent practicable, a source should attempt to record 
daily opacity measurements on each emissions point subject to an opacity standard.”  USEPA, Region 7, Guidance 
on Periodic Monitoring for Opacity (April 18, 1997) (Exhibit 30). 
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is inadequate to assure compliance with a continuous limit and is not “sufficient to yield reliable data 
from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the permit.”  As 
discussed above, daily or more frequent monitoring, including the use of video cameras, is reasonable to 
assure compliance with visible emission limits for flares.  The permit must be revised to require 
additional periodic monitoring, such as continuous video monitoring of flares, to assure compliance with 
the limit. 
 

4. Production and Emission Limits 
 
Conditions 7.4.6(b)-(g) set limits for emissions from the blast furnaces and related operations.  These 
emission limits were established in USS-GCW’s PSD permit 95010001 pursuant to 40 CFR § 52.21.   
According to USEPA Region 9’s Periodic Monitoring Guidelines, monitoring in PSD permits is not 
presumptively adequate to assure compliance with emission limits.75  Compliance with the emission 
limits in Conditions 7.4.6(b)-(g) is supposedly demonstrated through the use of iron production records 
and emission factors identified in the permit.  The Title V permit indicates that the emission factors were 
established in permit 95010001.  However, neither permit identifies the source of these emission factors.  
Furthermore, neither IEPA’s Project Summary nor the Responsiveness Summary provides evidence that 
the emission factors are representative of emissions at the USS-GCW facility.  The use of emission 
factors from unspecified sources cannot be assumed to assure compliance with emission limits.   
 
Without site-specific data, the use of emission factors is likely insufficient to assure compliance: 
“Because emission factors essentially represent an average of a range of emission rates, approximately 
half of the subject sources will have emission rates greater than the emission factor and the other half will 
have emission rates less than the factor.”76  Significant inter-facility variation may result in emissions that 
differ by an order of magnitude or more.77  In addition, it is unclear whether the permit relies on AP-42 
emission factors.  However, EPA has clearly indicated its lack of support for the use of AP-42 emission 
factors in this context: “Use of these factors as source-specific permit limits and/or as emission regulation 
compliance determinations is not recommended by EPA.”78  The use of AP-42 emission factors or other 
general emission factors based on data from other sources may under-represent emissions at the USS-
GCW facility, particularly during conditions likely to produce maximum emissions.  
 
Even with site-specific data, the use of emission factors may be insufficient to assure compliance.  In a 
previous Title V petition decision, the USEPA Administrator determined “that annual reporting of NOx 
emissions using an equation that uses current production information, along with emission factors based 
on prior source tests, was insufficient to assure compliance with an emission unit's annual NOx 
standard.”79  Similarly, in another decision, the Administrator determined that the state permitting agency 
“failed to demonstrate that a one-time calculation is representative of ongoing compliance with the 
applicable requirement, especially considering the unpredictable nature of the emissions and the 
unreliability of the data used in the calculations.”80  IEPA must provide additional information on the 
source of the emission factors and clearly explain how the use of emission factors is sufficient to assure 
compliance with the emission limits in these conditions.   
 

                                                            
75 USEPA, Region 9, Guidelines: Periodic Monitoring (Sept. 09, 1999) (Exhibit 31). 
76 USEPA, AP 42: Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Volume 1: Stationary Point and Area Sources, 
Fifth Edition, Volume 1, Introduction at 2, available at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/c00s00.pdf . 
77 Id. at 3. 
78 Id. at 2 
79 In the Matter of Tesoro Refining and Marketing Co., Petition No. IX-2004-6, 33 (Dec. 19 2003) (Exhibit 32) 
citing In the Matter of Fort James Camas Mill, Petition No. X-1999-1, 17 (Dec. 22, 2000).  
80 Id. 
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In addition, IEPA often refers to prior source testing to argue that a large margin of compliance supports 
less stringent monitoring requirements.  This issue has also been addressed in a previous Title V petition 
decision: “Even when presented with CEMs data which showed that actual NOx emissions for each of 
five years were consistently well below the standard, EPA found that a large margin of compliance alone 
was insufficient to demonstrate that the NOx emissions would not change over the life of the permit.”81 
After concluding that a margin of compliance alone was insufficient, the Administrator made the 
following determination: 
 

Absent additional information supporting [the state permitting agency’s] decision that no 
further testing or monitoring is required, monitoring for this condition should include, at 
a minimum, either periodic source testing to determine the emission factor or the 
identification and monitoring of parametric ranges in addition to current production 
information which, if maintained, would provide a reasonable assurance of compliance 
with the NOx standard during the anticipated range of operations.82 

 
The prior source testing referenced by IEPA does not provide a sufficient basis to determine that 
emissions will not change over the life of the permit.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify 
the monitoring requirements associated with these conditions.   
 

a. Casthouse Baghouse (Furnace Tapping) Captured Emissions 
 

i.   Condition 7.4.6(b) – PM10 Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(b) sets a PM10 emission limit of 111.19 tpy for casthouse baghouse (furnace tapping) 
emissions.  IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this 
limit as it relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  The Responsiveness Summary also 
provides confusion regarding the monitoring requirements for this limit.  IEPA seems to imply that, in 
addition to the use of emission factors, testing requirements based on federal MACT regulations will be 
used to assure compliance with the PM10 emission limit in Condition 7.4.6(b).83  However, the testing 
requirements based on federal MACT regulations do not apply to this permit condition.  IEPA must 
provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.  If 
IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised to require additional periodic 
monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the PM10 limit.   
 

ii.  Condition 7.4.6(b) – SO2 Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(b) sets an SO2 emission limit of 422.00 tpy for casthouse baghouse (furnace tapping) 
emissions. IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this 
limit as it relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  The Responsiveness Summary also 
generates confusion regarding the monitoring requirements of the permit: “SO2 limits of Condition 
7.4.6(b) shall be verified by testing requirements of Condition 7.4.7-2(d)(ii) of the final CAAPP.”84  
However, this testing requirement applies to the iron spout baghouse, not the casthouse baghouse.  It is 
unclear whether IEPA meant for the permit to contain SO2 testing requirements for the casthouse 
baghouse.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated 
with this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised to require 
additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the SO2 limit.   

                                                            
81 Id. 
82 In the Matter of Fort James Camas Mill, Petition No. X-1999-1, 17 (Dec. 22, 2000) (Exhibit 33).  
83 Responsiveness Summary, at 32 cmt. 29 (Exhibit 7). 
84 Id. at 29 cmt 21. 
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iii. Condition 7.4.6(b) – NOx Emission Limit 

 
Condition 7.4.6(b) sets a NOx emission limit of 22.79 tpy for casthouse baghouse (furnace tapping) 
emissions.  IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this 
limit as it relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  Furthermore, both the Project 
Summary and the Responsiveness Summary fail to include information necessary to justify the 
monitoring requirements of the permit.  IEPA states: “The initial testing data indicates the actual level of 
NOx emissions from casthouse baghouse is almost three times lower than the allowable levels established 
in this condition. Therefore, application of CEMS is unnecessary. The IEPA believes that the monitoring 
and testing procedures outlined in Subsection 7.4 of the final CAAPP and the MACT standard are 
sufficient enough to demonstrate continuous compliance with the applicable emission standards.”85  This 
response is problematic for two reasons.    
 
First, no further information is provided on the “initial testing data” referenced in the Responsiveness 
Summary, making it difficult to determine whether testing is representative of NOx emissions from the 
casthouse baghouse.  A one-time test cannot be assumed to reflect the variability in emissions throughout 
the range of operating conditions of the blast furnaces or the potential for emissions to change over time.  
Without knowing whether the initial testing was performed under conditions representative of maximum 
emissions, the margin of compliance implied by IEPA’s response cannot be verified.  In addition, as 
discussed above, the USEPA Administrator has determined that a margin of compliance alone is not a 
sufficient basis to determine that emissions will not change over the life of the permit.      
 
Second, IEPA’s rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with the NOx emission limit in 
Condition 7.4.6(b) is far too general.  The Responsiveness Summary makes generic reference to “the 
monitoring and testing procedures outlined in Subsection 7.4.”86  This statement references all 
requirements for all operations related to the blast furnaces.  IEPA has not explained how the monitoring 
requirements are sufficient to assure compliance with the specific NOx emission limit in Condition 
7.4.6(b).  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated 
with this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised to require 
additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the NOx limit.   
 

iv. Condition 7.4.6(b) – VOM Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(b) sets a VOM emission limit of 149.68 tpy for casthouse baghouse (furnace tapping) 
emissions.  IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this 
limit as it relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  Furthermore, both the Project 
Summary and the Responsiveness Summary fail to include information necessary to justify the 
monitoring requirements of the permit.  IEPA states: “The initial testing data indicates the actual level of 
VOM emissions from casthouse baghouse is eight times lower than the allowable levels established in 
this condition. Because of such large margin of compliance, the IEPA does not support suggestions of 
VOM annual tests.”87  No further information is provided on the “initial testing data” referenced, making 
it difficult to determine whether testing is representative of VOM emissions under maximum operating 
conditions of the blast furnaces.  Again, USEPA  has determined that a margin of compliance alone is not 
a sufficient basis to determine that emissions will not change over the life of the permit.  IEPA must 
provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.  If 

                                                            
85 Id. at 30 cmt. 22. 
86 Id.  
87 Id. at 30 cmt. 23. 
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IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised to require additional periodic 
monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the VOM limit.   
 

b. Blast Furnace Uncaptured Fugitive Emissions 
 

i.   Condition 7.4.6(c) – SO2 Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(c) sets an SO2 emission limit of 21.94 tpy for blast furnace uncaptured fugitive emissions.  
IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it 
relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  The Responsiveness Summary also generates 
confusion regarding the monitoring requirements of the permit.  IEPA states, “condition 7.4.7-2(b)(i) of 
the final CAAPP establishes weekly visual observations of fugitive emissions released from the casthouse 
and supported by appropriate recordkeeping.”88  This statement implies that weekly opacity observations 
will in some way help to assure compliance with an annual, pollutant specific emission limit.  The use of 
opacity observations to assure compliance with this condition is inappropriate.  IEPA must provide 
additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.   
 

ii.   Condition 7.4.6(c) – NOx Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(c) sets a NOx emission limit of 1.14 tpy for blast furnace uncaptured fugitive emissions. 
IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it 
relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  The Responsiveness Summary also is confusing.  
IEPA states, “condition 7.4.7-2(b)(i) of the final CAAPP establishes weekly visual observations of 
fugitive emissions released from the casthouse and supported by appropriate recordkeeping.”89  As noted 
above, this statement implies that weekly opacity observations will in some way help to assure 
compliance with an annual, pollutant-specific emission limit and is therefore inappropriate.  IEPA must 
provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.   
 

iii. Condition 7.4.6(c) – VOM Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(c) sets a VOM emission limit of 7.42 tpy for blast furnace uncaptured fugitive emissions. 
IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it 
relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  The Responsiveness Summary also provides 
confusion regarding the monitoring requirements of the permit.  IEPA states, “condition 7.4.7-2(b)(i) of 
the final CAAPP establishes weekly visual observations of fugitive emissions released from the casthouse 
and supported by appropriate recordkeeping.”90  Once again, this statement implies that weekly opacity 
observations will in some way help to assure compliance with an annual, pollutant-specific emission limit 
and is inappropriate.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements 
associated with this condition.   
 

c. Blast Furnace Charging Emissions 
 
Condition 7.4.6(d) sets a PM10 emission limit of 5.17 tpy for blast furnace charging emissions.  IEPA has 
not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an 
emission factor from an unspecified source.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the 
monitoring requirements associated with this condition.   
 

                                                            
88 Id. at 30 cmt. 24. 
89 Id. at 30 cmt. 25. 
90 Id. at 31 cmt. 26. 
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d. Slag Pits Emissions 
 

i.   Condition 7.4.6(e) – PM10 Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(e) sets a PM10 emission limit of 6.60 tpy for slag pits emissions.  IEPA has not provided a 
clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an emission factor 
from an unspecified source.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring 
requirements associated with this condition.   
 

ii.   Condition 7.4.6(e) – SO2 Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(e) sets an SO2 emission limit of 15.83 tpy for slag pits emissions.  IEPA has not provided 
a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an emission 
factor from an unspecified source.  The Responsiveness Summary also provides confusion regarding the 
monitoring requirements of the permit.  IEPA states, “condition 7.4.7-2(b)(i) of the final CAAPP 
establishes weekly visual observations of fugitive emissions released from the casthouse and supported by 
appropriate recordkeeping.”91  The requirement cited by IEPA refers to emissions from the casthouse, not 
emissions from the slag pits.  Even if IEPA meant for a similar requirement to apply to slag pits 
emissions, the use of weekly opacity observations to help assure compliance with an annual, pollutant-
specific emission limit is inappropriate.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the 
monitoring requirements associated with this condition. 
 

e. Iron Spout Baghouse Captured Emissions 
 

i.   Condition 7.4.6(f) – PM10 Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(f) sets a PM10 emission limit of 40.32 tpy for iron spout baghouse emissions.  IEPA has 
not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an 
emission factor from an unspecified source.  The Responsiveness Summary also provides confusion 
regarding the monitoring requirements of the permit.  IEPA’s response refers to the test frequencies of the 
casthouse baghouse and iron spout baghouse.92 IEPA seems to imply that, in addition to the use of 
emission factors, testing requirements based on federal MACT regulations will be used to assure 
compliance with the PM10 emission limit in Condition 7.4.6(f).  However, testing requirements based on 
federal MACT regulations do not apply to permit conditions based on state-issued permits.  In addition, it 
is unclear whether PM performance testing of the iron spout baghouse specified in Condition 7.4.7-2(d) 
will be used to demonstrate compliance with the limit.  IEPA must provide additional information to 
justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient 
justification, the permit must be revised to require additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack 
test, to assure compliance with the PM10 limit.   
 

ii.   Condition 7.4.6(f) – SO2 Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.4.6(f) sets an SO2 emission limit of 13.89 tpy for iron spout baghouse emissions.  IEPA has 
not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an 
emission factor from an unspecified source.  Furthermore, it is unclear whether SO2 performance testing 
of the iron spout baghouse specified in Condition 7.4.7-2(d) will be used to demonstrate compliance with 
the limit in addition to the use of an emission factor.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify 
the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient 

                                                            
91 Id. at 31 cmt. 27. 
92 Id. at 32 cmt. 29. 
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justification, the permit must be revised to require additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack 
test, to assure compliance with the SO2 limit.   
 

f. Iron Pellet Screen Emissions 
 

Condition 7.4.6(g) sets a PM10 emission limit of 6.01 tpy for iron pellet screen emissions. IEPA has not 
provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an 
emission factor from an unspecified source.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the 
monitoring requirements associated with this condition.   
 

E. Basic Oxygen Furnaces 
 

1. Opacity  
 

a. Condition 7.5.3-1(c)(iv)  
 
Condition 7.5.3-1(c)(iv) sets an opacity limit of 20 percent (3 minute average) for any secondary 
emissions that exit any opening in the BOPF shop or any other building housing the BOPF or BOPF shop 
operation.  Condition 7.5.7-2(d) requires weekly opacity observations for uncaptured roof monitor 
emissions unless a previous observation measures opacity of 20 percent or more.  If a previous 
observation measures opacity of 20 percent or more, daily monitoring is required until five consecutive 
observations are less than 20 percent.  IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring 
requirements associated with this limit.  The Responsiveness Summary states, “Condition 7.5.7-2(d) of 
the final CAAPP identifies frequency (weekly and daily) of roof monitor opacity visual observations.”93  
This statement does not explain how the frequency of opacity observations is sufficient to assure 
compliance with the limit.  The monitoring frequency is not “sufficient to yield reliable data from the 
relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the permit.”  As noted above, 
daily observations using EPA Method 9 are supported by USEPA Region 7 guidance on opacity 
monitoring for Title V permits.  The permit must be revised to require at least daily opacity observations 
to assure compliance with the limit.   
 

b. Condition 7.5.3-1(f)  
 
Condition 7.5.3-1(f) set an opacity limit of 20 percent that applies to emissions from material handling 
operations (flux dump and conveyor transfer points), but the permit lacks periodic monitoring sufficient 
to assure compliance with the limit.  The Responsiveness Summary creates additional confusion 
regarding the monitoring requirements for this limit.  IEPA states: “MACT presented in Subpart FFFFF 
does not require visual observation frequencies other than those established in the permit. Condition 
7.5.7-1(c)(1) of the final CAAPP identifies frequency (weekly) of opacity readings from BOF shop 
openings. This is sufficient to yield compliance with Condition 7.5.3-1(f).”94  Because the limit applies to 
emissions from material handling operations, it is unclear whether Condition 7.5.7-1(c)(1) applies.  IEPA 
must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.  
In any case, weekly opacity observations are not “sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time 
period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the permit.”  The permit must be revised to 
require at least daily opacity observations to assure compliance with the limit.   
 

2. Production and Emission Limits 
 

                                                            
93 Id. at 37 cmt 46. 
94 Id. at 37 cmt. 47. 
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Conditions 7.5.6(c)-(i) set limits for emissions from the basic oxygen furnaces and related operations. The 
Title V permit indicates that these emission limits were established in PSD permit 95010001 pursuant to 
40 CFR § 52.21.   As discussed above, according to EPA Region 9’s Periodic Monitoring Guidelines, 
monitoring in PSD permits is not presumptively adequate to assure compliance with emission limits.  
Compliance with the emission limits in Conditions 7.5.6(c)-(i) is supposedly demonstrated through the 
use of steel production records and emission factors identified in the permit.  The Title V permit indicates 
that the emission factors were established in PSD permit 95010001.  However, neither permit identifies 
the source of these emission factors.  As discussed above, the use of emission factors from unspecified 
sources cannot be assumed to assure compliance with emission limits.  To ensure that the emissions 
factors in Conditions 7.5.6(c)-(i) are representative of emissions at the USS-GCW facility, IEPA must 
provide additional information regarding the source and testing conditions of the data used to calculate 
the emission factors.   
 
In addition, IEPA’s reference to prior source testing as a means of justifying less stringent monitoring 
requirements is inadequate.  As discussed above, the USEPA Administrator has determined that a margin 
of compliance alone does not provide a sufficient basis to determine that emissions will not change over 
the life of the permit.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements 
associated with these conditions.   
 

a. BOF ESP Stack Emissions 
 

i.   Condition 7.5.6(c) – NOx Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.5.6(c) sets a NOx emission limit of 69.63 tpy for the BOF ESP stack.  IEPA has not provided 
a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit. Both the Project Summary and 
the Responsiveness Summary fail to include information necessary to justify the use of the NOx emission 
factor to assure compliance with the limit.  According to IEPA, the emission factor is based on the testing 
of NOx emissions performed by the source.95  However, IEPA does not provide information on the testing 
data used to develop the emission factors, other than the fact that testing occurred.   
 
Emissions from basic oxygen furnaces can fluctuate significantly depending on the time of testing.  For 
example, testing data indicates that NOx emissions are substantially lower during periods of oxygen blow 
than during periods of non-oxygen blow.96  Given this information, a NOx emission factor based on 
testing during periods of oxygen blow would be inappropriate for use to assure compliance with a NOx 
emission limit.  A single stack test cannot be assumed to reflect the variability in emissions throughout 
the range of operating conditions of the blast furnaces or the potential for emissions to change over time.  
IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this 
condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised to require additional 
periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the NOx limit.   
 

ii.   Condition 7.5.6(c) – VOM Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.5.6(c) sets a VOM emission limit of 10.74 tpy for the BOF ESP stack.  IEPA has not 
provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit.  Both the Project 
Summary and the Responsiveness Summary fail to include information necessary to justify the use of the 
VOM emission factor to assure compliance with the limit.  According to IEPA, the emission factor is 

                                                            
95 Id. at 33 cmt. 36. 
96 USEPA, Alternative Control Techniques - NOx Emissions from Iron and Steel Mills, p. 15 (EPA-453/R-94-065), 
available at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/catc/dir1/iron_act.pdf. 
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based on the testing of VOM emissions performed by the source.97  However, IEPA does not provide 
information on the testing data used to develop the emission factors, other than the fact that testing 
occurred.  A single stack test cannot be assumed to reflect the variability in emissions throughout the 
range of operating conditions of the blast furnaces or the potential for emissions to change over time.  
IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this 
condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised to require additional 
periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the VOM limit.   
 

iii. Condition 7.5.6(c) – CO Emission Limit  
 

Condition 7.5.6(c) sets a CO emission limit of 16,097.47 tpy for the BOF ESP stack.  IEPA has not 
provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit.  Both the Project 
Summary and the Responsiveness Summary fail to include information necessary to justify the use of the 
CO emission factor to assure compliance with the limit.  According to IEPA, the emission factor is based 
on the testing of CO emissions performed by the source.98  However, IEPA does not provide information 
on the testing data used to develop the emission factors, other than the fact that testing occurred.   
 
In addition, IEPA explains that stack test results conducted in 2006 demonstrate that CO emissions are 
lower than established in the permit.99  As discussed above, the USEPA Administrator has determined 
that a margin of compliance alone is not a sufficient basis to determine that emissions will not change 
over the life of the permit.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring 
requirements associated with this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit 
must be revised to require additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure 
compliance with the CO limit.   
 

iv. Condition 7.5.6(c) – Lead Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.5.6(c) sets a lead emission limit of 1.26 tpy for the BOF ESP stack.  IEPA has not provided a 
clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an emission factor 
from an unspecified source.  In addition, inconsistencies between the lead emission factor and the 
corresponding lead emission limit highlight concerns with the emission factor.  Condition 7.5.6(c) 
identifies a lead emission factor of 0.1934 lbs/hr for BOF ESP stack emissions.  When the 0.1934 lb/hr 
emission factor is applied to a period of 8,760 hours (continuous operation of the BOF for one year), 
maximum annual lead emissions are calculated to be 0.85 tpy.  It is unclear, then, why Condition 7.5.6(c) 
sets a lead emission limit substantially above 0.85 tpy.   
 
Furthermore, annual lead emissions from the USS-GCW facility warrant, at a minimum, annual stack 
testing of lead emissions from the BOF ESP stack.  The 2007 Annual Emissions Report for USS-GCW 
reports annual facility lead emissions of 1.33 tpy.100  Approximately 95% of annual facility lead emissions 
are released from the BOF ESP stack.101  Use of an emission factor from an unspecified source to estimate 
this significant level of lead emissions is not “sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time 
period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the permit.”   
 

                                                            
97 Responsiveness Summary at 34 cmt. 37 (Exhibit 7). 
98 Id. at 34 cmt. 38. 
99 Id.  
100 2007 Annual Emissions Report at 3 (Exhibit 15). 
101 Id. at 18. Annual lead emissions from the BOF ESP stack are calculated to be 1.26 tpy (0.28680 lb/hr * 8,760 
hr/yr). 
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IEPA also references initial testing data indicating that the actual level of lead emissions from ESP stack 
is below the allowable levels established in this condition.102  Again, USEPA has determined that a 
margin of compliance alone is not a sufficient basis to determine that emissions will not change over the 
life of the permit.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements 
associated with this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised 
to require additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the lead 
limit.   
 

b. BOF Roof Monitor Emissions 
 
Condition 7.5.6(d) set a lead emission limit of 0.08 tpy for BOF roof monitor emissions.  IEPA has not 
provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an 
emission factor from an unspecified source.  The Responsiveness Summary states that the limit is “based 
on conservative estimates where as the actual emissions still maintain a generous margin of 
compliance.”103  However, IEPA has provided no further information to explain the source of these 
conservative estimates and how they are sufficient to assure compliance with the limit.  IEPA must 
provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.   
 

c. Desulfurization and Reladling (Hot Metal Transfer) Emissions 
 

i.   Condition 7.5.6(e) – VOM Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.5.6(e) sets a VOM emission limit of 1.58 tpy for desulfurization and reladling (hot metal 
transfer) emissions.  IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated 
with this limit.  Both the Project Summary and the Responsiveness Summary fail to include information 
necessary to justify the use of the VOM emission factor to assure compliance with the limit.  According 
to IEPA, the emission limit is based on engineering estimates presented by the source.104  However, IEPA 
does not explain what engineering estimates were used to develop the emission limit and how those 
estimates are representative of desulfurization and reladling emissions at the USS-GCW facility.  IEPA 
must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.  
If IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised to require additional periodic 
monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the VOM limit.   
 

ii.   Condition 7.5.6(e) – Lead Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.5.6(e) sets a lead emission limit of 0.09 tpy for desulfurization and reladling (hot metal 
transfer) emissions.  IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated 
with this limit as it relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  The Responsiveness 
Summary states that the limit is “based on conservative estimates where as the actual emissions still 
maintain a generous margin of compliance.”105  However, IEPA has provided no further information to 
explain the source of these conservative estimates and how they are sufficient to assure compliance with 
the limit.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated 
with this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised to require 
additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the lead limit.   
 

d. BOF Additive System Emissions 

                                                            
102 Responsiveness Summary, at 35 cmt. 40 (Exhibit 7). 
103 Id. 
104 Id. at 34 cmt. 39. 
105 Id. at 35 cmt. 40. 
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Condition 7.5.6(f) sets a PM10 emission limit of 0.57 tpy for BOF additive system emissions.  
IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it 
relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  IEPA must provide additional information to 
justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient 
justification, the permit must be revised to require additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack 
test, to assure compliance with the PM10 limit.   
 

e. Flux Conveyor, Transfer Pits, and Binfloor Emissions 
 
Condition 7.5.6(g) sets a PM10 emission limit of 2.86 tpy for “flux and transfer pits, bin floor emissions.”  
IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it 
relies on an emission factor from an unspecified source.  IEPA must provide additional information to 
justify the monitoring requirements associated with this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient 
justification, the permit must be revised to require additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack 
test, to assure compliance with the PM10 limit.   
 

f. Emissions from the Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper 
 

Condition 7.5.6(i) sets a PM10 emission limit of 12.80 tpy for emissions from the argon stirring station 
and material handling tripper (ladle metallurgy).  IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the 
monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an emission factor from an unspecified 
source.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated with 
this condition.  If IEPA cannot provide sufficient justification, the permit must be revised to require 
additional periodic monitoring, such as an annual stack test, to assure compliance with the PM10 limit.   
 

F. Continuous Casting 
 

1. Opacity 
 
Condition 7.6.3-1(b)(ii) sets a 5 percent opacity limit for “continuous caster spray chambers or continuous 
casting operations.”  Condition 7.6.8(c)(i) requires weekly opacity observations for uncaptured roof 
monitor emissions unless a previous observation measures opacity of 5 percent or more.  If a previous 
observation measures opacity of 5 percent or more, daily monitoring is required until five consecutive 
observations are less than 5 percent.  IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring 
requirements associated with this limit.  The monitoring frequency is not “sufficient to yield reliable data 
from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the permit.”  As 
stated previously, daily observations using EPA Method 9 are supported by USEPA Region 7 guidance 
on opacity monitoring for Title V permits.  The permit must be revised to require at least daily opacity 
observations to assure compliance with the limit.   
 

2. Production and Emission Limits 
 
Conditions 7.6.7(a)-(e) set emission limits for emissions from continuous casting and related operations.  
The Title V permit indicates that these emission limits were established in USS-GCW’s PSD permit 
95010001.   According to USEPA Region 9’s Periodic Monitoring Guidelines, monitoring in PSD 
permits is not presumptively adequate to assure compliance with emission limits.  Compliance with the 
limits is supposedly demonstrated through the use of steel production records and emission factors 
identified in the permit.  The Title V permit indicates that the emission factors were established in PSD 
permit 95010001.  However, neither permit identifies the source of these emission factors.  Furthermore, 
neither the Project Summary nor the Responsiveness Summary provides evidence that the emission 
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factors are representative of emissions at the USS-GCW facility.  As discussed above, the use of emission 
factors from unspecified sources cannot be assumed to assure compliance with emission limits.  To ensure 
that the emissions factors are representative of emissions at the USS-GCW facility, IEPA must provide 
additional information regarding the source of the data used to calculate the emission factors.  In addition, 
IEPA must clearly explain how the use of emission factors is sufficient to assure compliance with the 
emission limits in Conditions 7.6.7(a)-(e).   
 

a. Condition 7.6.7(b) – NOx Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.6.7(b) sets a NOx emission limit of 89.50 tpy for emissions from caster molds.  IEPA has not 
provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit as it relies on an 
emission factor from an unspecified source.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the 
monitoring requirements associated with this condition.   
 

b. Conditions 7.6.7(a)-(e) – PM10 Emission Limits 
 
Conditions 7.6.7(a)-(e) set PM10 emission limits for continuous casting emissions:   

1.  Condition 7.6.7(a) - 6.35 tpy for emissions from the deslagging station and the material handling 
station.   

2.  Condition 7.6.7(b) - 10.74 tpy for emissions from caster molds.   
3.  Condition 7.6.7(c) - 15.25 tpy for emissions from casters spray chambers.   
4.  Condition 7.6.7(d) - 12.71 tpy for emissions from slab cut-off.   
5.  Condition 7.6.7(e) - 12.92 tpy for emissions from slab ripping.     

 
IEPA has not provided a clear rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with these limits as it 
relies on emission factors from unspecified sources.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify 
the monitoring requirements associated with these conditions.   
 

G. Hot Strip Mill 

1. Slab Reheat Furnaces 
 
Condition 7.7.3-1 sets a PM10 emission limit of 38.7 ng/J (0.09 lbs/mmbtu) of heat input from the slab 
reheat furnaces.  The permit requires testing once in five years at the time of renewal of the permit.  
However, a one-time test does not constitute periodic monitoring, nor is it “sufficient to yield reliable data 
from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the permit.”  USEPA 
Region 5’s comments on the draft permit noted this repeated failure of IEPA to justify compliance 
monitoring once every five years.  Because the PM limit must be met on a continuous basis, the permit 
must be revised to require additional periodic monitoring, such as the use of a PM CEMS, to assure 
compliance with the limit.   
 

2. Production and Emission Limits 
 
Condition 7.7.7(b) provides that “[t]he coke oven gas (COG) heat input fraction from firing COG in 
conjunction with natural gas (NG) shall not exceed 0.863 based on a maximum actual heat input per hour 
to the 4 slab heating furnaces and a calculated COG particulate emission rate of 0.044 pounds of 
particulate per million BTU per hour.”  It is unclear how USS-GCW will show compliance with this 
condition.  Condition 7.7.10(b) requires a monthly log to be kept of the type of fuel used.  However, since 
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these records will be used to determine compliance with the maximum hourly heat input limit in 
Condition 7.7.7(b), the permit must contain an hourly fuel usage recordkeeping requirement.106   
 

H. Finishing Operations 
 
Condition 7.8.5(a) provides that “no owner or operator of an existing affected continuous or batch 
pickling line at a steel pickling facility shall cause or allow to be discharged into the atmosphere from the 
affected pickling line: i. Any gases that contain HCl in a concentration in excess of 18 parts per million by 
volume (ppmv); or ii. HCl at a mass emission rate that corresponds to a collection efficiency of less than 
97 percent.”  Condition 7.8.8(a)(iii) of the permit requires HCl performance testing “either annually or 
according to an alternative schedule that is approved by the applicable permitting authority, but no less 
frequently than every 2 ½ years or twice per Title V permit term.”  It is unclear why the permit allows for 
an alternative testing schedule.  Furthermore, if an alternative testing schedule were approved, it is 
unclear how the public would know what testing frequency was required, since the frequency would not 
be specified in the permit.  The permit must be revised to require HCl performance testing on at least an 
annual basis.   
 

I. Boilers  
 

1. PM10 Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.10.3(b)(ii) sets a PM10 emission limit of 2.15 ng/J (0.005 lb/mmBtu) of heat input from the 
steel works boilers.  The permit requires performance testing once in five years at the time of renewal of 
the permit.  However, a one-time test does not constitute periodic monitoring, nor is it “sufficient to yield 
reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the 
permit.”  Again, USEPA Region 5’s comments also questioned how a test every five years could be 
sufficient to assure compliance.  Because the PM limit must be met on a continuous basis, the permit 
must be revised to require additional periodic monitoring, such as the use of a PM CEMS, to assure 
compliance with the limit.   
 

2. CO Emission Limit 
 
Condition 7.10.3(e) sets a CO emission limit of 200 ppm for the affected boilers, but the permit lacks 
periodic monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with the limit.  IEPA has not provided a clear 
rationale for the monitoring requirements associated with this limit.  The Responsiveness Summary states, 
“See case-by-case determination permit that requires a CO CEMS and some testing as well.  In addition, 
10 boilers will be permanently shutdown upon startup of the cogeneration plant.”107  Neither this response 
nor the Project Summary explains how the monitoring requirements of the permit are sufficient to assure 
compliance.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements associated 
with these conditions.   
 

J. Internal Combustion Engines 

                                                            
106 In a December 1997 letter to Florida Department of Environmental Protection, USEPA Region 4 objected to the 
issuance of a Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit for Florida Power & Light’s Manatee Plant. Letter from USEPA to 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (Dec. 11, 1997), available at 
http://www.epa.gov/region07/programs/artd/air/title5/t5memos/fp&l1997.pdf  (Exhibit 34). In Enclosure 1 of that 
letter, USEPA stated that one of its reasons for objecting to the permit was that the permit did not include an hourly 
fuel usage recordkeeping requirement to ensure compliance with an hourly heat input limit. An analogous situation 
exists with Condition 7.7.7(b) of the USS-GCW permit.   
107 Responsiveness Summary at 40 cmt. 58 (Exhibit 7). 
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Condition 7.11.7(b) sets PM, CO, NOx, and SO2 emission limits for the emergency generator.  
Compliance with these limits is demonstrated through the use of emergency generator operation records 
and emission factors identified in the permit.  The Title V permit indicates that the emission factors for 
Condition 7.11.7(b) were established in permit 00060003.  However, neither permit identifies the source 
of these emission factors.  Furthermore, neither the Project Summary nor the Responsiveness Summary 
provides evidence that the emission factors are representative of emergency generator emissions at the 
USS-GCW facility.  As discussed above, use of emission factors from unknown sources cannot be 
assumed to assure compliance with emission limits.  IEPA must provide additional information to justify 
the monitoring requirements associated with these conditions.  If the emission factors are not based on 
site-specific data, stack testing must be performed to establish emission factors representative of 
emergency generator emissions at the USS-GCW facility.   
 

K. Gasoline Storage and Dispensing 
 
Condition 7.12.3(b)(ii) sets a discharge limit of 3.6 kg/hr (8 lb/hr) of organic material into the atmosphere 
from any emission unit pursuant to 35 IAC 219.301.  The Responsiveness Summary states: “Compliance 
with 35 219.301 is achieved by using TANKS program and monthly gasoline throughput, considering 
that station in service for 24 hours/day.  Recordkeeping requirements of Condition 7.12.9 and compliance 
procedures of Condition 7.12.12 are sufficient to meet monitoring requirements pursuant to 39.5(7)(d) of 
the Act.”108  This response fails to explain how monthly gasoline throughput information is sufficient to 
assure compliance with an hourly discharge limit.  Monthly gasoline throughput records do not appear to 
constitute “reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance 
with the permit.”  IEPA must provide additional information to justify the monitoring requirements 
associated with this condition. 
 
III. The Permit Lacks Compliance Schedules to Remedy All Current Violations  
 
Where a facility is not in compliance with applicable requirements at the time of Title V permit issuance, 
federal and state law require that the final permit include a compliance schedule with a “schedule of 
remedial measures” and “an enforceable sequence of actions with milestones leading to compliance.”109   
Illinois law also states: 
 

All CAAPP permits shall contain emission limitations and standards and . . . schedules 
for achieving compliance at the earliest reasonable date, which are or will be required to 
accomplish the purposes and provisions of this Act and to assure compliance with all 
applicable requirements.110 

 
USEPA’s Enforcement & Compliance History Online (ECHO) indicates that USS-GCW is a “High 
Priority Violator” with at least 12 consecutive quarters of unaddressed violations of the SIP and 
NESHAP.111  However, the Title V permit fails to include the required compliance schedules for some 
longstanding violations and fails to address several new violations also requiring compliance schedules. 
 

A. The Permit Forgoes a Required Enforceable Compliance Schedule In Favor of an 
Unacceptable “Under Review” Compliance Provision 

                                                            
108 Id. at 41 cmt. 64. 
109 42 U.S.C. §§ 7661b(b)(1) & 7661c(a); 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.5(c)(8)(iii)(C) & 70.6(c)(3). 
110 415 ILL. COMP. STAT.  5/39.5(7)(a) (emphasis added). 
111  http://www.epa-echo.gov/cgi-bin/get1cReport.cgi?tool=echo&IDNumber=1711900153 (summarizing 
noncompliance at USS-GCW) (last visited Sept. 27, 2009). 
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Beginning in 2005, IEPA filed a series of three complaints against USS-GCW alleging twenty-four air 
pollution violations at this facility. In December 2007, the court approved a Consent Order settling the 
litigation.112 The Consent Order highlighted the inadequacy of USS-GCW’s monitoring regime and 
required USS-GCW to submit a detailed compliance schedule regarding basic oxygen furnace operations 
by March 31, 2008, and to implement this schedule by June 30, 2008.113 

The permit explains in Condition 7.5.14 that USS-GCW still is not in compliance with all applicable 
requirements: 
 

The Permittee was sent Violation Notice A-2007-00009 by the Illinois EPA for violations 
related to the affected BOF shop. The violation notice alleged exceedances of the 20% 
opacity limit on uncaptured emissions from openings in the building housing the BOF 
shop. The violations were referred to the Office of the Illinois Attorney General by the 
Illinois EPA. The violations were resolved via consent order 05—CH-750, which was 
entered on December 18, 2007 in the Circuit Court for the Third Judicial Circuit, 
Madison County, Illinois. By March 31, 2008, US Steel was required to submit a 
compliance schedule that would demonstrate compliance with the above referenced 
violations.  That schedule was submitted on time by US Steel, however, the schedule was 
not approvable as required under Section 39.5(10)(a)(ii). 

Instead of requiring an approvable schedule prior to issuance of the final permit, IEPA issued the permit 
without this legally required element. Condition 7.5.14.a of the final permit simply required USS-GCW to 
submit another proposed compliance schedule by August 30, 2009.  IEPA’s Responsiveness Summary 
indicates that USS-GCW submitted another proposed compliance schedule by this date.  However, the 
final permit indicates that this proposed compliance schedule is not approved and enforceable but remains 
under review by IEPA and the Illinois Attorney General Office.  Therefore, the final permit lacks the 
required enforceable compliance schedule.   

The promise of a future enforceable compliance schedule does not satisfy the requirements of Title V. 
The final permit’s lack of a compliance schedule has prevented the public participation required by the 
CAA: 
  

A copy of each permit application, compliance plan (including the schedule of 
compliance) . . . shall be available to the public.114 
  

Illinois law echoes the federal requirement: 
 

The Agency shall issue a CAAPP permit, permit modification, or permit renewal if all of 
the following conditions are met…The applicant has submitted with its complete 
application an approvable compliance plan, including a schedule for achieving 
compliance, consistent with subsection 5 of this Section and applicable regulations.”115 

The Agency shall make available to the public all documents submitted by the applicant 
to the Agency, including each CAAPP application, compliance plan (including the 
schedule of compliance), and emissions or compliance monitoring report, with the 

                                                            
112 Consent Order 05-CH-750, Illinois ex rel. Lisa Madigan v. U.S. Steel Corporation, Inc. Dec. 18, 2007, Circuit 
Court, Third Judicial Circuit, Madison County, Illinois (Exhibit 9). 
113 Id. at paragraphs D.3.d. and e. 
114 42 U.S.C. § 7661b(e). 
115 415 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/39.5, Section 10(a)(ii) (2005) (emphasis added). 
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exception of information entitled to confidential treatment pursuant to Section 7 of this 
Act.116  

By issuing the final permit without making an approved compliance schedule available for review, IEPA 
deprived the public of an opportunity to comment on a critical aspect of the permit.  IEPA must issue a 
revised final permit containing a schedule of remedial measures and an enforceable sequence of actions 
with milestones leading to compliance for public review and comment. 

B.  New Materials Indicate Twenty-One Additional Instances of Current Noncompliance 
 

1. January 2009 Notice of Violation 
 

Since IEPA issued the draft permit and Project Summary, IEPA has cited USS-GCW for additional air 
violations. On January 29, 2009, IEPA issued Violation Notice A-2008-00223 to USS-GCW.117  The 
notice alleged 16 violations of state air requirements during 2008, including: failure to observe work rules 
for coke oven batteries; failure to conduct and adequately record quarterly physical integrity visual 
inspections; failure to conduct monthly inspections; failure to initiate and adequately record repairs after 
inspections revealed damage; failure to collect reladling emissions; failure to wet slag to control fugitive 
particulate matter emissions, and failure to follow the operating program for fugitive particulate matter.  
The permit fails to address these violations and does not contain a compliance schedule with a “schedule 
of remedial measures” and “an enforceable sequence of actions with milestones leading to compliance.” 

 
2.   March 2009 Notice of Violation 
 

On March 12, 2009, IEPA issued Violation Notice A-2009-00034 to USS-GCW.118  The notice alleged 5 
more violations of state air requirements, including: visible emissions from Battery B of nearly three 
times the allowable limit; impermissible visual emissions from the pressure relief device and improper 
operation of the steam blanketing system on #2 tar dehydration tank; failure to provide information for 
each piece of equipment in the October 31, 2008, amendment to the first semi-annual 2008 report; failure 
to submit information associated with the by-product plant equipment retagging project; and failure to 
maintain records for methods of repairs for leaks found during semiannual emissions monitoring on four 
different dates.  Again, the permit fails to address these violations and does not contain a compliance 
schedule with a “schedule of remedial measures” and “an enforceable sequence of actions with milestones 
leading to compliance.”  

 
Given USS-GCW’s repeated failures to comply with currently applicable emission limits, work practices, 
and inspection and reporting requirements, it is vital that USEPA require IEPA to develop approved, 
enforceable schedules of remedial measures with milestones leading to compliance and to issue a new 
draft permit for public review and comment.    
 
IV. The Permit Unlawfully Exempts Emissions During Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunctions 

 
A. Exemptions from MACT Standards During Periods of Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction 

Based on EPA’s General Duty Standard Are Invalid  
 

Numerous provisions in the permit unlawfully exempt USS-GCW from otherwise-applicable MACT 
standards during periods of startup, shutdown, and/or malfunction (SSM).  

                                                            
116 415 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/39.5, Section 5(q) (emphasis added). 
117 Violation Notice A-2008-00223 (IEPA, Jan. 29, 2009) (Exhibit 26). 
118 Violation Notice A-2009-00034 (IEPA, Mar. 12, 2009) (Exhibit 27). 
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In December 2008, the D.C. Circuit vacated 40 C.F.R. §§ 63.6(f)(1) and (h)(1), which exempted SSM 
emissions from MACT limits. Sierra Club v. EPA, 551 F.3d 1019 (D.C. Cir. 2008). The vacated 
regulations required sources to comply with a “general duty” standard, that is, to simply minimize 
emissions to the greatest extent possible during periods of SSM.  In reaching its decision, the D.C. Circuit 
made two significant findings. First, section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act requires emissions standards to 
apply on a continuous basis. Second, the general duty standard is not an emission standard. Based on 
these findings, the court held that the general duty exemption did not satisfy the requirement that 
hazardous air pollutant emissions be limited by MACT standards on a continuous basis: 

Because the general duty is the only standard that applies during SSM events – and 
accordingly no section 112 standard governs these events – the SSM exemption violates 
the CAA’s requirement that some section 112 standard apply continuously.119 

 
IEPA contends in its Responsiveness Summary that the decision in Sierra Club v. EPA has virtually no 
affect on the MACT source category rules providing for SSM exemptions in the USS-GCW CAAPP 
permit.120 IEPA bases its conclusion on a July 22, 2009 USEPA letter addressing industry concerns 
regarding the impact of the Sierra Club decision.121 IEPA claims that because the MACT standards 
directly applicable to USS-GCW are not covered by the mandate in the case, the agency may exempt the 
facility from section 112 standards during SSM.  
 
However, while the USEPA letter notes that the vacatur will “immediately and directly affect” only a 
specific subset of section 112(d) rules, it goes on to state that USEPA intends to review the other source 
category-specific SSM provisions in light of the decision. Moreover, the letter twice states that “EPA 
recognizes that the legality of such source category-specific provisions may now be called into question.” 
This statement appears first in the body of the letter and again as a disclaimer attached to Table 2. USEPA 
therefore recognizes that although the D.C. Circuit reviewed only 40 C.F.R. §§ 63.6(f)(1) and (h)(1) when 
it struck down the general duty standard, the effect of the court’s holding is not limited to those two 
provisions. Thus, the USEPA letter is consistent with the Sierra Club decision, which indicates that all 
SSM exemptions contained within section 112 source category rules are contrary to the plain language of 
the Clean Air Act.  
 
Accordingly, the following provisions of the permit that exempt USS-GCW’s emissions from MACT 
standards during SSM events are unlawful and IEPA must revise the permit to strike such exemptions: 
 

 Conditions 7.2.3.d.ii and 7.2.3.e.ii - incorporate by reference 40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpart A, with 
respect to the coke oven operations and coke oven battery operations. 40 C.F.R Part 63, Subpart 
A contains the exact provisions invalidated by the D.C. Circuit - 40 C.F.R. §§ 63.6(f)(1) and 
(h)(1); 

 Condition 7.2.5-3.a.i - exempts USS-GCW from complying with the MACT emission limits in 40 
C.F.R. Part 63 Subpart CCCCC; 

 Condition 7.2.5-3.b.vi - exempts USS-GCW from complying with the MACT emission limits in 
40 C.F.R. Part 63 Subpart L; 

 Conditions 7.11.6.a.i and 7.11.6.b122 - exempt USS-GCW from complying with the MACT 
emission limits in 40 C.F.R. Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ; 

                                                            
119 Id. at 1028. 
120 Responsive Summary, at 42-43 cmt. 69 (Exhibit 7).  
121 Letter from Adam M. Kushner, Dir. Office of Civil Enforcement, USEPA, to Charles H. Knauss et al. (July 22, 
2009) (Exhibit 35).  
122 This exemption provision was added by IEPA for the first time in the June 2009 Proposed CAAPP Permit.  
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 Conditions 7.4.3.d and 7.5.3 - Although the SSM exemption provision incorporated by reference 
in the Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing Facilities MACT is not expressly quoted or cited 
in the permit, these conditions state that the facility’s blast furnace process and basic oxygen 
furnaces are subject to 40 C.F.R. Part 63 Subpart FFFFF, “Integrated Iron and Steel 
Manufacturing Facilities.” Conditions 63.7810(a) and 63.7835(b) in Subpart FFFFF exempt USS-
GCW from complying with the MACT emission limits;   

 Conditions 7.8.3.f - Although the SSM exemption provision incorporated by reference in the 
Steel Pickling – HCl Process Facilities MACT is not expressly quoted or cited in the permit, this 
condition states that the facility’s HCl pickling line is subject to 40 C.F.R. Part 63 Subpart CCC, 
“Steel Pickling – HCl Process Facilities and Hydrochloric Acid Regeneration Plants.” Subpart 
CCC incorporates by reference 40 C.F.R. § 63.6(f)(1), which was invalidated by the D.C. Circuit. 
Moreover, this provision contains no other regulatory text exempting or excusing sources from 
compliance during SSM events. See 40 C.F.R. § 63.1155(c) and Table 1 to Subpart CCC of Part 
63.123  

 
B. Exemptions During Periods of Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction Based on State Law 

Also Are Invalid  
 
The following permit conditions rely on 35 IAC 201.149, 35 IAC 201.161,124 and 35 IAC 201.262 to 
exempt USS-GCW from otherwise-applicable ambient air quality standards during periods of SSM: 
 

 Condition 7.2.5-4 - coke oven batteries shutdown and malfunction; 
 Condition 7.3.5 - by-product recovery plant shutdown and malfunction; 
 Condition 7.4.5-2.b.i - blast furnace process shutdown and malfunction; 
 Condition 7.4.5-2.c - blast furnace process startup; 
 Condition 7.5.5-2.b - basic oxygen furnace shutdown and malfunction; 
 Condition 7.6.5.a - continuous casting operations shutdown and malfunction; 
 Condition 7.7.5 - slab reheat furnaces startup; 
 Condition 7.10.3.g - boilers startup; and 
 Condition 7.10.3.h.i - boilers shutdown and malfunction.   

 
In 1978, USEPA adopted an excess emissions policy which considers all periods of excess emissions, 
including periods of SSM, to be violations of the Clean Air Act.125 Furthermore, EPA has stated that 
automatic exemptions from emissions limits are not allowed.126 The rationale behind EPA’s policy of 
identifying all excess emissions as Clean Air Act violations and its disallowance of automatic exemptions 
is that emissions above the allowable limit may cause or contribute to exceedances of NAAQS.  
 

                                                            
123 USEPA has recognized that the D.C. Circuit’s vacatur of 40 C.F.R. §§ 63.6(f)(1)and (h)(1) immediately and 
directly affects 40 C.F.R. Part 63 Subpart CCC. See Letter from Adam M. Kushner, at Table 1 (Exhibit 35). 
124 We question whether the reference to 35 IAC 201.161 was intended to be 35 IAC 201.261. 
125 Memorandum from Kathleen M. Bennett, Assistant Adm’r for Air, Noise, and Radiation, USEPA, to Reg’l 
Adm’rs, Regions I-X, USEPA, at 1 (Sept. 28, 1982) (1982 Bennett Memorandum) (Exhibit 36). Since then, USEPA 
has consistently reaffirmed this position. See Memorandum from Eric Shaeffer, Dir., Office of Regulatory 
Enforcement and John S. Seitz, Dir., Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, USEPA, to Reg’l Adm’rs, 
Regions I-X, USEPA  (Dec. 5, 2001); Memorandum from Steven A. Herman, Assistant Adm’r for Enforcement and 
Compliance Assurance, USEPA, to Reg’l Adm’rs, Regions IX, USEPA (Sept. 20, 1999).  
126 1982 Bennett Memorandum (Exhibit 36). 
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As Region 5 noted in its February 2009 comments on the draft permit, IEPA’s Project Summary never 
mentioned the permit’s extensive SSM exemptions or explained why such exemptions are appropriate.127 
The Region’s comment noted that IEPA must discuss why it is appropriate to allow these exemptions.  In 
its response to Region 5’s comment, IEPA stated: 
 

Currently, NAAQS for lead and PM2.5 emissions are the only standards that could be 
potentially impacted by SSM. However, SSM impact of each individual emission unit or 
group of emission units is very different and its actual value could be established only 
after certain modeling procedures.128  

 
Thus, IEPA admits that the SSM exemptions could interfere with maintenance of ambient air quality 
standards for lead and PM2.5 and decided to proceed with the SSM exemptions without first evaluating 
their impacts. 
 
Beyond the illegality of allowing these broad exemptions from permit requirements during SSM, IEPA’s 
response to comments falls far short of adequately explaining why the specific SSM exemptions 
contained in the permit are legally or factually justified.  IEPA “shall provide a statement that sets forth 
the legal and factual basis for the draft permit conditions (including references to the applicable statutory 
or regulatory provisions.”  40 C.F.R. § 70.7(a)(5).  As noted in Region 5’s comments, IEPA has failed to 
provide the required clear rationale for the exemptions in the permit record.129 
 
Therefore, IEPA must either issue a revised permit and project summary adequately explaining why the 
SSM exemptions under state law are appropriate and provide for further public review and comment or 
issue a revised permit striking such exemptions.  

 
V. The Permit Fails to Include Compliance Assurance Monitoring Requirements 
 
Federal regulations require certain Title V facilities to develop a compliance assurance monitoring 
(CAM) plan, as set forth in 40 CFR Part 64, and to submit the plan to IEPA for review and approval.  
This regulation applies to any facility that files a CAAPP application after April 20, 1998. 40 CFR § 64.5. 
IEPA’s Project Summary claims that the CAM rules do not apply to USS-GCW “due to the fact that 
initial CAAPP application was submitted prior to April 1998.” However, this ignores the CAAPP 
permitting requirements and the permit application history in this case.   

National Steel Corporation submitted a CAAPP application for Granite City Works in March 1996, which 
was deemed complete by IEPA in May 1996.  However, IEPA never issued a permit pursuant to that 
application. The Illinois CAAPP statute makes clear that IEPA’s failure to act on the 1996 completed 
permit application within 18 months constituted final agency action on that application: 

The Agency shall issue or deny the CAAPP permit within 18 months after the date of 
receipt of the complete CAAPP application . . . . Where the Agency does not take final 
action on the permit within the required time period the permit shall not be deemed 
issued; rather the failure to act shall be treated as a final permit action. 
 

                                                            
127 E-mail from Genevieve Damico, USEPA, to Michael Reed & Anatoly Belogorsky, IEPA (Feb. 4, 2009) (Exhibit 
28). 
128 Responsiveness Summary at 53 cmt. 1(Exhibit 7). 
129 In the Matter of CITGO Refining and Chemicals Company L.P. West Plant, Corpus Christi, Texas, at 11, Petition 
No. VI-2007-01 (May 28, 2009) (stating that the permitting authority’s rationale for exempting a source from CAA 
requirements “must be clear and documented in the permit record”). 
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415 ILCS 5/39.5-5(j).  Because IEPA did not act on the 1996 application within the required 18 months 
of its submission, it cannot be considered the application for the draft U.S. Steel Permit that IEPA issued 
for public review and comment over 12 years later, in 2008.   

It is also significant that National Steel Corporation, which owned the Granite City Works, went bankrupt 
in 2002 and was bought by U.S. Steel in 2003. On May 29, 2007, U.S. Steel submitted a different CAAPP 
permit application to IEPA, which U.S. Steel designated the “Initial Application” on the cover sheet 
provided by IEPA.  This 2007 application, filed more than nine years after the trigger date for CAM 
inclusion, initiated the permitting process that led IEPA to publish a draft in October 2008 and its final 
permit in September 2009.   

In addition, the 1996 and 2007 applications are substantially different.  A significant amount of new 
material was added in the 2007 application. For example, U.S. Steel’s 2007 application includes a number 
of plans designed to ensure MACT compliance, including site-specific monitoring plans, startup, 
shutdown and malfunction plans, and operation and maintenance plans for the entire iron and steel 
manufacturing facilities. That recent application also first contained a site-specific soaking work practice 
plan for the coke ovens, encompassing the pushing, quenching, and battery stacks operations. To place 
the difference in perspective, 68 pages of the 128-page 2007 application contained MACT compliance 
plans. Not one of these plans was included in the initial 1996 National Steel application.  

The eleven years between the two application submissions also must be highlighted. If IEPA had issued a 
CAAPP permit in response to the 1996 application in the timely manner required by law (i.e., within the 
required 18 months), Granite City Works would have submitted its (at least) first renewal application 
since then, as CAAPP permits are only valid “for fixed terms of 5 years” 415 ILCS 5/39.5-3(b). Given the 
1996 application date, the earliest a renewal permit would have been issued is 2001, three years after the 
date the CAM rules were triggered. Thus, had IEPA acted on the 1996 application in a timely manner, the 
permit for the facility would now undoubtedly be required to include CAM rules.  

IEPA’s effort to gift USS-GCW with an additional 5-year pass on the CAM rules contrasts startlingly 
with the public’s interest and the purpose of the permitting process. The facility is the primary cause of air 
pollution in an area that is nonattainment for ozone and PM2.5. The CAM rules are designed to more 
effectively monitor this pollution and ultimately lead to its abatement. IEPA’s purposeful failure to 
include CAM rules in this permit is disconcerting considering the quantity and severity of pollutants 
emitted from this facility.  
 
Furthermore, although ABC raised these concerns about the CAM omissions in its comments to IEPA, 
the agency has not provided an adequate response. In its Responsiveness Summary, IEPA simply stated 
that the 1996 application “with number of later updates” was “the only one considered” for this permit.130 
However, IEPA did not address or even acknowledge its failure to act within 18 months of the filing of 
the 1996 application or the 12 years between the filing of that initial application and the release of the 
2008 draft permit. The Responsiveness Summary also made no mention of the extensive additional 
materials included in the 2007 application, even though all these issues were raised in the comments filed 
by ABC in February 2009.  

Seeking to minimize the effect of its error on the public, IEPA claims in its Responsiveness Summary that 
“most of the sources that would be subject to CAM are already covered by a MACT standard and 
therefore CAM would not be applicable as well.”131 This is untrue. According to the permit, of the 
emissions units that would be subject to CAM, only two (the blast furnace (Condition 7.4.4.c) and basic 
oxygen furnace (Condition 7.5.4.c)) may be exempt from CAM requirements because they have MACT 

                                                            
130 Responsiveness Summary, at 43 cmt. 70 (Exhibit 7). 
131 Id. 
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plans. Seven out of nine emissions units are said by IEPA to be exempt from CAM due solely to the filing 
date of the initial application. These include the coke by-product recovery plant, continuous casting, slab 
reheat furnaces, finishing operations, wastewater treatment plant, boilers, and engines in permit 
Conditions 7.3.4.c, 7.6.4.e, 7.7.4.e, 7.8.4.e, 7.9.4.e, 7.10.4.c, and 7.11.4.b.  
 
Thus, the facts underlying the permit and the law governing the permitting process require that CAM 
rules must be included in the current Title V permit. 

VI.   Numerous Permit Provisions Lack Practical Enforceability  
 
A Title V permit must be sufficiently clear and specific to ensure that all applicable requirements 
contained therein are enforceable as a practical matter.  USEPA has described “practical enforceability” 
in the permitting context: 
 

A permit is enforceable as a practical matter (or practically enforceable) if permit 
conditions establish a clear legal obligation for the source [and] allow compliance to be 
verified.  Providing the source with clear information goes beyond identifying the 
applicable requirement.  It is also important that permit conditions be unambiguous and 
do not contain language which may intentionally or unintentionally prevent 
enforcement.132 

 
To achieve practical enforceability, a Title V permit must accurately describe operational requirements 
and limitations on emissions for a facility, including any alternative processes that the permitting state has 
selected.  40 CFR §§ 70.6(a)(1)(iii) & (a)(3).  In addition, a Title V permit must include monitoring and 
related recordkeeping and reporting requirements.  40 CFR § 70.6(a)(3).   

The USS-GCW facility is extremely complex, and many provisions of the permit lack one or more of the 
conditions necessary for practical enforceability.  These provisions must be revised.   

A.   The Permit Fails to Appropriately Incorporate Plans by Reference 
 
USEPA “expects that Title V permits will explicitly state all emission limitations and operational 
requirements for all applicable emission units at a facility.”133  The obligation to issue clear and 
meaningful permits must be met despite the potential usefulness of incorporation by reference.   USEPA 
has established that incorporation by reference sufficient to assure compliance with the CAA requires 
that: “(1) referenced documents be specifically identified; (2) descriptive information such as the title or 
number of the document and the date of the document be included so that there is no ambiguity as to 
which version of a document is being reference; and (3) citations, cross references, and incorporations by 
reference are detailed enough that the manner in which any referenced material applies to a facility is 
clear and is not reasonably subject to misinterpretation.”134 In addition, the USEPA Administrator 
recently reiterated that the permitting authority must ensure that all emission limits and operational 

                                                            
132 USEPA Region 9 Title V Permit Review Guidelines, Sept. 9, 1999, p. III-46 (as quoted in In the Matter of 
Midwest Generation, LCC, Fisk Generating Station, Petition No. V-2004-1; CAAPP No. 95090081(March 25, 
2005), 2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 4; In the Matter of Midwest Generation, LCC, Joliet Generating Station, 
Petition No. V-2004-3; CAAPP No. 95090046 (June 24, 2005), 2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 12; In the Matter of 
Midwest Generation, LCC, Romeoville Generating Station, Petition number V-2004-4; CAAPP No. 95090080 (June 
24, 2005), 2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 13). 
133 In the Matter of Tesoro Refining and Marketing, Petition No. IX-2004-6 at 8 (March 15, 2005).   
134 In the Matter of the Premcor Refining Group, Inc., Port Arthur, Texas, Petition No. VI-2007-02 at 29 (citing 
White Paper Number 2 for Improved Implementation of the Part 70 Operating Permits Program (March 5, 1996)) 
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requirements “are included on the face of the title V permit.”135  Where a permit incorporates by reference 
but does not include the limit or requirement on its face, the permit must be reopened and the deficiency 
remedied.136 
 
IEPA seeks to incorporate by reference several plans into the permit.  In its Responsiveness Summary, 
IEPA attempts to establish its own criteria for proper incorporation by reference: that the incorporated 
document must (1) exist at the time of incorporation; (2) be described in the incorporating document with 
enough specificity to be identified; and (3) the main document must clearly identify the intent that the 
document be incorporated by reference.137  This is the first time IEPA has provided identifying 
information (albeit too limited) for these plans.  However, even this limited information is still not in the 
final permit. 
 
Thus, IEPA has failed to follow its own procedure for incorporating a document by reference, failed to 
follow USEPA’s procedure for incorporating a document by reference, and rendered it unclear from the 
permit and to the public which documents have been incorporated and to what extent. Without this 
information, the permit is not practically enforceable. IEPA must incorporate clearly and on the face of 
the permit itself, not in a responsiveness summary, the following plans: 
 

(1) Condition 5.3.3 of the permit requires that USS-GCW submit a fugitive particulate matter 
operating plan to the IEPA and operate under such plan.  This section is not enforceable because 
it contains no facility-specific information or requirements.  The language only restates key 
requirements in 35 IAC 212.309 through 212.312.  The permit does not indicate whether or when 
GCW submitted the required fugitive particulate matter operating plan or whether it was 
approved.  Additionally, the permit does not indicate that the operating plan, if submitted, was 
updated as required by 35 IAC 212.312.  IEPA notes in its Responsiveness Summary that a plan 
was last updated in August 2007, but does not provide any identifying information about that plan 
in the permit.  If IEPA seeks to incorporate a plan by reference, it must include in the permit: the 
title of the operating plan; the date of plan approval; and the dates of any updates or amendments. 
All information or documents referenced by IEPA throughout the permit also must be readily 
available to the public at the permitting authority.138  The permit must be modified to include the 
information required to appropriately incorporate the operating plan by reference. 

(2) Condition 5.3.4 requires that USS-GCW submit a PM10 Contingency Measure Plan incorporated 
by reference.  However, the permit does not indicate a title or date that the PM10 Contingency 
Plan was approved by the IEPA.  Also, the permit does not state whether any amendments have 
been made to the plan and the dates of any such amendments.  IEPA states in its Responsiveness 
Summary that a plan was submitted in November 1994, but does not provide any identifying 
information about a plan in the permit.  The permit must be modified to include the information 
required to appropriately incorporate the plan by reference.   

(3) Condition 5.3.10 requires that USS-GCW submit an Episode Action Plan for reducing the levels 
of emissions during yellow alerts, red alerts, and emergencies.  However, the permit does not 
indicate a title or date that an Episode Action Plan was submitted or approved by the IEPA. Also, 
the permit does not state whether any amendments have been made to a plan and the dates of any 
such amendments.  IEPA states in its Responsiveness Summary that a plan was submitted in 
September 1987, but does not provide any identifying information about a plan in the permit.  

                                                            
135 In the Matter of CITGO Refining and Chemicals Company L.P., West Plant, Corpus Christi, Texas, Petition No. 
VI-2007-01 at 11 (May 28, 2009). 
136 Id. 
137 Responsiveness Summary, at 25 cmt. 5 (Exhibit 7). 
138 White Paper Number 2 for Improved Implementation of the Part 70 Operating Permits Program at E.1 (March 5, 
1996). 
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The permit must be modified to include the information required to appropriately incorporate the 
plan by reference. 

(4) Condition 7.2.5-1.b.i requires that USS-GCW submit a written Soaking Plan.  However, the 
permit does not indicate a title or date that a Soaking Plan was submitted or approved by the 
IEPA.  Also, the permit does not state whether any amendments have been made to a plan and the 
dates of any such amendments. IEPA states in its Responsiveness Summary that a plan was 
initially submitted in April 2006 and revised in May 2007, but does not provide any identifying 
information about a plan in the permit.  The permit must be modified to include the information 
required to appropriately incorporate the plan by reference. 

(5) Condition 7.2.5-2 requires that USS-GCW submit a written work practice plan, and appropriate 
revisions, to achieve compliance with visible emission limitations.  However, the permit does not 
indicate a title or date that the work practice plan was submitted to or approved by IEPA.  Also, 
the permit does not state whether any amendments have been made to the plan and the dates of 
such amendments. IEPA’s Responsiveness Summary simply incorporates its response to the 
failure to properly identify any Soaking Plan. The permit must be modified to include the 
information required to appropriately incorporate the work practice plan by reference. 

 
B.   Vague Provisions in the Permit Are Not Practically Enforceable 

 
Permit conditions must contain sufficient detail to ensure that the source and the public clearly understand 
permit obligations and compliance evaluation procedures.  The vague permit provisions below lack 
specificity, rendering compliance within the discretion of USS-GCW.   
 
Condition 7.7.5.a requires that USS-GCW “demonstrate that all reasonable steps” are taken to minimize 
startup emissions. Condition 9.10.2.a.iv similarly provides that during periods of emergency the permittee 
must show that it “took all reasonable steps to minimize levels of emissions that exceeded the emission 
limitations, standards, or regulations in this permit.”  The term “reasonable steps” is not defined in the 
permit or the SIP and is therefore practicably unenforceable. The USEPA Administrator objected to the 
term “reasonable steps” in In the Matter of Midwest Generation, LCC, Joliet Generating Station, ruling 
that “because the permit condition does not specify criteria, consistent with the SIP, to determine whether 
a unit can be ‘reasonably’ repaired or what constitutes ‘reasonable’ steps during malfunction or 
breakdown, the condition is practicably unenforceable.”139 On this basis, USEPA mandated that “IEPA 
must remove ‘reasonably’ and ‘reasonable’ . . . define the terms, or provide criteria to determine 
‘reasonably’ and ‘reasonable,’ and revise the condition to be consistent with the provisions of the 
underlying applicable requirement.”140   

 
In its Responsiveness Summary, IEPA argues that merely citing the unidentified “applicable regulation” 
wherein the “reasonable steps” language is contained satisfies the burden imposed by USEPA.  However, 
the Administrator’s statement in the Joliet Generating Station decision indicates that citation without 
definition is not sufficient.  In addition, 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(a)(5) requires IEPA to set forth the legal and 
factual basis for permit conditions, including references to the applicable statutory or regulatory 
provisions.  IEPA must, in the statement of basis or permit, set forth the particular regulation on which the 
operational requirement is based. 
  
 

                                                            
139 Petition No. V-2004-3; CAAPP No. 95090046 (June 24, 2005), 2005 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 12, *59. 
140 Id.; see also In the Matter of Midwest Generation, LCC, Romeoville Generating Station, 2005 EPA CAA Title V 
LEXIS 13, *54-55; In the Matter of Midwest Generation, LCC, Fisk Generating Station, 2005 EPA CAA Title V 
LEXIS 4, *44-45. In the Matter of Midwest Generation, LCC, Crawford Generating Station, 2005 EPA CAA Title 
V LEXIS 5, *41-42. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, ABC respectfully requests that the Administrator of USEP A grant the 
Petition to Object to the USS-GCW Title V permit and order IEP A to: (1) modify the permit as requested 
herein to ensure compliance with the Clean Air Act; (2) prepare a new project summary; and (3) issue the 
L(\<. draft permit for public review and comment. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Robert R. Kuehn, Professor of Law & Co-Director 
Katherine Pawasarat, Engineering and Science Fellow 
Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic 
Washington University School of Law 
One Brookings Drive - Campus Box 1120 
St. Louis, MO 63130-4899 
(314) 935-7238 

IEC students also on the Petition: 
Melissa Katz, Senior Law Student 
Elena Kazarov, Student Consultant 
Benjamin Kitto, Law Student 
Melissa Legge, Student Consultant 
Samuel Shevick, Student Consultant 

cc: Cheryl Newton, Director, Air and Radiation Division, USEPA, Region 5 
Edwin C. Bakowski, Manager, Permit Section, Division of Air Pollution Control, IEPA 
Jill A. Foust, U.S. Steel Corporation, Granite City Works 
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Exhibit 6: Proposed CAAPP Permit for U.S. Steel Corporation Granite City Works (IEPA, June 15, 
2009) 

Exhibit 7: Responsiveness Summary for Public Questions and Comments on the CAAPP Operating 
Permit Application from U. S. Steel Corporation Granite City Works (IEPA, Sep. 3, 
2009) 

Exhibit 8: “Recommended Lead Nonattainment Area Designations in Illinois.” IEPA Presentation 
to East-West Gateway Air Quality Advisory Committee (September 29, 2009) 

Exhibit 9: Consent Order, Illinois ex rel Madigan v. U.S. Steel Corporation, Inc., No. 05-CH-750 
(Dec. 18, 2007, Circuit Court, Third Judicial Circuit, Madison County, Ill.) 

Exhibit 10: Second Supplemental Complaint, Illinois ex rel Madigan v. U.S. Steel Corporation, Inc., 
No. 05-CH-750 (Oct. 17, 2007, Circuit Court, Third Judicial Circuit, Madison County, 
Ill.) 

Exhibit 11: USEPA, Environmental Justice Graphic Assessment Tool (identifying the demographic 
profile within 5 miles of the USS-GCW facility) 

Exhibit 12: U.S. Census Bureau, State & County Quick Facts: Madison County, IL, updated Sep. 4, 
2009 

Exhibit 13: National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, 2006-2007, available at 
http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/. Custom-built tables for Madison, IL schools 

Exhibit 14: National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, 2006-2007, available at 
http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/. Custom-built tables for Madison County 

Exhibit 15: United States Steel Corp. Granite City Works Annual Emissions Report, 2007 (IEPA, 
Mar. 28, 2008) 
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Exhibit 16: American Lung Association, State of the Air Report 2009, Madison County, available at 
http://www.stateoftheair.org/2009/states/illinois/madison-17119.html 

Exhibit 17: USEPA, 2002 National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment, “tct_risk_il.kmz” available at 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata2002/tables.html (last accessed September 30, 2009) 
Screen shots of the Google Earth Risk Map for Census Tracts 400500 and 400300  

Exhibit 18: Permit No. 06070022 – Emission Reduction Credits permit issued January 18, 2007 

Exhibit 19: Permit No. 06070023 – Cogeneration Project permit issued January 30, 2008 

Exhibit 20: Permit No. 06070088 – Coke Conveyance System Permit issued March 13, 2008 

Exhibit 21: Permit No. 06070020 – Coke Plant Permit issued March 13, 2008 to Gateway Energy & 
Coke Company, c/o SunCoke Company 

Exhibit 22: Letter from Carol Rushin, Acting Regional Administrator, USEPA, Region 8, to Steven 
M. Pirner, Secretary, South Dakota Department of Environment & Natural Resources 
(Jan. 22, 2009) 

Exhibit 23: Letter from John Seitz, Director, EPA Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, to 
Robert Hodanbosi and Charles Laggers of STAPPA/ALAPCO (May 20, 1999) 

Exhibit 24: USEPA, Office of Air Quality Planning Standards, Title V Monitoring Technical 
Reference Document (April 2001 draft) 

Exhibit 25: USEPA, Region 5, Review of Illinois’ Title V Operating Permit Program, United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (Aug. 2004) 

Exhibit 26: Letter from Raymond E. Pilapil, Compliance Section Bureau of Air, IEPA, to Sharon K. 
Owen, USS-GCW, Violation Notice A-2008-00223 (Jan. 29, 2009) 

Exhibit 27: Letter from Raymond E. Pilapil, Compliance Section Bureau of Air, IEPA, to Richard 
Veitch, USS-GCW, Violation Notice A-2009-00034 (Mar. 12, 2009) 

Exhibit 28: E-mail from Genevieve Damico, USEPA, to Michael Reed & Anatoly Belogorsky, IEPA 
(Feb. 4, 2009) 

Exhibit 29: Shaw Stone & Webster, Particulate Monitoring in Wet Scrubbed Stacks: New Rules/New 
Opportunities (Oct. 26, 2006) 

Exhibit 30: USEPA, Region 7, Guidance on Periodic Monitoring for Opacity (April 18, 1997) 

Exhibit 31: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9, Guidelines: Periodic Monitoring 
(Sept. 09, 1999) 

Exhibit 32: In the Matter of Tesoro Refining and Marketing Co., Petition No. IX-2004-6 (Dec. 19 
2003) 
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Exhibit 33: In the Matter of Fort James Camas Mill, Petition No. X-1999-1 (Dec. 22, 2000) 

Exhibit 34: Letter from USEPA to Florida Department of Environmental Protection (Dec. 11, 1997) 

Exhibit 35: Letter from Adam M. Kushner, Dir. Office of Civil Enforcement, USEPA, to Charles H. 
Knauss et al. (July 22, 2009) 

Exhibit 36: Memorandum from Kathleen M. Bennett, Assistant Adm’r for Air, Noise, and Radiation, 
USEPA, to Reg’l Adm’rs, Regions I-X, USEPA (Sept. 28, 1982) 
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